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JOHN MADGE

It is with deep regret that we record t.he death of John Madge
on August 27th, 1968. His contribution to the working party
was greatly valued and is inadequately revealed in the pages
that follow. Nevertheless, we hope that these papers, the final
version of which he did not see, may be some contribution
towards the goal of an increasingly systematic sociology to
which he devoted so much energy.



FOREWORD

Most of the research reviews in this series have been prepared
by Committees of the Social Science Research Council
(SSRC), or by working parties of specialists brought together
under the Council’s auspices to deal with a particular range
of research problems.

This series of papers was prepared by a working party set
up by the British Sociological Association (BSA), who were
responsible for taking the initiative in deciding that work
needed to be donc in studying the comparability of sociological
data.

The SSRC became involved after the work was completed,
when the BSA was considering the most effective way of
communicating the results to research workers. The SSRC
thought that studies prepared by the BSA were a useful
contribution to the subject, and agreed to publish them
jointly with the BSA in the research review series.

JEREMY MITCHELL, Series editor
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PREFACE

T. H. MARSHALL

It has long been realized that one essential condx.tlon for the

development of sociological theory and of sociology as a

scientific discipline is the comparability of data assembled by

those engaged in research. The urgency of the need for such

comparability became manifest as the volum.e of data as-

sembled in sociological surveys and field studies opfined up

new vistas of opportunity for comparison, .bHSCd elth?f' on

published results or on the secondary analysm: gf the original

material. It is obvious that these opportunities cannot be

fully exploited unless the material is assembled, classified,

coded and catalogued and made accessible to those }vho want
to use it. This process has been going on for some time at the
national level, notably by the foundation of survey archives
or data banks - in the United States and Europe. Some of
these are specialized and some more general. One of the more
recent establishments of this kind is the Social Science
Research Council Data Bank at the University of Essex. In
1963 the first of a series of international conferences, organized
by the International Social Science Council and sponsored
by UNESCO, was held to examine the possibility of providing
in the same way for cross-national social and political research.
There is now a Standing Committee on Data Archives of the
International Social Science Council, and the beginnings of
an Inventory of European Survey Data.

But it is of little use to collect data for comparison if the
data collected are not in fact comparable, and it is with this
problem that these essays are concerned. Reading them may,
indeed, give the impression that a movement which began at
the top has worked its way down to the grassroots. For much
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PREFACE

that is written here is concerned with basic questions of
research method and the solution of the innumerable prob-
lems which arise over the definition and use of concepts and
the identification and measurement of variables. Published
studies are criticized, not only for failing to take account of
the need to make their material comparable, but also for
inadequacies of a more fundamental kind. As Mr Bechhofer
says, ‘It should now be clear that a great deal can go wrong at
the recording stage which may make subsequent analysis
difficult or even impossible’ — and still more, he might have
added, subsequent comparison with other data.

Yet, although there is some frank talk about these de-
ficiencies and although some problems are raised to which no
agreed answer has yet been found, the general picture is far
from discouraging. It is clear that the British Sociological
Association has undertaken a task of great importance (of
which this represents only the first phase), precisely because
much sociological research has been unsophisticated and un-
professional in the past: indeed some still is. But knowledge
and expertise are now available in sufficient strength to en-
large and accelerate the professionalization (in the best sense
of that term) which has been in cvidence for some time now.
The situation is well described by Elizabeth Gittus when,
referring to those for whom income is a principal variable,
she observes: “These comments will help them at least to be
aware of the relevant questions and difficulties and to draw
on what is now a considerable fund of experience in coping
with them.’

It is eminently appropriate that the British Sociological
Association should undertake to mobilize this expertise and
experience for the benefit of the discipline as a whole and its
British practitioners in particular, and it is to be hoped that
this may be only the first of a serics of activities designed to
fulfil the responsibility of the Association as the accredited
representative of British sociology. The working party, the
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contributors, and the editor, Mrs Margaret Stacey, arc all to
be congratulated on their achievement, and it is appropriate
that the volume should carry a memorial note to John Madgc,
who played so important a part in the events leading to the
establishment of the SSRC Data Bank at Essex and was also
the British representative on the international Standing Com-
mittee on Data Archives.



Introduction

MARGARET STACEY

In 1965, following a suggestion made at the Sociology
Teachers Conference in Swansea, the Executive Committee
of the British Sociological Association set up a working party
to consider the comparability of data in locality studies. The
working party, which held its first meeting on 1 July 1966,
consisted of Mr Frank Bechhofer, Dr Dennis Chapman, Miss
Elizabeth Gittus, Mr John Madge, Mrs Margaret Stacey
(convenor), Mr Aubrey Weinberg and Miss A. Greenlec
Friend (later co-opted).

In the first instance the working party sought to get in
touch with others who might have dealt with problems of
comparability. Correspondence was exchanged with the
Chairman of the Social Science Research Council, the
Government Social Survey, the General Register Office, the
Centre for Urban Studies, the International Sociological
Association, the University of Bradford Administrative
Centre, the Market Research Society, the Social and Econo-
mic Archive Committee (through Mr J. Madge), Professor R.
Rose and Mr T. N. Clark (Chicago).

Although the initial terms of reference of the working
party were to consider comparability of data in locality studies,
this was never narrowly conceived. Comparability of data in
locality studies was taken to imply comparability not only of
one locality with another, but comparability with nationally
collected data, official and other. The attention of the working
party was drawn to two types of secondary analysis, for both
of which comparability is essential: (i) comparative analysis
of published works; and (ii) secondary analysis of schedule
data. The convenor’s original paper, which had focused on
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comparability of published data, had drawn attention to the
first, and the work of the Social and Economic Archive Centre
to the second. It does not follow that data which is collected
in a manner suitable for data archives and which is susceptible
of comparative study based on records in archives will neces-
sarily be presented in published work in such a manner that
comparative studies can be undertaken. Furthermore, stu-
dents who might not collect data on schedules suitable for
archive store might perhaps nevertheless be encouraged to
present minimum data in a comparable form in their pub-
lished works. The working party therefore attempted to con-
sider categories for the collection of data and for the presenta-
tion of data in reports, although suggestions have not always
been equally easy to achieve with the variables considered
here.

Examination of published works makes it plain that dis-
tinctions which are made in data collection are lost in analysis
and subsequent data presentation. This is inevitable, since
analysts must simplify to be able to handle data, and the
simplification must depend upon their hypotheses and major
areas of concern. Ideally, definitions and categories used in
schedules should be collapsible in many ways so that sim-
plification for a variety of hypotheses and areas of interest is
possible. Inevitably, authors will simplify in a way which
makes comparison of published works difficult, but if the
simplification were based upon generally agreed categories,
clements of comparability would remain. Ideally also, if
authors could be encouraged to set forth data in their pub-
lished works in a standard form, the first steps of comparison
could be made from published data, the second by calling
for retrieval of schedule material from data archives. In sug-
gesting this, the working party in no way intend to con-
strain the activities of research workers who wish to devise
their own classifications. Indeed, they feel that such activity
is essential to the proper development of the subject. They
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INTRODUCTION

nevertheless feel that in such cases rescarch workers should
also classify their data using an existing acceptable classifica-
tion, in order to achicve comparability both with published
works and with data in archives.

The working party have been guided by the conviction that
any suggestions made should relate to the body of theoretical
knowledge as well as to the cmpirical determinants of data
collection. The working party have thercfore not only con-
sidered what have been the frequently used categories, but
have also attempted some clarification of the necessary ap-
proximations which must be made between theoretical con-
cepts and collectable data.

The working party are sensitive to the ultimate need to
reach international comparability of data collection, analysis
and presentation. Their present activities have been largely
restricted to the British field, in the belief that it is necessary
to reach some understanding in a national context before
international comparability can be meaningfully approached.

The classifications most commonly used by students of
locality studies and by others are those which are often known
as ‘key variables’ or ‘face-sheet variables’. The working party
therefore decided to start with these, attributes of individuals,
families or houscholds, rather than of localities as such. It was
judged wiser to attempt a modest programme relating not
only to the most frequently used variables but to areas where,
although there might be some confusion, a movement to-
wards agreed practice appeared most feasible. The variables
dealt with here therefore apply much more widely than
simply to locality studies.

A count of schedules collected by the Social and Economic
Archive Centre in their work preliminary to the setting up of a
data bank revealed that the thirteen most commonly used
variables of this kind were: age, sex, marital status, occupa-
tion, family and household size and composition, education,
income, place of birth, housing, leisure activities, social class,
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and religion (politics came a bad fourteenth). It was not pos-
sible for the working party to study all of these at once. Of
those that were initially attempted, four arc presented here:
Education by Aubrey Weinberg; Family and Household by
Margaret Stacey; Income by Elizabeth Gittus; and Occupa-
tion by Frank Bechhofer. )

While each of these papers is the responsibility of Its author,
theyareina very real sense the outcome of j oint deliberations.
Each paper was circulated and discussed more th:'m once
among the members of the working party and significantly
amended in the light of this collective comment. {\u‘hOfS had,
of course, consulted as many authorities in their own fields
as possible, but such consultations inevitably C.Ollld not be
exhaustive within the strict time limits the working party set
themselves. Furthermore, members felt that before the papers
were published, they should be widely and critically discussed
by professional sociologists. They felt this not only becausethey
Wwished to have the benefit of wide experience but also because
any movement towards comparability must depend upon a
common understanding of the problems involved, and also
some consensus about the need for comparability and, if
possible, about the suggestions made. Drafts of the papers
were therefore presented to a session of the Sociology
Teachers’ Section of the British Sociological Association at
Bedford College in January 1968. This session Was open to all
members of the BSA, whether they were members of the
Sociology Teachers’ Section or not.

In the light of this discussion and of later discussions and
correspondence which it generated, the papers as presented
Wwere revised by their authors, and then edited for their pregent
publication.

As well as considering the content of the papers presented
to them, the January 1968 conference was asked about fyture
work in this field. The working party were of the view that
further similar papers should be written on other variables.
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Conference members made it clear in discussion that they
felt this. The working party also felt that, however wide the
conscnsus might be at any onc time about the usefulness of a
particular categorization or dcfinition, none could be expected
to stand indefinitely since they would be overtaken by ad-
vancing knowledge. They therefore asked the BSA, as the
professional body with the appropriate ability, to ensure that
any suggestions were reviewed at intervals of not longer than
five years. The Association have met these requests by asking
Miss Elizabeth Gittus to convene a further working party
which is currently considering work on eight further variables.
In conclusion, thanks are due to all members of the working
party for their loyal co-operation, support and hard work.
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1. Education

AUBREY WEINBERG

The use of education as a key variable in locality studies is
by no means universal. Although there is a substantial litera-
ture on the structure and functions of education, it is difficult
to discover succinct definitions which may be effectively
utilized in studies outside the field of education. Unlike many
other key variables, education is subject to fairly rapid sub-
stantive change which, as in the case of length of secondary
schooling, may be determined by social legislation rather than
individual attitude changes. A series of parliamentary acts
and recommendations over the past forty years has brought
about fundamental changes in the structure of the system of
education. The implementation of current policy decisions
will introduce further difficulties when attempts are made to
compare those educated yesterday, today and tomorrow.

In addition, some contend that the use of education as a
key variable serves merely as an index of social class or
status. If this were the case a more exact working definition
of social ranking might obviate the need for questions on
education.

The first section of this paper therefore seeks to show the
relevance of education as an independent variable. The
second part critically examines the use that has been made
of education as a variable in a number of studies. Finally
certain recommendations to increase comparability in future
practice are made.

(1) EDUCATION AS AN INDEPENDENT VARIABLE
(a) Education, class and status
In his study of social status in the mid nineteen-fifties Dennis
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Chapman enumerated a substantial list of relevant variables
and commented,

It is sufficient to note that income and education in its broad
sense control all of them. These fundamental influences have
markedly different characteristics. High income can purchase
many of the indices of status, but not all; those that remain
derive from education, which is almost conditioned by the
income and education of parents.}

He prefaces his work on status definition with a caveat im-
ploring a more adequate definition of key variables for usc in
social investigation. Few investigators have attempted to
obtain full value from the use of education as a major vari-
able, but two studies provide adequate illustration of the
profitability of such an approach. The field study of Derby
by T. Cauter and J. S. Downham related education, as deter-
mined by the terminal education age, to a variety of be-
havioural patterns. They found that the most important factor
in their ‘Index of Intercommunication’ was education2 and
that ‘People with a similar education are much more likely
to resemble one another in sporting habits, irrespective of
class, than they are to resemble people of their own clagg
with a different education.’ They found that almost a]] those
in semi-skilled and unskilled employment had elementary
education only and that most people with secondary o
further education went into non-manual jobs. ‘Nevertheless,
even amongst the non-manual jobs it was only with the inter.-
mediate and higher administrative and professional posts that
people with an elementary education were in a minority,’
More recently, Dr Mark Abrams’ study of reading habits
in Britain has further emphasized the connection between
education and other structural features. He uses education
and social class as major variables in a sample of people over
twenty, and compares the two generations aged 20-44, and 45
years and above, in terms of three terminal education ages.
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He discovered that ‘Among people of this older generation
differences in social class are rarely the outcome of differences
in educational background’ whereas ‘among adults under 45
years of age differences in education play a larger part in
differentiating the social classes’,> concluding, ‘Clearly in the
past, the lack of higher education has not prevented a great
many people in this country from sustaining a middle class
income and style of living.”¢ Abrams demonstrates that
terminal education age may be more illuminating than social
class in explaining daily newspaper-reading habits, and adds
“The reading of Sunday national newspapers is similarly
markedly affected by educational background.’? It should be
pointed out that this study uses occupation as the criterion for
defining social class and is therefore really concerned with a
comparison of education and occupation as meaningful vari-
ables in the analysis of reading habits.

The acceptance of an inevitable relationship between
cducation and social class (as defined by occupational group-
ings) may be further challenged by reference to the Census
tables of education,® which give the terminal education ages
for the population aged 15 years and over. In Socio-Economic
Group 8 (foremen and supervisors, manual) 82-5 per cent
of men had left school before reaching the age of 15 years, a
proportion higher than that for Group 11 (unskilled manual
workers) which was 74-9 per cent. In social class rankings
supervisors are traditionally more highly rated than unskilled
workers. Socio-Economic Group 2, comprising male em-
ployers and managers in industry and commerce (in small
cstablishments employing fewer than twenty-five persons),
included 53-5 per cent who had left school under the age of
15 years, whercas for Group 6 (junior non-manual workers
who have no supervisory functions) the comparative pro-
portion was 45-4 per cent. Although it is possible to advance
plausible explanations for such differences, there is little
evidence here that social class thus defined is directly related
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to educational background, at least as measured by school
leaving age.

The oblique allusion to social mobility patterns made in
the two studies quoted above indicates that social class need
not necessarily be a function of the education system. Mobility
studies confirm this. C. Arnold Anderson suggests that innatc
intelligence rather than actual schooling may well have been
of greater importance in determining the mobility patterns
of his sample of successful businessmen. His study again
emphasizes the need to differentiate between age groups when
describing this or any other social phenomenon.® A warning
that we cannot assume that such differentiation refers only to
past generations comes from the discussion on the ‘pool of
ability’ in the Robbins Report. The Report states that the
distinction between measured ability and attainment has
tended to become less clear, and notes that ‘it is still true, that,
because of early leaving or failure to enter higher education,
there are many young adults of high measured ability, whose
educational attainments are modest’!® and ‘it remains tryc
that there is a greater proportionate reserve of untapped ability
in working class than middle class families’.! The extent to
which such natural ability may be effectively asserted in gain-
ing higher status in an ‘achieving society’ is considered,
among others, by Alan Little and John Westergaard, AJ-
though youngsters entering the new ‘secondary’ schools in
the late nineteen forties were already nearing the age of 3
years they believed it was ‘still too early to evaluate the
occupational experience of the post-1944 generation of
children’.’2 They attributed the stability of social mobility,
notwithstanding a diminution of class differentials in edyca-
tional opportunity, to continued professionalization, bureay-
cratization and automation of work, and saw changes in work
structure as counterbalancing advances in the field of edyca-
tion. This contention provides an interesting hypothesis
which might well be tested through locality studics seeking
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association between cducation, occupation, and age differ-
entials. '['en years previously, in the introduction to his study
of social mobility, David Glass had noted that his educa-
tional data related to the pre-war period. He then judged that
the 1944 Education Act would not show effects ‘for another
40 years or s0’,!3 and predicted that ‘Given the diminishing
importance of economic and social background as a deter-
minant of the type of secondary education a child receives,
social mobility will increase, and probably increase greatly.!*

Mobility patterns among the post-war school generations
can now be measured objectively. Although working-class
parents may be said to regard continued education for their
children as a newly-won status symbol, the consequences of
such education for young people may well be demonstrated
by increasing occupational mobility. Just as there are widc
arca differences in the numbers who stay on at school or pro-
cced to higher education, so it is likely that occupational
mobility will be differentiated according to the local social
structure.

(b) Changes in the structure of education

The present writer accepts the evidence that significant
changes are taking place in the value system by which status
is allotted within the occupational structure. The role of
education in such processes of social change is particularly
interesting.’> The author’s research in the field of compre-
hensive education emphasizes the importance of the internal
structure of the school and the extended duration of educa-
tion in the formation of social attitudes. This lends support to
Miller’s suggestion that the values inculcated within the
comprehensivesysteminfluence the social attitudes of pupils.16
If these attitudes are reflected in living patterns, then the
wider adoption of comprehensive education should provide
a fertile area in which the investigator of localities may pro-
fitably cmploy an cducation variable. It is pertinent to remark
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here that such fulfilment of current education policy will
introduce additional complications in the commonly used
typology of schools. The ‘Grammar’ and ‘Modern’ categories
are not likely to remain meaningful. Comparisons bctween
these and other school populations, present and past, will
require more sophistication and demand a greater refinement
of interview schedules than is found at present.

Similarly, when we turn to changes taking place in further
and higher education, the categories traditionally favoured in
locality studies begin to lose their significance. In 1965 there
were 83,536 male students attending universitics in England
and Wales and 37,610 attending full-time or sandwich type
advanced courses in grant-aided further education establish-
ments.!” Survey questions which ask only about university
courses may thereby exclude 31 per cent of those males cur-
rently achieving ‘higher education’.’® Moreover, some ques-
tionnaire schedules link training colleges with universitics in
their definition of higher education, although excluding other
further education establishments.?® In 1965 there were
20,318 men (and 50,963 women) in colleges of education in
England and Wales. They were substantially outnumbered
by their peers in the colleges of further education. Such g
‘binary’ division of the education received was extended in
the 1961 Census which asked for the age at which education
ended, but excluded those enrolled in courses of fyll-tjme
study which involved spending part of this time in employ-
ment. Presumably all sandwich course students were thercby
climinated although, in 1965, there were over 14,000 men ang
women enrolled for such courses in colleges of further edyca-
tion (including the Colleges of Advanced Technology).
Should the conclusion be drawn that completion of a three-
year honours degree course is socially meaningful whereas
one of four years’ duration, including a year’s practical work,
is not? One recalls the Council for National Academic
Awards’ proposal to differentiate its successful sandwich-
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course students from others by awarding a B.Sc.* (starred
degree), and its spcedy withdrawal following wide public
protest.

(c) Education and religion
Few locality studies are concerned with religion as a variable
in social analysis and still fewer with the denominational
designation of schools attended. The prevalence of the ‘dual
system’ may be of little relevance in many areas, but in others
it may still be regarded as important in the preservation of
family and group norms. Investigators of the Liverpool scene
have described the religious conformity of the populations
being studied and the supportive role played by denomina-
tional schools in maintaining the structure of local com-
munities.20

In his social survey of Glasgow, T'om Brennan’s discovery
that Catholic households were less rigidly organized than
others and that ‘they all lived together’, led him to conclude

If the extended family is more often a feature of Catholic than
of non-Catholic houscholds, this difference of organization
might well produce a difference of attitude among Catholic
families toward a new cstate, or a difference in their ability to
settle down when they get there (p. 108).2

Presumably accessibility to denominational schools may be
added to the influences which determine family attitudes to
removal and settlement. In Coventry, the writer discovered
that Catholic schools provided over 20 per cent of the
sccondary-school places in the city, and a 1 per cent samplc
survey of city households recorded a Catholic adult popula-
tion of about 12 per cent. Rex and Moore reported on the
segregation of Irish children into Catholic schools in Birming-
ham and drew attention to the subsequent high concentration
of coloured children into Sparkbrook’s state schools.?? Floud,
Halsey and Martin found a ‘sizeable Catholic minority’ in
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Middlesbrough which contributed 20 per cent of the child
population. Their study showed that ‘a higher proportion of
Catholic than of non-Catholic working-class children ob-
tained entry to grammar schools in 1953 from cach of the
types of home classified as favourable or unfavourable in all
or any of the features taken into account . . .23 The reasonablc
assumption that children who attend denominational schools
are likely to conform more to traditional patterns of family
and community life should have some bearing on data analysis
seeking adequate explanations for social behaviour. When
locality studies call for differentiation according to religion,
the question of attendance at denominational schools merits
inclusion, either as a subsidiary to general questions on
educational background or in definition of religious orthodoxy.

(d) Education, social change, and the family

Sociologists of education are divided in the importance they
attach to the role of the school in the socialization of the young
and that of education as a catalyst of social change. Those who
regard the education system only as a reflection of dynamic
forces operating elsewhere in the social structure offer support
to the contention that socio-economic data are of greater
relevance in community studies.2* 2526, 2728 Others who atri-
bute to education a less static role suggest the need for 4
greater concern with education as a key variable.29,30,31,32,33
But irrespective of the schools of thought represented, none
gainsay the importance of family background in the trang-
mission of behaviour patterns.3* The call for a more precise
study of the relationship of home background to education
made in the Early Leaving report® has been followed by
J. W. B. Douglas’s work on the home and the school, ¢ but
the surveys carried out by the Robbins Committee provide
some of the most revealing evidence. Commenting on the
‘infectiveness’ of educational experionce whereby the educa-
tion of the parent is passcd on to the children, the tables

8



EDUCATION

reveal that ‘a child whose father has been to a selective school
is four times as likely to enter higher education as one whose
father has been only to an clementary school’ and more
significantly, ‘the mother’s school seems to have as important
an effect as the father’s’.37

Might we assume that the changes taking place in the
secondary sector of education will be reflected in substantial
increases in demand for higher education? The relationship
between father and son is often noted in social surveys, but
the importance of the mother’s education has long been
masked by studies of social class which look only to the
father/son connection and regard the status of the mother as
synonymous with that of her spouse. Changes in the structure
of the family which have established the wife as a more equal
partner in the marriage relationship have also given new
significance to the influence of the mother (and her educa-
tion) in the determination of the children’s education.
In Brennan’s area study of Govan he comments on the
Registrar General’s socio-economic classes: ‘One must re-
member here, however, that although this kind of analysis
into social classes is adequate for some purposes, the occupa-
tion of the head of the household does not in many cases set
the standards of social behaviour for the rest’?! (p. 91). The
same may be said of his educational standard as objectively
measured.

(e) Education and other variables

The evidence would seem to indicate that education is mainly
treated as a correlate of social class and its association with
other key variables is largely neglected. A fundamental
analysis of the implications of single-sex or co-education has
yet to be written. Statistics of education fail to distinguish
between these types of secondary schools, yet it seems plau-
sible to suggest that the composition of the school population
is likely to be significant in thc formation of attitudes which
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persist into adult life.3® Certainly school-lcavmfg patterns3>
and progress to higher education® reveal fundamental
differences between the sexes. .
Attention has already been drawn to the n?Cd to dlﬂ”f.:rcn-
tiate according to age cohorts when measuring cducational
background. School-leaving age, when.mmply reFordcd n
whole years, is open to a variety of interpretations. The
category ‘15 years’, without additional information, may b’e
construed as ‘having left school at the earl’lc§t possible time’,
or ‘having stayed on for one or two terms’ (i.€- fox: as long as
the school may allow). Where deferred schQOI-leaV{ng is to be
regarded as an indicator of class or status differentials, accur-
ate comparability requires a more definitive S}ﬂ?-categonza-
tion.* If one proceeds to examine the association between
education and income, or to consider the mportance of
situs in the classification of occupations (s¢¢ Chapter 4) the

value of education as a social denominator becomes sclf
cvident.

(f) Practical application .

The justification for the accumulation of cducatlon?l data not
only from both spouses, but also across the generations, must
rest upon their use in the development of sociological theory,
and their fruitfulness in increasing knowlec'ige about our
society.! The applied scientist offers a practical application
In addition. An example may be taken from the field of town
planning, The sociologist cannot reasonably remain unin-
volved and renounce responsibility for the process of urban
change when planners seek sociological gu{dance, A more
adequate knowledge of local social structure is a Prerequisite
for ventures into this field, and a greater concern with the
definition and application of key variables, leading to more
effective comparability of data, is likely to produce important
social dividends. The study by Moser and Scott is a major
work in this field and, although restricted 10 data provided

10
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by the 1951 Census, it provides an approach which compara-
tive locality studies might profitably extend. Moser and
Scott’s reference to education when examining the diversity
of British towns reveals the limitations of Census data:
“The only comment worth making on the education series
. . . is that they follow closely the social class distributions
of the population, and consequently show considerable varia-
bility.’+2

Concern with education as the universal panacea for econo-
mic and social problems is ambivalent. At one extremity
education is regarded as the utilitarian means whereby an
increasing population may continue to advance its standard
of living. At the other, concern is expressed by an extreme
dissatisfaction with the content of education which, if geared
only to vocational and material ends, becomes oblivious of the
social goals and the personal necds of the individual. In seck-
ing a working definition of education it is necessary to put
aside any philosophy of education, although it is impossible
to ignore the functional interdependence of educational
philosophy and practice.

The process of formal education does not take place within
a social vacuum, and the post-war extension of interaction
between pupils, teachers, families and the socio-physical
environment of the school represents a social experience
largely denied to the previous generation. The assessment of
the social consequences of this process has been more the
concern of journalists and weekend commentators than of
sociologists. Although the time-span suggested by David
Glass has only half elapsed, there may be immediate issues
which merit the attention of the social investigator. T. R.
Fyvel, for example, concerns himself with the role of educa-
tion in the reduction of adolescent delinquency.*?

The comparative study which follows is a contribution to
the endeavour to formulate an operational classification of
education for use in social surveys.

11
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(2) A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF THE USE OF EDUCA-
TION AS A VARIABLE

To discover the use made of education as a ‘key’ variable in
community research forty-seven studies were examined, in-
cluding several in progress.** Some of these are concerned
with a variety of features manifested by a sample population,
whereas others investigate some particular characteristic such
as health or reading habits. They represent a wide range of
research technique and include both qualitative and quan-
titative forms of study. From examination of them two
essential facts seem to emerge: (i) only a limited number of
studies use education as a significant variable; (ii) the data,
as presented, offer little to those interested in its compara-
bility.

Of the forty-seven studies, twenty-five (Group A in Ap-
pendix IT) made no reference of any kind to education (except
one study with a single sentence of general comment).

A further nine studies (Group B in Appendix IT) pub-
lished interview schedules which included questions on
education, but these were neither referred to in the text nor
in the tables of data as presented, except for one publication
which devoted a single page to education.

The remaining thirteen studies (Group C in Appendix I1)
which requested data on education and related this to other
variables further reveal the limited utility assigned to edyca-
tion. Six of these studies related education solely to the factop
of class, status, or élite group and only five discusseqd jts
relevance to more than one other variable (housing, family
structure, age, occupation, reading and sporting habits are
referred to).

The most common characteristic used in the definition of
education was that of further education (sixteen studies) but
only six of these asked for detail on all its forms. Some studjies,
therefore, produce data on several types of higher education
whereas others are limited to details of university or training

12
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college. Only five studies distinguished between full-time and
part-time study, and it is diflicult to sec how it is possible to
differentiate between further and higher education, given
the variety of categorizations used. What is the significance
likely to be attached to the group which proceeds to further
or higher cducation? Given the ‘drop-out’ rate both at
universitics and at colleges of further education, any desig-
nated group of leavers will include those who might have
attended for one year only and others who will have stayed
for four years and longer. If attainment (or non-attainment)
rather than opportunity to attain is the criterion to be estab-
lished, an alternative form of questioning is desirable.
Terminal education age was the second of the common
characteristics used (fourteen studies) but only one investi-
gator added the refinement ‘staying on’ to sub-divide the
15-year-old leavers. Unfortunately school-leaving age gives
only a rough approximation to educational background, as a
group of ‘15-year-old leavers’ could include a mixed bag of
secondary modern ex-pupils, some of whom had stayed on
and others who had left at the earliest opportunity, early
leavers from grammar schools, leavers from all streams at
comprehensive schools, GCE successes and failures, and
those who subsequently extended their education through
part-time and evening classes. A terminal classification may
put the ‘special-school’ pupil whose particular needs requirc
a school-leaving age of 16 years into a higher category than
the talented but ‘premature’ grammar school leaver of 15+
who achieves a string of examination successes. It is impor-
tant to define exactly what is being measured by such a
classification. Many other anomalies may appear under this
heading, and some declaration of intent and content is re-
quired if an accurate degree of comparability is to be achieved.
[t would appear from the published studies that an over-
simplified classification may be preferable in order to achieve
at lcast some minimal data for analysis. It is noted that some

13
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questionnaires which give more detailed classifications fail to
achieve an interpretation in the subsequent analysis.

Twelve studies record the schools attended by either
respondents or their children; the Government Social Survey
provides the most detailed list. Unfortunately such a gather-
ing of data does not appear to have led investigators to a deep
examination of the relationship between school background
and social behaviour. This field has been left clear for the
sociologist of education, who traditionally works from the
school population outwards rather than from the gencral
population back to school. Even if one can overlook the arca
contrasts in the provision of grammar-school places, the
development of extended courses and ‘grammar strcams’
within the modern school and variations in its overall struc-
ture between one area and another make any comparison based
on the type of school attended difficult. With a school-leaving
age of 16 years now imminent the question of parity of estecm
between school types is already giving way to a noisy debate
over the quality and content of secondary education. To
regard as accurate a nomenclature based on the homogeneity
of all secondary-modern schools is to ignore the kind of
evidence which formed an essential part of the Newsom
Report.*s Such inability to infer the quality of education
from school background leads the investigator to the alterpna-
tive assumption that the quality of education can be deriyed
from its quantity. This is understandable in an “Chieving
society where an extended education has become assocjated
with extended qualification. It can be argued that irrespectye
of the economic utility of education, if it is presented in ap
adequate way by able people in adequate surroundings, then
additional increments would inevitably add to its social utility
and thus, presumably, to the quality of life that social in-
vestigators may be attempting to assess.

With regard to the importance of the mother’s education
as an influence on both the husband and children, only three
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studies specifically asked for the educational background of
both spouses, and none of these refer to such data in the pub-
lished texts.

(3) CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

(a) General

This review of locality studies suggests that the two criteria
which social investigators have found most consistently useful
are terminal education age and further/higher education.
Where education is to be used as a key variable, a wider
adoption of these criteria would permit greater comparability
of research. The importance of obtaining educational data
from both spouses and their children is emphasized if the
influence of the mother and inter-generational changes are
to be measured.

Although it is realized that some studies will require ad-
ditional information on educational background, the following
information categories are suggested as representing the most
important elements of education as a ‘key variable’. The items
as listed here are not all set out in mutually exclusive cate-
gories. This is done in Section B below.

(1) Terminal education age (secondary education) 14 yrs or
under; 15 yrs; 16 yrs; 17 yrs; 184 yrs
(1) Whether stayed on at school beyond statutory leaving age :
Premature leaver
Left at carliest opportunity after reaching leaving age
Left 1 term after statutory leaving age
2 terms
1 year
2 years
3+ years
(ii1) Last secondary school attended :
Elementary (pre-1947); grammar; modern; technical;
comprehensive/bilateral; public/private; LEA/denomina-
tional (specified); single sex/mixed.

c 15
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(iv) Duration of full-time further[higher education (see de-
finitional note in Appendix I)
I year; 2 years; 3 years; 4+ years

(v) Duration of part-time further[higher education (see de-
finitional note in Appendix I)
1 year; 2 years; 3 years; 4 years; 5-}- yecars

(vi) Highest academic qualification obtained :

None

Sccondary or basic CSE; GCE ‘O’; GCE ‘A’; External
(specify)

Further Certificatc; Diploma; Membership

Higher/professional Certificate; Diploma; Membership 1st
Degree; Higher Degree

(b) Specific

(1) Minimum face-sheet variable

The evidence surveyed above leads to the conclusion that
the most significant educational variable is one which com-
bines terminal educational age with ‘staying on’. Most studies
deal with populations of mixed ages and this offers the greatest

TABLE 1
Length of education expressed as a factor of the statutory
leaving age

14 (or under) 15 years 16 years
Premature leaver before age of a b

Left at carliest opportunity )

after reaching leaving age

when this was: d ¢ t

Stayed on after statutory

leaving age for:
1 term g h i
2 terms ] k 1
1 year m n )
2 years P q r
3 years s t "
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accuracy in making comparisons among persons of different
ages, including inter-generational comparisons. Therefore, a
combination of items (i) and (ii) above, organized as indicated
in Table 1 above, is recommended for use as a single face-
sheet variable on education.

(i1) Inter-generational mobility

Where inter-generational mobility is relevant to the
research, data on the parents’ education may be classified in
the same way as that of the subject in Table 1 above. The
data would not be punched in this form, however, but would
be expressed as an attribute of the subject in the form in-
dicated in Table 2 below. (Accuracy would of course depend
on parents’ recall.)

TABLE 2
Duration of subject’s education compared
with that of parents

Same as Father and Mother

Same as Mother less than Father
Same as Mother more than Father
Same as FFather less than Mother
Same as Father more than Mother
More than both

Less than both

NNV LN —

(111) Last school attended
An cconomical method of expressing the type of terminal

school cducation received (item (iii) above) is suggested in
Table 3 below.

(iv) Higher and further education

Where data on higher and further education is relevant
items iv, v and vi above may be summated as in Table 4, but
reference should be made to the definitional note, Appendix I.

Additional tables may be composed according to the partic-
ular requirements of the study. As with the collection of all
schedule material, careful and full recording at the interview

17
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TABLE 3
Last Secondary School attended

LEA | RC Other den.

Single-Sex; Singlc-Sex;!Singlc-Scx;‘Sinp,lc-Scx;
| Mixed ' Mixed | Mixed | Mixed
Non-fee-paying | | ‘
Elementary/modern | a b, c dje f
Grammar/technical g h'i j :
Comprehensive/ ! ' !
bilateral m n' o p ! q r
Fee-paying |
Direct grant/ ‘s tju v
public/private : i
Other* i i ' w
1 i X

* M:{y be specified if so wished; y, z remain for further ‘other’
categories.
TABLE 4

Iigher and further education
Duration of study

1-2yrs 34 yrs 5+ yrs none
Full-time further to basic

qualification a b ¢
Full-time further to further-

education qualification d e £
Part-time further to basic .
qualification g h 1
Part-time further to further-

education qualification j k 1

Full-time higher to university,

college or professional

qualification m n 0
Part-time higher to university

college or professional

qualification p q 1

Other s t u

No education beyond leaving

school z
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stage will facilitate the organization of data at the coding and
tabulation stages.

SUMMARY
(i) The constantly changing structure of education, both
legal and organizational, makes it difficult to handle as a
face-sheet variable.
(i) Its association with social class, status and social
mobility makes it highly relevant to many studies.
(iii) What aspect of education is relevant must depend
upon the main purpose of the study: thus in addition to
(ii) above, the structure and typc of school attended and the
length of cducation may well affect the social attitudes of
the subject, and his family of origin may affect the educa-
tion he receives and the attainments he achieves.
(iv) In Section (3)(b)(i) a minimum face-sheet variable is
suggested which expresses length of education as a factor
of the statutory school-leaving age at the time the subject
completed his education, thus ensuring comparability over
a period of time.
(v) Section (3)(b)(ii) suggests ways of retaining compara-
bility in handling inter-generational mobility data.
(vi) Sections (3)(b)(iii) and (iv) suggest classifications for
the type of final education achieved.
(vii) It is also suggested that, where relevant, data should
be collected and published in forms comparable with those
of official publications, making possible comparison with
national data, as well as between local studies.
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A NOTE ON DEFINITIONS

Further and higher education
The greatest confusion between these stages of education arises
from attempts to classify educational establishments rather than
courses. Given the changing structure of the educational system,
there are many local-authority colleges providing elements of both
stages of education. This situation is unlikely to change sub-
s_tantially, given the present policy of the Department of Educa-
tionand Science regarding the structure of the new ‘Polytechnics’ 46
Simplification may however be achieved by referring to actual
courses of education rather than the establishments within which
they take place. The introduction to the Annual Report of the
Department of Education and Science, Lducation in 1966 : a
General Survey refers to two basic documents being offered to
sccondary schools.

(1) Further Education for School Leavers, \vh.ich points to tl}e
many opportunities now open for fu-ll-tmm educatlon. in
technical, commercial and artistic subjects or for part-time
cducation in vocational subjects.

(2) Signposts to Higher Education covers advan.ccd courses in
universities, colleges of education and technical colleges, i
relation to career prospects.

For a more detailed discussion on further and higher education
reference should be made to the Report of the Committee on Higher
Education 1963 (Appendix 2(A) Part 3 Section 1) where ‘advanced
work in further education’ is defined as work that leads to ‘recog-
nized qualifications’ and is ‘above the standard of instruction’
required for GCE (Advanced) level or the Ordinary National
Certificate. As such advanced work is considered to be appropriate
to higher education a brief list may offer some guidance:

Degree (including post-graduate studies).
Diploma in Technology.
HND/HNC (considered by the DES to be roughly equal
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to the level of a pass degree, but available over a more limited
range of subjects).

NDD (National Diploma in Design); ATD (Art Teachers
Diploma).

Professional qualifications, ctc.

"T'he major arcas of work in higher education were located by the
Committee within the universities and colleges providing courses
for the education and training of teachers. It may therefore be
concluded that qualifications other than those set out above which
may be gained from work in further education establishments, or
which are awarded by universitics or colleges of education, may
be designated as belonging to further education.

Professional qualifications
The analysis provided by the Report on Higher Education ofters
the best guidance in defining the level of professional qualifications.
Appendix 2(B) Part 5 describes areas of Professional Education
other than that undertaken on a full-time basis entirely within the
universitics, training colleges and colleges of further education.
Annex BB (page 535) offers a comprehensive list of professional
associations.

However it is to Appendix 1 Annex D that one should refer for
a list of professional qualifications at the level of higher education.
It could be argued that any division of qualifications may be
regarded as arbitrary, but in so far as this list is based on the
classification used by the Department of Education and Science
for defining advanced work for the purpose of pooling expenditure
among local education authorities, it may be regarded as the most
acceptable list at present available, and its use affords the best
basis for comparative study. Seventy-five such courses are classi-
ficd, and subsidiary lists indicate types of professional qualifications
not recognized as of the level of higher education.
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Chapter 1: APPENDIX |l

THE USE OF EDUCATION AS A VARIABLE IN LOCALITY
STUDIES

Group A — Education neither used nor referred to as a variable

BOWDEN, P. ‘An economic and sociological survey of the New
Town of Newton Aycliffe’, County Durham New Town
Study, 1964-5 (Source: Social and Economic Archive Com-
mittee).

BRENNAN, T. Reshaping a city (House of Grant, Glasgow, 1959).

CHAPMAN, D. The home and social status (Routledge & Kegan Paul,
London, 1955).

CULLINGWORTH, J. B. Housing in transition : a case study of the City
of Lancaster, 1958-62 (Heinemann, London, 1963).

CULLINGWORTH, J. B. English housing trends: Occasional Papers on
Social Administration no. 13 (G. Bell, London, 1965).

DENNIS, N., HENRIQUES, F. and SLAUGHTER, C. Coal is our life (Eyre
and Spottiswoode, 1956).

DONNISON, D. V. (and others). “The movement of houscholds in
England’, Essays on housing: Occasional Papers on §ocial
Administration, no. 9 (Codicote Press, Welwyn, 1964),

ELIAS, N. and SCOTSON, J. L. The established and the outsideys (F.
Cass, London, 1965).

FRANKENBERG, R. Village on the border (Cohen and W est, LOndon,
1957).

HARNETT, R. W. F. and MAIR, A. Three studies of Aberdeen, Dundee
and Glasgow, in Further studies in hospital and community
(Oxford University Press, London, for Nuffield Proyincial
Hospitals Trust, 1962).

JENNINGS, H. Societies in the making (Routledge & Kegan Paul,
London, 1962).

JEVONS, ROSAMOND and MADGE, JOHN. Housing estates : q study of
Bristol Corporation policy and practice between the ars
(University of Bristol, 1946).

KERR, M. The people of Ship Street (Routledge & Kegan Paul,
London, 1958).
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UNIVERSITY OF LIVERPOOL, MERSEYSIDE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC
SURVEY. Personal communications.

MINISTRY OF HOUSING AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT, Sociological
Research Section, A social surzey of Deeplish, Rochdale (Vay,
1965). A personal communication from the department states
that education is not used as a variable in any enquiry and that
occupation is used as the criterion of social class.

MOGEY, J. M. Family and neighbourhood (Oxford University Press,
London, 1956).

NEWSON, J. and NEWSON, E. Infant care in an urban community
(Allen & Unwin, London, 1963).

NORRIS, JUNE. Human aspects of redevelopment (Midlands New
Towns Society, Birmingham, 1960).

PICKETT, K. Attitudes of estate residents to living on a Local Authority
estate (Halewood estate) Liverpool University, 1966 (Source:
SEACQC).

REES, A. D. Life in a Welsh countryside (University of Wales Press,
Cardiff, 1960).

ROGERS, H. B. (and others) Social surzey of a neighbourhood unit
in Stoke-on-Trent Keele University (Source: SEAC).

SPENCE, J., WALTON, W. S., MILLER, J. W. and COURT, S. D. 4 thousand

Jamilies in Newcastle-on-Tyne : an approach to the study of
health and illness in children (Oxford University Press, London,
1954).

WILLIAMS, W. M. The sociology of an English village: Gosforth
(Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1956).

WILLMOTT, P. The evolution of a community (Routledge & Kegan
Paul, 1963).

wiLLMOTT, P. ‘East Kilbride and Stevenage: some social char-
acteristics of a Scottish and an English New Town.’ (Zown
Planning Review, Vol. XXXIV, no. 4, Jan. 1964)

Group B — Question on education included in questionnaire schedule
but not referred to in the text or by tables
BRACEY, H. E. Neighbours (Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1964)
(a) education of husband and wife;
(b) schools attended by children.

23



COMPARABILITY IN SOCIAL RESEARCH

CENTRE FOR URBAN STUDIES London : aspects of change Centre for
Urban Studies: Report no. 3 (MacGibbon & Kee, London,
1964). Includes three studies of new communities: A Profile of
Lansbury; Londoners in Hertfordshire; Tall Flats in Pim-
lico. The Lansbury study included questions on the schools
attended by the children.

HUMPHREYS, A. J. New Dubliners (Routledge & Kegan Paul, Lon-
don, 1964)

(a) what school attended ?

(b) if left school at 14, why?

(c) if attended sccondary or technical school why not
university ?

(d) if attended university, what was specialization ?

KEELE UNIVERSITY. Survey on overspill in Winsford, 1964, Asks of
‘families with children’ the schools or colleges attended by
the children.

LIVERPOOL UNIVERSITY : Dept. of Social Science. Neighbourhood and
community (Liverpool University Press, 1954).

TAYLOR, Lord and cHAVE, s. Mental health and environment (Long-
mans, London, 1964).

A survey of one of eight new towns in the home counties,

(a) terminal education age

(b) type of school last attended or college/university (training
college and technical college coded the same, and different
from that of university).

VEREKER, C. and MAYS, J. B. Urban redevelopment and social
(Liverpool University Press, 1961).

Further education by private study, correspondence course
or evening classes,

WILLMOTT, P. and YOUNG, M. Family and class in a London suburb
(Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1960)

(a) age finished school
(b) if 16 or more did you go to university, if yes, which?
(Training college and technical college not included.)

YOUNG, M. and WiLLMoTT, . Family and kinship in east Iondon.
Rev. ed. (Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 1962).

Age left school (including those going to university and
training college)
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Group C — Education used as a working variable (or present studies

so intending to use it)

ABRAMS, M. Education, social class and reading of newspapers and
magazines (Institute of Practitioners in Advertising, London,
1966). Threc terminal education ages are related to social class,
and newspaper- and journal-reading habits.

ARRIENS, JAN A. “The effects of life-cycle stage and work situation
on leisure activities: Harlow New Town’ (unpublished)
(a) age education completed
(b) type of institution last attended
(c) part-time education...length...type...timeinvolvement
(d) other training or education relevant to work.

BUILDING RESEARCH STATION Studies of housing needs (unpub-
lished)
(a) age at which both spouses left school/university
(b) did husband continue with education . . . type . . . day/

evening

(c) has husband professional qualifications . . . details.

CAUTER, T. and DOWNHAM, J. s. The communication of ideas (Chatto
& Windus, London, 1954)
(2) kind of school or college last attended
(b) school or college leaving age
(c) part-time courses now being attended . . . type . . . time
spent . . . arranged by firm or self
(d) other part-time study since leaving school . . . type . . .
by whom arranged.
COLLISON, P. The Cutteslowe Walls (Faber and Faber, London,
1963)
(a) Cutteslowe school (local authority infant)
(b) State schools other than Cutteslowe school
(c) Private schools (where fees are paid).

GITTUS, ELIZABETH Levels of living (unpublished)
(a) age children expected to leave school
(b) expected progress to further education.
GOVERNMENT SOCIAL SURVEY:
(i) Crime
Last place of full-time education; University; Public
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School/Grammar/Pre-1947 Secondary; T'echnical College;
Technical School; Pre-1947 Central/Intermediate/Higher
Grade; Post-1947 Comprehensive; Secondary Modern/
Elementary/non-Grammar  Denominational  School;
Other (specify).
(if) Survey of Shop Stewards (also Survey of Ex-Shop
Stewards)
What type of school did you last attend? Elementary/
Secondary Modern; Central/Intermediate/Higher Grade/
Technical; State Grammar/County High; Other (specify).
Apart from this have you received any further education ?
(a) specify full- or part-time
(b) age at which this finished
(c) qualifications obtained . .. nonc...G.C.E. ‘A’JHSC/
Inter; G.C.E. ‘O’/GSC; Full industrial apprentice-
ship; Other (specify).
(iii) Leisure and Planning
(2) School last attended/attending:
Public/Grammar [ pre-1947 Secondary; Technical
College; Technical School; Pre-1947 Central/Inter-
mediate/Higher Grade; Post-1947 Comprchensive/
Secondary Modern/Elementary/all non-Grammar
Private Commercial Schools/Colleges; Denomina-
tional Schools; Other (specify).
(b) Age left school.
(c) Further education (including teacher training) as fyll-
time student for at least one year.
(d) For persons 15 to 30 years inclusive who have left
school/finished full-time education . . .
Did you attend evening classes of any kind from
January to June this year?
How many evenings a week do you usually attend ?
MOSER, C. A. and scorr, w. British towns: Centre for Urban Studies
Reports no. 2 (Oliver & Boyd, Edinburgh, 1961). 1951 Census
data related to the occupational structure.
MUSGROVE, F. The Migratory Elite (Heinemann, London, 1963)
Chapter 5: Midland City (1960). School-leaving age used in
a comparison of élite group membership.
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PAHL, R. E. Urbs in rure: Geographical Papers no. 2. (London
School of Economics, 1965)
Chief wage earner’s cducation: ‘ordinary’ primary only,
Grammar school only, Grammar and University, Public
school only, Public school and University. Other advanced
full-time education.

ROSSER, C. and HARRIS, C. The family and social change (Routledge &
Kegan Paul, London, 1966)
(a) age finished full-time education
(b) at fee-paying school from age of 5 onwards
(c) college or university (specify).

RUNCIMAN, W. G. Relative deprivation and social justice (Routledge
& Kegan Paul, London, 1966)
(a) When are children under 15 years expected to leave

school?
(b) Did children of 15 years and over leave as soon as they
could or did they stay at school longer than needed?

(c) Attendance at fee-paying schools
(d) Education beyond school
(e) Age respondent finished full-time education.

STACEY, MARGARET. Tradition and change (Oxford University Press,
1960). Type of Education: Private, etc.; Higher Education;
Sccondary; Elementary.
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GENERAL REGISTER OFFICE. 1961 Census: Education tables
(H.M.S.0., London, 1966) (10 per cent sample).

ANDERSON, C. A. ‘A skeptical note on education and mobility’
in HALSEY, A. H. and others (eds.). Education, economy and
society (Free Press, New York, 1961). Concludes ‘cducation
is but one of the many factors influencing mobility, and it may
be far from a dominant factor’.

COMMITTEE ON HIGHER EDUCATION. Higher education
(H.M.S.0., London, 1963, Cmnd. 2154). Appendix I, Part 3,
p. 80.

Ibid. Part 3, p. 81.

LITTLE, A. and WESTERGAARD, J. “The trend of class differentials
in educational opportunity in England and Wales.” British
Journal of Sociology, 15(4), Dec. 1964, pp. 301-16.

GLASS, D. V. (ed.) Social mobility in Britain (Routledge &
Kegan Paul, London, 1954) p. 21.

Ibid. p. 24.

RUNCIMAN, W. G. Relative deprivation and social justice
(Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1966) Ch. 13, ‘A theory
of social justice’.

MILLER, T. W. G. Values in the comprehensive school : University
of Birmingham Institute of Education : Educational Moy
no. 5 (Oliver & Boyd, Edinburgh, 1961).
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCE. Statistics of education
1965 (H.M.S.0., London, 1965).

For example, the studics of P. WILLMOTT and M. yoyng of
East London.

TAYLOR, Lord and cHAVE, s. Mental health and cnvironment
(Longmans, London, 1964).

MAYS, J. B. Education and the urban child (Liverpool University
Press, 1962); warp, CONOR. Priests and people '
University Press, 1961).

BRENNAN, T. Reshaping a city (House of Grant, Glasgow,
1959).

REX, J. and MOORE, R. Race, community and conflict (Oxford
University Press, for the Institute of Race Relations, London,

1967) Ch. 6.
FLOUD, J. HALSEY, A. H. and MARTIN, F. M. Social class and

ographs

(Liverpool



24.

26.

N
~1

30.

3L

EDUCATION

educational opportunity (Heinemann, London, 1956) pp. 72,
134-8, 146, 88, 89.

OTTAWAY, A. K. C. Education and society 2nd ed. (Routledge &
Kegan Paul, London, 1962). ‘. .. cducation . . . is a force which
supports and develops the changes in social aims already
decided by those in power, but it does not initiate the changes’.

(p. 56).

. BANKS, OLIVE. Parity and prestige in English secondary educa-

tion (Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1955) p. 239: °. ..
development within secondary education has had to wait upon
changes in the social structure.’

PEDLEY, ROBIN. Comprehensive education: a new approach
(Gollancz, London, 1956). . . . it would be both wrong and
futile to expect schools and colleges to turn back or even
direct the tide of industrial and social change’ (p. 140).

. TAYLOR, W. The secondary modern school (Faber & Faber,

London, 1963). ‘. . . changes in the work and status of the
Modern school occur in response to changes in these (deeply
rooted social and economic) pressures rather than as a result
of reforms initiated by the educational system itself.’ (p. 42).

. DAVIES, HARRY. Culture and the grammar school (Routledge &

Kegan Paul, London, 1963). ‘Educational change comes,
largely, as a result of social change; of itself, it can only help
in the process of change in society and only then if it is work-
ing in the same direction’. (p. 155).

. HALSEY, A. H., FLOUD, J. and ANDERSON, C. A. Education,

economy and society (Frce Press, New York, 1961). ‘No longer
is education a question of handing on unchanging or slowly
changing knowledge and belief. In modern socicties it has
more to do with diffusing culture to wider social circles or
from one socicty to another’ (Introduction).

MAYS, J. B. op cit. ‘No other institution, thercfore, can lay claim
to so intensive a sphere of influence or to be so strategically
well placed to become the focal point for the development of
community attitudes designed to promote social change’.
(p. 12).

UNIVERSITY OF LONDON (Institute of Education). The problems
of secondary education today (University of London Institute

29



COMPARABILITY IN SOCIAL RESEARCH

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

30

of Education, 1954). “The school morcover softens up and
loosens the rigidities of attitude imposed by the lines of class
stratification outside; and in doing these things it also performs
at one remove a social purpose in gradually overthrowing
artificial barriers between men and women in the adult
world’. (p. 66).

GARFORTH, F. W. Education and social purpose (Oldbourne,
London, 1962) ‘But although it is now widely recognized that
education is a powerful means of preserving tradition and
culture, it is not so widely understood that it is also a powerful
means of adapting and reinterpreting them in the face of
change; that education has what has been called a creative as
well as a conservative function . . . It is a fundamental assump-
tion of this book that education can and should be used in this
latter way’. (p. 26).

ELVIN, H. L. Education and contemporary society (Watts, Lon-
don, 1965). ‘Whatever society and whatever educational system
we may favour, we must recognize that the question of the
social effect of our education is a legitimate and a very im-
portant question’. (p. 210).

MUSGROVE, F. The family, education and society (Routledge &
Kegan Paul, London, 1966). Offers perhaps the most sustained
attack upon the influence of the family on the education of
children. “The danger is not that parents in general are failing
to exert themselves on their children’s behalf; but that their
influence is all-pervasive and the child has no respitc from
parental concern’, (p. 15).

CENTRAL ADVISORY COUNCIL FOR EDUCATION (England). Early
leaving (HMSO, London, 1954). States that of the 1946 gram-
mar school intake about 10,000 boys and 7,000 girls took
advanced sixth form courses (p. 59)-

DOUGLAS, J. W. B. The home and the school (MacGibbon & Kee,
London, 1964).

COMMITTEE ON HIGHER EPUCATION. Op. cit. (note 10 abovc),
pp. 54, 58.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCE. Comprehensive schools
research: D.E.S. Reports no. 36 (Department of Education



39.
40.
41.

42.

43.

45.

46.

EDUCATION

and Science, London). pALE, R. R. Mixed or Single Sex Schools
(Routledge & IKegan Paul, 1969).

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCE Statistics of education
1965 Part 3 (HNMSO, London, 1967).

CARTER, M. P. Home, school and work (Pergamon Press, Oxford,
1962) pp. 28-9.

FRANKENBERG, R. Communities in Britain (Penguin Books,
Harmondsworth, 1966). Introduction.

MOSER, C. A. and SCOTT, W. British towns: Centre for Urban
Studies Reports, no. 2 (Oliver & Boyd, Edinburgh, 1961)
p- 38.

FYVEL, T. R, The insecure offenders (Chatto & Windus, London,
1961).

These are listed, grouped as indicated, in the text in Appendix
II.

CENTRAL ADVISORY COUNCIL FOR EDUCATION (England). Half
our future (HMSO, London, 1963).

COMMITTEE ON HIGHER EDUCATION. Higher education (HMSO
London, 1963: Cmnd. 2154). Main report, chapter 1, paras,
6, 7.



2. Family and Household
MARGARET STACEY

(1) INTRODUCTION

A main variation in the type of definitions and categories used
in collecting data about the family and household is found
between those used for academic purposes and those used for
administrative purposes. Thosc collecting and analysing data
for academic purposes may be described as concerned with
sociological analysis; those collecting data for administrative
purposes with social accounting. The distinction is not absolute,
but tends to be reflected in the type of data collected and the
way in which it is categorized.

All those who undertake sociological analysis are concerned
with systems or structures, with, for example, interrelations
of institutions or réles. The social accountants appear to be
more concerned with the attributes of persons in social cate-
gories. They are of course concerned with associations be-
tween these attributes. The social analysts are also concerned
with categories, but with a good deal clse besides.

This chapter is principally concerned with data collected
for purposes of sociological analysis. Such data must often in
practice be related to data collected initially for social account-
Ing purposes (particularly official statistics). In rendering
operational the concepts of sociological theory for use in data
analysis, attention must therefore be paid to achieving com-
patibility at some level with the concepts used in social
accounting. An initial step is to make plain the difference

* Matters relating to kith and kin outside the household or domes-
tic group have been deliberately excluded from this paper. The con-
cept of the extended family is dealt with in a Note by C. C, Harris
and M. Stacey on p. 56 ff.
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between the concepts from the two sources. This is not always
done, as scction 2 below shows.

Among those whose prime concern is with sociological
analysis there have been a number of different approaches to
the study of family and houschold, some of which have had
important consequences for the type and method of data
collection. Thus, on the one hand, some researchers have been
concerned to describe the process of social relations and its
implications for structure and culture, particularly at an
interpersonal level. On the other hand, some have been more
concerned with identifying quantifiable social types, not only
for numerate description, but also for purposes of comparison
over time and space and for the development of generaliza-
tions by these means. Those who have been concerned to
describe interpersonal relations in a context of inter-related
institutions have sometimes tended to avoid the use of
techniques involving numeration, because they fear that at
best this may lead to superficiality and at worst give a spurious
impression of accuracy. Others, well aware of these dangers,
feel that the careful decfinition required by the process of
enumeration leads to greater precision, as well as making it
possible to handle larger quantities of data and in a more
elaborate manner than is possible by verbal description and
analysis alone. An examination of the literature suggests that
some numerate analyses are based upon the most imprecise
concepts and definitions, while some non-numerate analysis
is conceived and defined most carefully. There is no doubt
that in the continuous process of review of definitions and
categories that must go on if account is to be taken of new
understanding as it is acquired, both numerate and non-
numerate studies should be considered seriously. There is of
course no hard and fast dividing line between students who
approach the matter from the two positions described.

The distinction between these two approaches is different
from that between students whose orientation is primarily
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theoretical and those whose main concern is to ‘collect the
facts’. Again, evidence from the two sources must be carefully
and continuously reviewed. It will be assumed in this chapter
that all sociological analysts have in common a concern to
relate theory to empirical evidence, and vice versa, using
reliable data from wherever it may be found.

(2) FAMILY, HOUSEHOLD, AND DOMESTIC GROUP:
CONCEPTS AND DEFINITIONS

It is clear that a distinction must be made between family and
household. This is usually done, although not always ecx-
plicitly, and is often not followed through consistently in the
text of the analysis or even in the tables. As Madeline Kerr?®
has pointed out, the fact that the Census deals with house-
holds and not families has added to the confusion in British
sociology.* In conception the distinction presents little diffi-
culty.

A household is based upon the principle of commensality:
the group of people who normally eat together, or who share
a common larder and accounts. The operational definition
varies somewhat from one author to another. Thus Kerr
defined a household as ‘a group of people living and cating
together and sharing the money earned by one or more of
them’; Douglas and Blomfield!® as ‘all those whom the
mother looks after’ (in their study the subjects were children,
the ‘mother’ is the subjects’ mother). The Census definition
of a private household is used by many of the authors who do
make a clear distinction. This practice, so long as the Census

* The 1966 Sample Census has for the first time collected data
on the family which ‘was defined to mean either (a) a marricd couple
with or without their never-married child(ren) or (b) a mother or
father with his or her never-married child(ren) (i.c. a lone parent
with never-married child(ren)’. But a family could consist of grand-
parents and their never-married child(ren) wherc there were no
parents. (Sample Census 1966 Scotland. Houschold Composition
Tables p. xiv. para. 29.)

34




FAMILY AND HOUSEHOLD

definition is acceptable, has the merit of making compara-
bility with national statistics possible. The 1961 Census?*
definition, which does in fact seem acceptable, is as follows:

A houschold comprises one person living alone or a group of
persons living together, partaking of meals prepared together
and benefiting from a common housekecping.

A person or persons living but not boarding with a household
in a house, flat, ctc. should be treated as a separate household.
But a person living with a household who usually has at least
one main meal a day provided by that houschold while in
residence is part of that household. (Breakfast counts as a meal
for this purpose.)

A household must have exclusive use of at lcast onc room.
If two people share one room and do not have exclusive usc of
at least onc other room they should be treated as one houschold.

"The rules given for identifying a private household in a hotel,
boarding house, hospital or other institution were in general the
same as thosc given above except that a person or group was
only treated as a private household if they were living in struc-
turally separate quarters and either

a family group doing much of their catering separately from
the institution or

a person or group who did not have any meals provided daily
by the institution.

The nuclear, conjugal, elementary or immediate family lacks
consensus as to its name but its definition is agreed in prin-
ciple. It is composed of the mates and their child(ren).
Members of any one elementary family need not, but in
Britain usually do, occupy the same dwelling, and form one
household.*

* This customary behaviour and its associated beliefs explains,
but does not excuse, much of the confusion between family and
household in British studies.
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The extended family has generally been used for a persistent
group of relatives, wider than the clementary family. Em-
pirical evidence suggests that the numbers and categories of
kin included in such social groups are highly variable. It is
not therefore susceptible of precise definition. See p. 56t for
a note on the problems involved.

A number of studies have been concerned with the rela-
tionships between the household and the family. Various
methods have been used to classify the nature of the familial
relationships within a household. All distinguish between (i)
households none of whose members are related to each other,
and (ii) households where at least two members are related
by blood or marriage. Most distinguish (iii) single-person
households from (i) and (ii), although not all authors do (e.g.
Mogey32 does not). The household which is composed ex-
clusively of the elementary family is usually distinguished,
some separating those where other relatives are included.
Thus Littlejohn? and Williams (Gosforth)*! do not, but
Rosser and Harris3% and Young and Willmott do.* Little-
John? distinguishes the breadwinner as child or parent.
Others make a similar distinction by identifying the head of
the household. The number of generations present may also
be recorded, thus implying a familial relationship among
household members.

Littlejohn distinguishes between houscholds which he
des:cribes as ‘family units’ and those he calls ‘non-family
units’,? the latter being composed of non-related persons,
Whllt.t members of the former are related, most commonly the
relatives comprising the whole or part of an clementary
family.

The concept of the domestic group may be introduced to
differentiate further among types of houscholds. Fortes has
defined the domestic group as ‘essentially a householding
and housekeeping unit organized to provide the material
and cultural resources needed to maintain and bring up its
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members’.!? "T'his group, as Fortes points out, is analytically
distinct from the family. It is also analytically distinct from
the household. Fortes’s use of commensality and child-rearing
as indicators would suggest that a local authority family-unit
home might be described as a domestic group, although its
members are not related. Rosser and Harris, on the other
hand, use the domestic group for ‘relatives who normally
share a common residence’, not mentioning child rearing.3s
This definition might appear to have greater utility than
Fortes’s for many British purposes. A household may thus
be said to be composed of non-related person(s), of a domestic
group, or of an elementary family.* An extended family living
as one houschold would constitute a domestic group. Re-
searchers particularly concerned with family and kin would
no doubt wish to specify further the nature of the relation-
ships within the domestic group. Households may, of course,
also be composed of an elementary family, or a domestic
group, plus other non-related person(s).

If the elementary family is defined operationally as the
mate(s) and their/his/her biological and legally adopted
children this would appear to cover the concept about which
there is fair analytical agreement. Distinction may be called
for among those elementary families

(1) where both mates are alive and present in the domestic
group,
(ii) wherc one mate is missing by reason of death, divorce,
separation, or
(iii) missing by reason of absence for work or service.

Whether this is done will depend upon the way in which the
researcher wishes to usc the family variable. In a study con-
cerned with marriage and fertility a distinction would of

* What the 1966 Sample Census defined as the ‘family’ (see
footnote p. 34) would in this sense include both elementary family
and domestic group.
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course be made between biological offspring and legally
adopted children. Fostered children arc not members of the
elementary family as here defined, but are members of the
household and of the domestic group in Fortes’s sensc. Partic-
ular problems arise in the case of step-children and the
children of divorced couples. Madcline Kerr? distinguished
households which included adopted, illegitimate, and step-
children as well as the mates and their own children from
‘ordinary families’, by which she meant households composed
of the biological elementary family. The concept of the
domestic group may be helpful in such cascs. Particular
problems also arise in the case of certain migrant peoples.
Thus Sheila Patterson® defines the clementary family as ‘all
varieties of family grouping . .. concerned with the birth and
upbringing of children, whether they are based on a conjugal
or a consanguineous bond’. Not all its members need to be
present in the same domestic group or household. Her de-
finition is used to cover the matricentred, matrilineal West
Indian family, only part of which may be living in Brixton,
other members having remained in the Caribbean.

It would appear that the mates are usually taken as the
married couple and include those living together ‘as if” they
were married, Also those children living in the domestic group
W‘ould frequently seem to be counted as ‘their’ children.
These points are not always made explicit. Where the focus is
on fertility or marriage patterns they are important; where itis
on the day-to-day domestic group they are not. It would be
helpful if the operational practice were always made explicit.

It is generally agreed that there are two types of elementary
Jamily,

(i) 'T'he family of origin (or orientation) into which 2
person is born

(ii) 'The family of marriage (or procreation) formed by the
act and issue of the union of the mates.
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While the definitions of household and elementary family arc
definitions of social groups, and are the same for all members,
the definitions of families of origin and marriage arc ego-
oriented definitions, i.e. in any group of relatives the dis-
tinction between family (i) and family (ii) depends on .who is
taken as ego. In studies involving the dynamics of family and
household formation and dissolution the distinction is most
important. In studies of population at any one time.it may be
ignored, as for example by Mc?gt?y,”. althqugh his dfntz} as
collected clearly indicated the distinction. Since the distinc-
tion is ego-oriented, it can only readily be used where in-
dividuals are the sampling unit. It can be applied where the
houschold is the sampling unit only if the occupant of a
particular household role (c..g. 1.1Cad) is nominated as cgo.

"The size of the household is simply the number of persons
in the household as defined. The following are examples of
the categories used.

Williams (Ashwortly)*? 1851 data: 1, 2, 3 — 12, 13, 14
1960 data: 1,2,3 — 7, 8, 9.

Rosser and Harris¥ 1, 2,3 or 4, 5 or 6, 7 or more. Also
give average size.

Mogey?? 1, 2-3, 4-5, 6-7, 8 and more.

Morris and Mogey33 lor2 3,4,5,6, 7 or more.

Census 19612+ 1,2,3,4,5,6,7, 8,9, 10 or more.

Some tabulations stop at 7 or more
and for some 10, 11, 12, 13 or more
persons are differentiated.

Ministry of Labour3! 1,2,3,4,5,6,7, 8, 9 or more.

The size of the family is usually taken to mean the number
of children in the elementary family, i.e. the number of
children per married couple. However, owing to death,
divorce, separation, and remarriage not all children are
members of domestic groups headed by married couples, nor
are all children in the domestic group necessarily children of
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the couple. Thus the number of children per married woman
is often taken, possibly further refined by classifying the ages
of the women concerned, and/or the length of time married.
Such emphases are made particularly in studies where demo-
graphic features are important (fertility rates for example).
In this case maintaining a distinction between legitimate
biological children and legally adopted children would be
important. In other cases (c.g. Williams*2) where the emphasis
1S on social relations in the residential situation, the size of the
family has been taken to mean the number of children in the
domestic group (i.e. ignoring any children who may have
left home). Examples of the ways in which sizes of the
elementary family have been categorized arc as follows:

Williams (Ashworthy)** 1851 data: 0, 1, 2,3 — 8, 9, 10
. 1960 data: 0, 1, 2, 3 — 6.
Williams (Gosforth)n 1, 2, 3, more than 3.

Rosser and Harris®s 0, 1 and 2, 3-5, 6 or more (for women
aged over 40 at time of survey).
Stacey? 0,1, 2, 3, 4 and over.
Where the me

I asure used is the number of dependent
chlldrfan in the family or domestic group, dependents are
Sometimes taken as children under 15, sometimes of 15 and
under (Mogey,3s Jennings?’). This appears to relate to the
current school-leaving age at time of survey, and it would be
helpful if it were so described, to accommodate changes in the
school-leaving age. (See also Chapter 1.) The Ministry of
Labour define ‘children’ as under 16.3! Dependent children
are also referred to as immature children, but this term is also
used to refer to unmarried children, all of whom are socially
Immature in this sense, but not all of whom are necessarily
economically dependent (Littlejohn,2> Rosser and Harris? and
Williams“). Which measure of size is chosen must depend on
the subject of enquiry, but in any case what ‘size’ is being
referred to should be made explicit, as should the group
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(family, domestic group, or household) whose ‘size’ is being
measured.

The composition of the household is variously defined and
recorded. Its use by sociologists and anthropologists con-
cerned with what, if any, familial relationships the members
of the household bear to each other, i.e. the relation of house-
hold to domestic group and to clementary family, has already
been discussed. For many purposes it is wise to clarify the
connection between familial relationships and household
before collecting or analysing other relevant data. On the
other hand, those concerned with administration tend to think
of household composition in terms of number of dependents,
aged persons and age-sex ratios in relation to living space,
rents or tenure. The varieties of uses of ‘composition’ are so
wide it seems better not to use this term in any technical sense,
but to differentiate among the concepts for which it is used
and to speak of household size, household age-sex structure or
Jamilial structure, as appropriate.

No satisfactory single index of age-sex structure is to hand.
The definition of child dependents has already been mention-
ed. It seems reasonable to distinguish among dependent
children thus: children under school-leaving age; older
children still economically dependent; unmarried economi-
cally independent children living in the domestic group.
Other codes which have been used distinguish households
with

no children

all children pre-school

some pre-school, some school

all school

some school, some working

some pre-school, some school, some working
all working

some pre-school, some working.

If wished, such a classification may be further refined by
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separating primary- and secondary-school children. For some
purposes it is useful to cross-tabulate a code of this kind with
age of housewife, and for others with length of time married.

Aged persons in the housechold are usually recorded as
those over retiring age (e.g. by Jennings,? Rosser and
Harris?%). The different retiring age for men and women
leads to some difficulties here; sometimes 60 is taken for both
sexes as in Donnison.!* Sometimes an older group, e.g. over
70, is also distinguished.

The Donnison houschold categorics, shown below, may be
described as an attempt to include age, sex and size in onc
index. (Donnison, op. cit. p. 92.)

Bricef description No. of persons in household aged :
Under 16 16 and Over
I ‘Individuals under 60’ Nil
none aged
II ‘Small adult houscholds’ ~ Nil 2| 60orover
IIT ‘Small families’ lor2 lor2
IV ‘Large families’ 3 or morc any number
OR 2 3 or more
V' ‘Larger adult households’ 0 or 1 3 or more
VI ‘Older small houscholds’ Nil 1 or 2 (at least
one aged 60
or over)

It is possible that by implication there is a confusion in this
classification between families and households.

"The Family Expenditure Survey’! attempts to assimilate age
and sex in a somewhat different way, making no assumptions
about familial relationships within the household. In 1965
the following classification of ‘household composition’ (de-
fining children as those under 16) was used. It will be noted
that the sex distinction is not maintained throughout.

1 One man.
2 One woman,
3 One man and one child.
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4 Onc woman and one child.

5 Onec man and two or more children.

6 Onc woman and two or more children.

7 Onc man and one woman.

8 Two men and two women.

9 One man, one woman and one child.

10 Two women (or two men) and one child.

11 Onec man, one woman and two children.

12 Two women (or two men) and two children.
13 Onec man, onc woman and three children.

14 Two women (or two men) and three children.
15 One man, onc woman and four children.

16 Two women (or two men) and four children.
17 One man, onc woman and five or more children.
18 Two women (or two men) and five or more children.
19 Three adults.
20 Three adults and one child.
21 Three adults and two children.

22 Three adults and three children.
23 Three adults and four or more children.
24 Four adults.
25 Four adults and one child.

26 All other housecholds without children.

27 All other houscholds with children.

'The number of generations present in the elementary family,
domestic group or extended family may be identified. Strictly,
one cannot speak of generations in a household but only in an
elementary or extended family or other domestic group. Those
who speak of the number of generations in a household would
appear to be referring to the number of generations present
in the domestic group of which the household is composed.

(3) THE FAMILY CYCLE

Elementary families, households and domestic groups share
the characteristic that their composition, and the roles played
within the group, constantly change throughout the existence
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of any empirical group. Fortes!® has identified threc main
phases in the development of the domestic group (which he
distinguishes from the family)

(i) the phase of expansion, from the marriage of two people
to the completion of their family of procreation;

(ii) the phase of dispersion or fission (which may overlap with
phase (i), for which reason Fortes prefers ‘phase’ to
‘stage’) which begins with thc marriage of the oldest
child and continues until all the children are married;

(iii) the final phase, the phase of replacement.

The possible overlapping involved here means that to
handle the concepts empirically and categorize any given
number of domestic groups one would need to create cate-
gories equal to phase (i); phase (i) and (i) overlapping; phase
(ii); phase (iii).

Similar problems are involved in dealing with the family

cycle. The four stages of the family cycle arc generally agreed
upon theoretically:

(1) Home-making

(i1) Procreation and child-rearing
(iii) Dispersal

(iv) Final

Operatior}al detail of the definitions is less well agreed. Rosser
and Harris® define these as follows:

(i) from the marriage (or its de facto cquivalent) of the
.. partners to the birth of the first child
(ii) from the first birth to the marriage of the first child to
get married (i.e. the child to marry first, not the marriage
of the first-born)
(iii) from the marriage of the first child to get married to the
marriage of the last child to marry

(iv) from the marriage of the last child to the death of one
partner.
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It is of coursc theoretically possible for procreation still to be
taking place in the phase of dispersal, a problem analogous to
Fortes’s problem of overlap. Although empirically relatively
rare in contemporary Britain given the small size of the ele-
mentary family, there are certain localities where this pheno-
menon is common.

The present writer, on the other hand, in an earlier work,37
considered that phase (ii) was terminated by the departure of
a child from the home and phase (iii) by the departure of all
the children. In this case the phase of dispersal could begin
before any child married if an unmarried child left home, and
if any child remained in the home of his parents, whether he
was married or not, the elementary family had not entered
the final phase.

If the elementary family is defined as above, i.e. the mates
and their children, then the cycle I used, which I then called
the family cycle, was the cycle of the domestic group, where the
domestic group was composed of the elementary family. My pre-
sent view that what I was then dealing with was the domestic
group in this sense and not the family is further supported
by the fact that I included as child(ren) of the mates any
child(ren) (of whatever legal status) being maintained in the
houschold. Perhaps what I identified should be referred to as
the ‘elementary family domestic group’.

Both the Rosser-Harris and the Fortes definitions are ideal
typologies which do notallow for the variety found empirically,
notably (a) some couples never have children, and (b) some
are widowed, separated or divorced before stage (iv) is
rcached. Firth!” and Williams (Ashworthy)*2 distinguished
‘denuded families’, i.e. families depleted by the death of
either partner, or when children have left home. There is a
case for distinguishing between these two types of denuda-
tion, which are different in kind; the first may occur at any
phase of the family or domestic-group cycle, and the second
marks a phasc of the family domestic group.
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In the case of the Rosser-Harris family cycle, when an ele-
mentary family reaches the phase of dispersal the domestic
group may decrease in size by the departure of the child who
marries, or it may increase in size by the addition of the
child’s spouse.

Williams (Ashworthy)*? further distinguishes between old
and young couples, as did the present author. "This distinction
is important both because it relates to procreation and thus
to phase, and also because classification of phase by age
of wife (determined by a notional cessation of fertility at
45) makes possible the relation of family studies to fertility
studies.

The present author attempted a categorization of this kind
by cross-tabulating phase by marital state and age of wife,
giving twelve positions. This allows for a good dcal of em-
pirically-found variety, making it possible, for example, to
dfstmguish between those families which have started to
disperse, but yet may have more children (wife under 45),
and those which are unlikely to (wife over 45). The present
author referred to those families where no more children
cquld be expected, i.e. the wife was over 45 or the mate was
widowed, separated or divorced, as ‘complete’.

The twelve categories used are given in Figure 1 below and

relate to the cycle of the domestic clementary family group,
where

phase 1 = no children (home-making)
phase 2 = all children at home (procreation)
phase 3 = some children left home (dispersal)
phase 4 = all children left home (final)

This classification, which may be used as a code for data
classification and analysis, may be applied to the elementary
family per se by appropriate alteration of the definitions of the
phases.
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FIGURE 1

The cycle of the elementary family, or domestic
elementary family group

Phase
All once married 1 2 3 4
Married couple
Wife < 45 1 2 3 4
Wife > 45 5 6 7 8
Widowed, Separated
Divorced 9 10 11 12

The addition of a thirteenth category, all never yet married,
makes it possible to classify all members of a sample of
individuals in this way. The ideal-typical progression
referred to above is presumably as indicated by the arrows in
Figure 2.

FIGURE 2
13——»1\2 3 4
5 6 ——7 8
9 10 b

Empirically many progressions of the family cycle are possible,
as indicated in Figure 3, including re-entry from positions 9,
10, 11 and 12. In the case of the cycle of the domestic ele-
mentary family group such re-entry may well be complicated,
involving, for example, the movement of dependent chil-
dren along with that of a bereaved mate who is re-entering.
A household has no such cycle, its methods of renewal be-
ing quite different. A newly established locality may be ex-
pected to have a high incidence of families in codes 1 and 2;
an old locality in 7, 8, 11, and 12.
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For certain purposes length of marriage may also be im-
portant, and a categorization by family phase and length of
marriage may be appropriate. Donnison, when introducing
his classification of household composition reproduced on
p- 42, indicated that he was attempting to apply the dynamics
of the family and domestic group to the houschold, and said

FIGURE 3
13 —> { 2 P 3 ————- 4
5 6 ———»7 ——»8
Or single slate 9 10 11 »12
conlinues — | J

that ‘El}e classification ‘broadly represents successive stages in
the l:fe-cycle” of a household though “‘small adult house-
holds™ are a heterogeneous group including people of any
age betyveen 16 and 60’. However, as the table shows, the six
categories dp not represent the cycle of an elementary family,
ora domestic group, nor can they be collapsed into categories
whlc_h relate to the family cycle. The classes do bear some
r‘elatlon to the ages of dependence and independence in the
life cycle, drawing attention to households containing old or
young dependents. It has already been shown that the house-
hold per se cannot be said to have a cycle. As was suggested
carlier, this classification is really onc of households defined
by age, sex and size. This is reasonable since those who wish
to estimate house-type demand arc primarily concerned with
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the structure of the household in terms of numbers and age-
sex composition. The household can vary in composition over
time regardless of the cycle of the domestic or family group
or of the life-cycle of the individual members comprising the
household. Empirically, for the majority, variations in house-
hold composition tend to correlate with the dynamics of the
family. It scems likely that for accurate prognosis the concept
of the ‘household cycle’ should be abandoned, that house-
holds of non-rclated persons should be isolated, as should
households composed of the elementary family, the extended
family and the domestic group. Thus an analysis of the
occupants of council housing in a locality with a long waiting
list, using both age-sex-marital structure and stage of family
cycle, shows that a consequence of the long wait is that
clementary families get their first council house not very long
before their family is about to enter the phase of dispersal, a
phenomenon which might well be considered an uneconomic
use of dwelling space. Cross-tabulation of family phase by
age of members may be used to reveal the numbers of de-
pendents, both young and old, and make possible estimates
not only of current housing need, but also of changes in
house-type use likely within the lifetime of an elementary
family’s occupancy of a dwelling. Furthermore, were the
data presented in such a way, they could be assimilated to
concepts which are theoretically as well as administratively
useful, thus leading to a more rapid development of thinking
on both fronts.

In conclusion, it is tentatively suggested that in order to
reduce what are merely terminological confusions the follow-
ing terms should be used:

Household : as defined by the census.

Single-person household.

Domestic group : any group of relatives living together as a
household. Relationships may be identified by reference to
the chief economic provider or other ego as appropriate.

49



COMPARABILITY IN SOCIAL RESEARCH

Non-related household : where no houschold members are
related.

Household head : defined as the chief economic provider.

The use of ‘family’ unqualified is better avoided because of
its many meanings. In its place are suggested:

Elementary family : the group of mate(s) and offspring or in-
spring (i.e. adopted children), identification of the group being
made through the founding couple or the remaining mate.
Children here are not necessarily dependent, may be of any
age, and need not be in the domestic group.

Domestic elementary family group : the members of the ele-
mentary family comprising the domestic group at any one
time.

Extended families : any persistent kinship grouping wider than
the elementary family, a three-generation household thus
being a particular form of a domestic extended family group.
Family of origin and family of marriage: ego-orientated, for
these two forms of the elementary family.

The term cycle may be applied to the individual life cycle,
the cycle of the elementary family and the domestic elemen-
tary family group, but is better not applied to the household.
Complete families : may be used to describe those where no
further procreation is expected, i.e. elementary families
where the mate is widowed, divorced, or separated or the
wife is over 45.

Denuded Jfamilies : elementary families where one partner has
died or otherwise left the domestic group before the final
phase of the family cycle is reached.

Childless : whether used for couples or for women (who may
be married or single) for those who have never yet had
children.

The foregoing discussion has attempted to show that there
is no one ‘key variable’ to be found in the concepts ‘family’ and
‘household’. What aspect of family, domestic group, or
household should be controlled or examined must depend
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upon the purposc for which the analysis is intended. It is
hoped that the importance of distinguishing clearly between
these three concepts has become apparent and also that it
would be helpful if explicit statements were always made in
published works about which concept is being used and what
operational definition has becn taken. Finally, there is a prob-
lem of relating cgos to groups. The subject of study and the
availability of sampling frames determine the type of sample
drawn, and from this arises the nature of the problem to be
resolved. A sample of individuals implies devising rules about
group identification, a sample of addresses leads to difficulties
about identifying houscholds and determining cgos, cle-
mentary families and domestic groups within houscholds.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Certain detailed recommendations have been made above.
The following points summarize the chapter as a whole and
indicate some of its more important conclusions.

(i) Data for social accounting and for sociological analysis
have tended to be collected somewhat differently. It would
be mutually advantageous if greater comparability could
be achieved between the two, particularly as compara-
bility with official data implies comparability from one
study to another.

(i1) No official data is collected about the family, as opposed
to the household.

(iii) There has been a tendency to confuse ‘family’ and
‘households’. It is important that the concepts should be
kept separate. The nature of the relationship between them
constitutes an important object of research.

(iv) The census definition of a houschold is recommended.
(v) Since the ‘family’ can have so many meanings it is
suggested it should always be qualified, and that the
elementary family be defined as the mates and their

51



COMPARABILITY IN SOCIAL RESEARCH

biological or legally adopted children. It is suggested below
that ‘extended family’ be used only in analysis and not for
data collection.

(vi) The term ‘domestic elementary family group’ is sug-
gested for the members of the elementary family comprising
a domestic group at any one time.

(vii) Attention is drawn to the dynamic nature of thc
family, and suggestions arc made for classifying the stages
of the family cycle.

(viii) While the household is also dynamic, it cannot be
said to have a cycle in the same sense as the family, siqcc
it may change in size in ways unconnected with the bio-
logical development of its members, and may be composed
of unrelated persons.

(ix) Since the term ‘houschold composition’ is used for so
many purposes it is suggested that it be replaced by such
terms as ‘household size’, ‘household age-sex structure’,
familial structure’, as appropriate.
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A note on the term
‘EXTENDED FAMILY’

C. C. Harris and Margaret Stacey

There is in British literature a good deal of confusion about
the use of the term ‘extended family’. This has in part arisen
from a laudable intention on the part of research workers to
seec what empirically-found kinship groups there are in this
country and how they relate to the houschold or domestic
group. However, it is one thing not to impose concepts upon
data and quite another to have a concept which is so elusive
as to defy adequate communication or systematic comparative
study. Furthermore, there is now in Britain a sufficient body
of field data for it to be possible to clarify the concept in a
way which is likely to prove fruitful in research. Definitions
such'as that used by Rosser and Harris seem too imprecisc
at this stage. Their definition ‘any persistent kinship grouping
of persons related by descent, marriage or adoption, which is
wider than the clementary family, in that it characteristically
Spans three generations from grandparents to grandchildren’1
s dlﬂic‘_’lt to0 apply in the field with any degree of precision.

In spite of the vagueness of their initial definition, Rosser
and Harris 80 on to use the term ‘extended family’ to refer
to groups wider than the elementary family which arise within
the open bilatera] kinship system common in Britain. Looking
at the system from the viewpoint of the conjugal couple, they
see this as being composed of interlocking T-shaped cores
composed of the families of origin and marriage of ego and
spou’sc. Curle,? followed later by Littlejohn,? used ‘kinship
core to re.fer to the two interlocking elementary families of
which an m.a’i?)idual is a member in the course of his life: his
family of origin and his family of marriage. The individual is
born into the kinship core of his parents, crcates his own
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kinship core by marriage and becomes a member of the kin-
ship cores which his children create by their marriages. Any
married person is, therefore, at different times of his life a
member of two kinship cores and, in addition, the kinship
cores of however many married children he may have. None
of these cores is necessarily a social group, although any of
them may be. Social groups may also form within, or be
composed of, interlocking sets of kinship cores. In using
‘extended family’ rescarchers have been seeking the groups
which empirically exist within these categories of kin.
While it is possible to define an elementary family as such,
for example, as the mates and their children, it is only possible
to define a kinship core with reference to an ego whose family
of origin and family of marriage constitute it. We suggest that
it is useful to distinguish the kinship core of ego, the kinship
core of ego’s spouse and the kinship core of the couple. Ego’s

DIAGRAM 1

' ) Elementary family
e

kinship core, like that of his spouse, is made up of his first-
degree kin.* As diagram 1 illustrates, it is composed of ego’s
parents, sibs, spouse and children, that is to say, the members
of his families of origin and marriage. The kinship core of
the couple, Rosser and Harrls s ‘T-core is made up of the

* By kin we mecan persons related to cgo by blood or mamage
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first degree kin of ego and his/her spouse, as shown in diagram
2. It is composed of both partners’ families of origin and their
common family of marriage.

At different times in his life cycle, ego has a position in
kinship cores other than his own and his spouse’s. He is born

DIAGRAM 2
The Couple’s Kinship : the T-Core

Ego's and spouse’s
kinship cores
The couple’s
kinship core

into the kinship cores of each of his parents; when his sibs
marry he has a position in their kinship cores and also, with
his .c}.ﬁldren’s marriage, in theirs. Diagram 3 illustrates these
Positions, a number of which ego may occupy at the same
time. Similarly, ego is, of course, also successively in a number
of T-cores, his parents’, his own, his sibs’ and his children’s.
In Rgsser and Harris’s view it is from occupants of the kinship
Positions in the interlocking T-cores (the couples’ kinship
cores) with which ego is at one time or another associated,
that members of persistent kinship groups wider than the
clementary family are drawn.

' In.order to be as precise as possible about what is involved
in th1s.and also to make possible a link between the concepts
‘ot faml.ly and of kin, it is uscful to introduce the concept of
near kin’. From the viewpoint of ego these are his first- and
second-degree kin, where sccond-degree kin are the first-
degree kin of each ego’s first-degree kin.
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DIAGRAM 3

Ego’s successive membership of Kinship cores

O Kinship cores of Ego's O Kinship cores of
parents Eqgo and Spouse

(a) Ego as child (b) Ego married

O Kinship cores of Kinship cores of
Ego and married Egos married children
sibling
(c) Ego with married sib (d) Ego with married children

Just as ego occupies a series of successive positions in the
T-core, so does the universe of near kin with which he may
be associated change over the course of his life. These suc-
cessive sets of categories are illustrated in Diagram 4.

. While it is not possible to define a kinship universe which
llr.mts the kin (defined in terms of their relationship to ego)
with whom ego can share membership of an extended family
group, such groupings characteristically arise within the
category of near kin of a given ego. Ego is one of the near kin
of his parents, spouse, sibs and children (i.e. of his first-degree
kin). He may, therefore, find himself within an extended family
group which includes people drawn from such sets of near
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DIAGRAM 4

The near kin of ego’s parents
4

A=|O ATO A=0 A=0

Lgo’s near kin

A=0 A=0
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Lgo’s spouse’s near kin

A=0 A=0
L l

Ego’s children’s near kin
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kin, Diagram 5 summates the ncar kin of ego’s first-degree
kin. Extended family groups in which ego is likely to find
himself during the course of his life will most probably be
drawn from people occupying the kin catcgories shown 1n
this diagram. He cannot, of course, be in the same group \V{tll
all of them at once, nor does it follow that they can neccssarily
share membership of an extended family group with cach
other, only with ego. )

We suggest, therefore, that for purposes of data-collection,
but not for analysis, the term ‘extended family’ be dispensed
with. Instead we suggest the following terms be used:

(1) Family of origin : ego, his sibs and parents.

(i) Family of marriage : ego, his spouse and their children.

(i) Ego’s kinship core: ego’s family of origin and of
marriage, i.e. (i) + (ii).

(iv) The T-core, i.e. the couple’s kinship core: ego’s family
of origin, his spouse’s family of origin and their com-
mon family of marriage.

(v) Near kin : first- and second-degree kin, i.e. for any onc
ego the kinship cores of ego, cgo’s spouse, €go’s
children, ego’s father, ego’s mother, ego’s sibs.

The term ‘extended family’ could be applied to any persis-
tent kinship group wider than the elementary family, dis-
cerned for any one ego. It is likely to be found among the
occupants of positions in his kinship universe defined by the
aggregate of near kin with which ego may be associated, as
illustrated in diagram 5. This diagram assumes that all marry,
all couples are fertile and have two children each.

The above suggestions are based on the assumption that
what is required is a classification of relatives which is un-
ambiguous and precise, and which is distinct from the social
groups which are formed within categories of relatives. Hence
we have tried to introduce precision into the classification of
kin, reserving for ‘extended family’ the flexibility which 1s
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DIAGRAM 5

The Kinship Untverse within which the

Extended Family may be constituted
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demanded by the highly variable patterns actually met with.
Analysts may thus define the extended familics they find to
exist empirically in terms of the kinship categories indicated
above. Further work is needed to provide the data upon
which common classifications of the meaning of ‘persistent
group’ may be developed.
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3. Income*

ELIZABETH GITTUS

The collection and the application of data relating to
‘income’ entail some difficult problems, both of method and
of meaning, both statistical and sociological. There are the
obvious difficulties of obtaining accurate information, those
of defining the units involved, whether households, families
or individuals, and also the conceptual problems to be re-
solved in the interpretation of the data in a sociological con-
text.

While these difficulties are recognized, they seem, by some
researchers, to have been hopefully ignored, in the spirit that,
while information collected on incomes might be inaccurate
or incomplete, in a general way it would be interesting to
have. It seems preferable to discourage this attitude and so,
in this paper, no specific references are made to surveys where
the form of the questions and the usc of the data on income
give evidence of this superficiality.

When income is included in a survey, its definition and the
precision of the questions relating to it vary according to the
purpose and theme of the study. In surveys previously con-
ducted income has been featured:

* This discussion is confined to income. While savings and other
assets are beyond its scope, they may be important as long-term
indicators of resources, and their inclusion will depend on the con-
text of the study.' It is assumed, moreover, that income questions
put to respondents will always be accompanied by those relating
to the other key variables, age, sex, marital status, household com-
position, family cycle, occupation and education, also that the
date of the survey and the appropriate period of time will be re-
corded.
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(1) as a face-sheet variable
(2) as weekly earnings, or rates of pay, in industrial studies
(3) as a main variable in social accounting
(4) as a variable related to social stratification

In this chapter, these four uses will be examined and an
attempt will be made to suggest legitimate and uscful ways of
using the variable.

(1) INCOME AS A FACE-SHEET VARIABLE

There are a number of studies in which income data are col-
lected as part of the background information, with little or no
theoretical application, in general, descriptive, social surveys,
especially in market-research and in town-planning. Cole
questions the usefulness of market-research enquiries about
income.? These, he says, provide no more than a rough guide
as to what the individual has to spend, especially on the pro-
duct being marketed; they are inadequate to delimit the social
class groupings within the population. The consideration of
income in town-planning surveys sometimes derives from the
assumption that equality of income, among residents, is con-
ducive to social compatability, an over-simplification that
ignores the subtle influence of class, as studied, for example,
!)y Goldthorpe et al? (and see under (4) below). Furthermore,
Income is not a simple variable, having many components and
also many interpretations. When it is used, some careful de-
finitions and a lengthy series of questions are needed if realistic
and accurate results are to be obtained. Some of the questions
may be irrelevant for many respondents, but all must be
covered if any precision is to be achieved.

It is therefore suggested that income should only be con-
sidered as a face-sheet variable in so far as it gives an indica-
tion, within very broad categories, of the potential spending
capacity of the individual, or household, concerned, only
being collected where a hypothesis connecting spending
capacity with some other variable is being explored or tested.
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The minimum considerations in these circumstances are
indicated below (p. 76).

(2) INCOME AS WEEKLY EARNINGS, OR RATES OF
PAY, IN INDUSTRIAL STUDIES

Industrial studies which relate, for example, satisfaction with
earnings to the level of morale or to the experience of technical
change are usually concerned with the weekly earnings or
rates of pay of individuals. However, even for this compara-
tively restricted aspect of income, the collection of data
entails some choice of operational definitions,

It is obviously important, in this context, to recognize that
earnings (much more than rates of pay) arc subject to vari-
ations, both regular and irregular, and that the nature and
pattern of these variations may have a considerable bearing
on the phenomenon that is being studied, whether it is, for
example, adaptation to change, awareness of prosperity, or
the level of morale.

In principle, distinction should be made between

(i) basic wage

i1) ‘take-h ! or net earnings

i1) ‘take-home’ pay g
(iil) ‘normal’ or ‘usual’ earnings

Data should be obtained on variations in (i) (which may
usually be verified or noted independently, being often the
result of legislation, or ncgotiation) and also on variations in
the difference between (i) and (ii), or (i) and (iii), or (ii) and
(i), and in the factors (overtime, pieccework, etc.) that ac-
count for these differences.

In The dock worker, for example, dissatisfaction with earn-
ings was found to be, more accurately, dissatisfaction with
the basic wage and with the ability or inability to supplement
it.* The findings underlined the need in such discussions to
recognize the existence, composition and influence on earning
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capacity of the local work-group structure, as well as that of
the formal occupational hierarchy.

The analysis, however, was based on details of cach man’s
basic pay, piecework, bonus and overtime wecek by week for a
whole year. To have data in this detail for every unit in the
sample was clearly a great advantage, and this cxample might
be followed more often. It was possible to use the data to
construct a probability model for classifying men according
to their wage-earning capacity in an extremely variable work-
situation, and so to avoid the subjective assessment of carning
levels.

Dennis, Henriques and Slaughter, studying the miners of
Ashton, describe as ‘free-income’ the difference between peak
wages and what were regarded as expected wages, ‘free’ in the
sense that there was no family expenditure that had a firm
and regular claim on it, and that it was the miner’s own to
spend as he wished.> The miner’s sense of prosperity was
found to be related to the amount of his ‘free’ income. It was
clearly important to know what he regarded as expeccted or
usual income and how he assessed it.

In the Ministry of Social Security’s survey Circumstances
of Families ‘normal’ earnings are defined in terms of pay
received for the last four weeks of full employment, as far as
the respondent can recollect.® The Ministry of Labour take
the respondent’s own assessment of his wages or salary last
time he was paid and whether this amount was ‘usual’.’
‘Usual’ seems to be subjectively defined and unrelated to a
specific period. However, an objective element is introduced
to the full definition of income at the data-processing stage,
for if the respondent is currently off work without pay and
has been so for less than fourteen wecks, his usual wage is
taken into account rather than any state benefit that he may
be receiving. If, however, he has been off work for a longer
period, his ‘usual’ earnings are disregarded.

A further variation on ‘usual’ or ‘expected’ earnings,
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indicating instcad the minimum ‘expected’ level, is followed
in the Liverpool ‘levels of living’ survey.8 Weekly-paid re-
spondents were asked about their take-home pay and hours
worked in the previous week, the hours and rate of pay
appropriate to a basic week, and whether their basic rate had
changed much during the last twelve months. Similar ques-
tions were put to monthly-paid staff. (This information was
incidentally useful in providing a rough check on the take-
home pay reported for the previous weck or month, assuming
‘time-and-a-half’ overtime rates, or ‘double-time’ for some if
the hours worked were excessive.)

These estimates of normal or expected carnings therefore
include:

(1) a notional definition, based on the respondent’s as-
sessment of his pay over the last four weeks (with no
satisfactory method for those paid monthly);

(i1) asubjective asscssment by the respondent of his ‘usual’

*carnings, with an adjustment to regard as ‘unusual’ a
break from employment of anything up to fourteen
weeks’ duration;

(iii) an indication of thc monetary equivalent of a basic
working week as the minimal expected level.

The choice among these, as indeed the decision to use any
one of them at all, involves both statistical and sociological
considerations, and its complexity should not be minimized.

(3) INCOME AS A MAIN VARIABLE IN SOCIAL
ACCOUNTING

These studies, gencrally undertaken for administrative
purposes, entail the precise definition of ‘income’, the unit,
the period, the group involved, etc. Official data about per-
sonal income is found in National Income and Expenditure, the
Blue Books, and other publications of the Central Statistical
Office. Titmuss, however, has indicated the considerable
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limitations of personal income data based on income tax
returns.” The Ministry of Labour surveys houselold income
(Family Expenditure Survey). Their surveys and those of the
Ministry of Social Security might well be used as models in
the specification of questions and of items of income, and
in the definition of the basic units of study. These official
surveys, and some independent ones, have drawn on
the experiences of both the Oxford Institute of Statistics
and the Department of Applied Economics of Cambridge
University.

There are relatively few other studies which include income
questions in anything like the same detail. One of them is
included in the Appendix with a summary of the contents of
the Ministry of Labour and Ministry of Social Security
surveys. Anyone planning a study with income as a main
variable, to which further consideration is given below, p. 76,

should not overlook the possibility of comparison with the
official data.

(4) INCOME AS A VARIABLE RELATED TO SOCIAL
STRATIFICATION

Income and variants of income are found, together with otllFr
‘key variables’, education and occupation, in studies of social
stratification. At this point, the interests of sociological
analysis and of social accounting as distinguished in chapter
2, p. 32, would seem to merge (together with those of town-
Planning). In relating ‘income’ to ‘needs’ or ‘income’ to
‘style of life’, the influence of class and/or status should be
recognized, though it more often scems to be ignored.

The following discussion draws on some of the studies that
have attempted to use income as an index of social stratifica-
tion, or that have noted its inadequacics and suggested, and
sometimes applied, variants or correlates of income, rather
than the amount of income itself. The coverage is selective
and obviously not exhaustive, but it is intended to show that
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sometimes an operational alternative to income may be easier
to ascertain and possibly more relevant in this context.

(@) Income and class

In discussing ‘income’ as a possible index of class, Cole com-
ments that (if this were viable) ‘it would be indispensable to
take as the unit of classification the family rather than the
individual but this raises difficult questions affecting the
definition of the family unit and the extent to which any part
of the incomes accruing to members of the family as defined
should be disregarded in computing “family income”, or con-
sidered scparately, and also whether the basis of classification
should be income per family or per head. Apart from these
problems it is doubtful whether anyone would be prcpared
to accept income as the sole criterion of class, even though it
might be regarded as constituting in some cases an important
factor in determining class status’.10

He goes on to suggest, following his conception of class and
class development, that whereas of all single criteria the form
of income might be the least misleading, there are grounds
for doubting its effectiveness in advanced capitalist societies.!!
(The difference even between Great Britain and the United
States is an important one to recognize if comparative studies
are contemplated.) Lewis and Maude in The English Middle
Classes comment that the dividing line between the classes is
certainly not one of income.'? They therefore question the
usefulness, as indicators of the characteristics of classes, of
the income classifications employed by advertising agents
and others who investigate the markets for consumer
goods.

They go on to claim, and Goldthorpe and others would not
cntirely agree with them here, that ‘while a small income does
not make a man proletarian, a larger income does make him
middle-class’ (their italics). But a little later they say: ‘he
tends to become middle-class’ (my italics). There is, however,
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empirical evidence that while substantially incrcased resources
do not afford the opportunity for a different style of lifc, this
is not necessarily followed up or even recognized.!?

(b) Form or source of income

More positively, Margaret Stacey, writing of Banbury, while
noting the lack of correlation between class and income and/or
wealth, claims that the way in which income was obtained did
however vary consistently with class, at least among thc
‘traditional’ sector of the town’s population (with the im-
plication that for the non-traditionalists the connection was
more tenuous).M

For source of income, she distinguishes (for individuals
and male household heads) between profits and fees, salary,
and wages.

Source of income, classified in this way, appears among the
distinctive characteristics of the social class and social status
groups. In the discussion reference is made to W. Lloyd
Warner et al. on the use of ‘source of income’ as an index of
social stratification.15

Frankenberg, in Communities in Britain, refers to the ap-
plication of this variant of income in Williams’s study of Gos-
forth, where three main economic classes are distinguished:!%
those who live on capital or rent; farmers who own or rent
land; and the rest who work for wages.

In his own analysis, Frankenberg also notes the differential
importance of economic class in urban as compared with rural
society. In urban society, economic class is observed to
dominate social life, whereas in rural society it is just one
division among many.!?

This, with the Banbury distinction between traditionalists
and non-traditionalists in the nature and pattern of their class/
status divisions, would suggest the desirability of observing
other aspects of the local social structure in using economic
class (or anything else) as an index of stratification.
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(c) Expenditure
The significance of expenditure patterns is also noted in the
Banbury study, where it is claimed

the goals of the classes are different and that although income
may not correlate with class, the way in which income is spent
does. . .. Thosc who wish to raisc their status aspire to the stand-
ards of a ‘set’ in the status group immediately above them, not to
thosc of the class above them. Similarly, those whose means are
reduced do not in consequence adopt the life of the class below,
but live on a smaller scale within the values of the class to which
they were brought up.18

This remark is clearly relevant to any discussion of adequacy
or inadequacy of income in relation to expenditure.

Empirical studies and suggestions for empirical studies
along these lines include the following:

(i) possession of household goods
Wilmott notes possession of car, television, or refrigerator
as indicative of middle-class standards of consumption.!?
Abrams reports 52 per cent of middle-class and 22 per
cent of working-class as having their own car (classes
being groups of occupations).?? Stacey includes posses-
sion of telephone and/or car among the distinctive vari-
ables of social class/status.?!

Selection of the above items would not seem in general to be
on a firm theoretical basis. Such items are likely to be con-
ditioned by the type of locality and its economy, the date of
the survey, and cven the availability of comparative data.
The Ministry of Labour record, for the Family Expendi-
ture survey, the numbers of households having selected goods.
‘Having’ includes, besides ownership, the continuous use of
a firm’s car or of a rented washing-machine. The selected
goods comprise tclephone, washing-machine, refrigerator,
car, and full or partial central heating. Possession of these
durables is analysed (in unpublished form for 1966), by a
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C e N )
number of houschold characteristics including income.?
Some interesting comparisons are possible here.

(it) furnishings

(iif)

Chapman follows up, for this country, Chapin’s hypo-
thesis concerning the relation between class and the
furnishing of the home. He constructs a social status
scale on the basis of certain items in the main living-
room.?3

residence

Beshers recommends taking the residence itself as a more
useful index of social stratification than most other
consumer goods. He claims that it is a meaningful symbol
of prestige atalllevels, whereas, by contrast,among certain
groups, the make and model of car, for example, may be
subordinate to housing desires. Further, while most of
the symbols of greatest use in differentiating members of
the upper classes are inaccessible, if not invisible, to
members of the lower classes, the public character,
necessity and high cost of residence all lead to its im-
Portance as a conspicuous symbol of social position.?*
He also advocates and discusses the usefulness of resi-
dential area in this context.?s

(d) Aspirations

ome studies of social stratification include the aspirations
and|/or frustrations that are associated with income, or rather
that may in some circumstances be affected by it, for class
influences tend to operate here. Topics include:

(i)

occupational aspirations (usually for children) — a number
of surveys include questions on this.2

(ii) general expectations: see, e.g. E. Gittus on ‘levels of
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but had to go without through lack of money; and on
his rating of his own future prospects.”’ Coates and
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Silburn invited their informants to assess how much
more income they would need, if any, in order to live
comfortably, and how much a man would have to earn
or own to be wealthy. They also asked respondents to
classify their own position in five categories from
‘wealthy’ to ‘poor’. They analysed these ‘expectations’
in some detail.28

(ili) the process of decision-making in relation to class: discussed
by Beshers.?? He refers to certain modes of orientation,
including the purposive, rational mode more applicable
to the upper classes and the short-term hedonistic mode
more applicable to the lower classes (and particularly to
the urban lower classes), in which explicit future expecta-
tions play a negligible role. The mode of orientation in
this country at any rate is much more liable to be in-
fluenced by class and status than by the amount of in-
come. The tentative results of the surveys mentioned in

(ii) would support this.?°

These questions of expectations and aspirations, though of
great interest in the context of social stratification and in-
cluded here for that reason, are, however, too complex to
provide face-sheet alternatives to income.

Conclusion

This review of some of the studies in which income — or
rather its variants — are used in the identification of social
class/status groupings, would support the contention of
Goldthorpe and his colleagues that inter-group differences
of this kind cannot be studied in their economic aspects alone,
and that what they term the ‘normative’ and ‘relational’
aspects are also important. IFor a discussion of these various
aspects, based on research findings, sce the report by Gold-
thorpe, Lockwood, Bechhofer and Platt,!3 also Hamilton3! and
Lockwood.32
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Suggestions with regard to the Collection of Inc.ome.l)ata

'The preceding discussions of the ways in which mcomc.has
been used in social surveys suggest that with rare exceptions
income data should only be collected as a main variable. They
also make it plain that some of the definitions and the pro-
cedures involved will be determined very much by the pur-
pose of the enquiry. It is assumed that anyone intercsted in
income as a main variable will recognize the problems, .and
the choices and be able to use the experience summarized
below? in his own particular design. ‘There may also be those
who, after due consideration of the complexitics and the
limitations of income data, will conclude that they have
good reason for using income as a face-sheet variable. Sl}Cll
researchers may also find it helpful to bear the following
considerations in mind.

Decisions must be made about the definition of income, the
unit (individual or household) about which income data are
to be collected, the informant, the period of time to which the
income data are to relate and the sources of income that arc
to be included.

-The definition of income may often most usefully be chosen

with reference to the comparative official data that are
available. Official sources include:
Ministry of Labour: (see Family Expenditure Survey reports
for 1962 and 1966 for the definitions currently in use, also
further definitions in unpublished analyses from the Ministry’s
statistical section).

Ministry of Socijal Security: (see report on Circumstances
of Families, 1967).

The choice of income unit is not straightforward. Some-
times, for reasons of comparability and consistency it must
be the household. However the size of the unit can affect the
results. Michae] Young has also indicated that insufficient
is known about how the individual members within the
family can contribute to its collective needs.3*
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In the Ministry of Labour survey the household is the unit
of study. The Ministry of Social Security was interested
primarily in the resources of husband and wife. If data about
income are obtained for every person covered by the survey
as is recommended for the occupation®® and education36 vari-
ables, i.c. for all members of the respondent’s household,
where relevant, the choice of income unit for analysis may be
deferred, since it may be analysed on an individual basis or
aggregated for analysis on a household basis.

Ideally, each income recipient should be his own informant.
In the Ministry of Labour and Ministry of Social Security
surveys, income data werce obtained separately for each adult
spender included in the definition. This is important, as
second-hand information about income is seldom reliable.

In surveys when the respondent is the head of the house-
hold and where information on ‘income’ is sought mainly for
him (or her), the task of ascertaining income levels for the
rest of the houschold may not be too difficult, but when the
informant is the wife it is by no means certain that she will
be able to disclose her husband’s income. Since for many
general surveys the informant is inevitably the wife, this
difficulty is likely to be a common one.

An alternative might be to ask the wife how much she has
from all members for housekeeping; but then what does
housekeeping include? Who pays the rent and other regular
bills 7 The answers will not be uniform — there is at least a
class differential here.

The period of time may vary from a notional year to the
last pay-period. Considerations to bear in mind here have
already been discussed (pp. 67-69).

Source of income may be included under not less than three
broad headings: employment, state benefit, all other forms.
Where ‘source of income’ is being used to replace ‘income’ as
a face-sheet variable, categories such as those of the Ministry
of Labour (1966) may usefully be applied, i.e. wages and
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salaries; self-employment; investments; non-state pensions,
etc.; state retirement, old-age and widows’ pensions; other
state benefits; sub-letting and/or owncr occupation; other
sources. There is a case for collecting data on wages and
salaries separately, and also for displaying them separately.

The relevant questions covered by the Ministry of Labour
and Ministry of Social Security surveys are summarized in

Appendix I. These are arranged under three main headings:
(A) employment, hours, pay; (B) state benefits; (C) other
sources. It will be seen that, while the Ministry of Social
Security is more specific on the factors recently affecting work,
the Ministry of Labour is more thorough and more precise
in all other respects. (See for instance the treatment of those
paid monthly, of normal earnings, of the sclf-employed, and
of other categories of income, class, etc.) The questions are,
of course, drawn from surveys where income was a main
variable. The income section of the ‘levels of living’ survey is
also appended (Appendix II) as a working compromise (with
minimal coverage) between the need for detail and the
Practical advantage of brevity. Data here obtained from each
adult and the results amalgamated in accordance with
Ministry of Labour definitions.

) Rules for the calculation of income from these Ministry ques-
tions, according to the definitions choscn, are given in the
Ministry of Labour and Ministry of Social Security reports,
and in the unpublished data referred to above.* There is
considerable flexibility here. The Ministry of Labour complies
with at least four definitions from the one body of data. The
variety of definitions and analyses, published and unpublished,
1s increasing. The 1966 report gives evidence of this.

Some items of income are not covered by any of these ques-
tionnaires, becausc they only relate to the head of the house-
hold, or the person responsible for its finances. They include

* See ‘definition of income’ (p. 76).
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income from sub-letting and from owner-occupancy (related
to the net schedule A value of the property). The relevant
questions were included for each survey in the general house-
hold questionnaire.

Sometimes a study includes people with complex finances.
The self-employed, for example, can present a problem in
questionnaire design, for their class may include both the
barrister with an intricate system of personal accounts (known
perhaps in detail only to his accountant!), and the corner-
shop-keeper or street-trader whose book-keeping is minimal.

Appendix III prints some cautionary remarks by J. Utting
on the conduct of income surveys, especially among those
with varied finances. In the ‘levels of living’ survey, a simpli-
fied form of question to the self-employed in that locality
was all that could reasonably be used, but it is realized that,
in such cases, potential income was probably under-esti-
mated.

GENERAL CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY OF
RECOMMENDATIONS

It is hoped that the investigator who is bent on ascertaining
the income of his respondents will be clear about his purpose
in seeking this elusive information (if in fact he needs it at
all) and some, at least, of the problems his quest entails. No
attempt has been made to suggest a ‘package-deal’ form of
questions or categories for income data for any of the types
of surveys considered here. The following is a summary of
the principal recommendations.

(1) Income should in general 70t be used as a face-sheet
variable because there is no short cut to the collection of
accurate and meaningful data.

(ii) The use of income as a face-sheet variable should be
limited to an indication of the potential spending-capacity
of individuals or households, since it correlates weakly with
concepts such as ‘class’, ‘status’, ‘style of life’.
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(iii) Where income data are required these should (i) be
collected separately for each individual, and summated if
the unit under consideration consists of more than one
individual; (ii) be collected for each individual, item by
item, under such hcadings as those indicated on pp. 78,
811F; (iii) be collected and tabulated in categories which
make comparison with nationally-collected data possible.
(iv) Source of income is, for many purposes, a more rele-
vant face-sheet variable than monctary income, and can
usefully be collected under the headings indicated on
pp. 77, 78 above.

(v) Those for whom income is a principal rather than
classificatory variable arc encouraged to look into certain
matters in more detail. They will have to find many of the
final solutions to their particular problems for themselves.
It is hoped that these comments will help them at least to
be aware of the relevant questions and difficulties, and to
draw on what is by now a considerable fund of experience
In coping with them. Even this kind of consistency is
worth achieving - if it is all that one can hope for in this
complex matter.

Chapter 3: APPENDIX |

;’ETMLS OF DATA COLLECTED BY MINISTRY OF SOCIAL
ECURITY (MSS) AND MINISTRY OF LABOUR (MOL)

(A) Empl,
MSs ployment, hours, pay

1.
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(l) main occupation and employer’s business

(if) other occupation(s)

(“}) self employed ?
(i) hours worked for pay last week? (total for all jobs and
... excluding main meal breaks)

(") about normal ?

(iii) if not, how many hours worked normally?
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(iv) if respondent did not work last week, but usually works,

v)

3. (i) pay received after deductions (income tax and National

(ii)
(ii)
(iv)

(v)

(vi

MOL

)

~

or if less than normal, reason?

sick or injured (off work less than three months or three
months or more)

unemployed (off work less than three months or three
months or more)

looking after sick member of family (off work less than
two weeks, or more)

short-time working

other cause

no answer

not applicable

if appropriate: how long been oft work?

Insurance) last week ? (main and other occupations)

N.B. (a) if paid monthly estimate amount for last week.
(b) if self-cmployed, estimate normal net earnings

(after income tax and National Insurance), disre-
gard cash value of benefits reccived for services.

(c) exclude holiday pay received for future period.

did this amount include any bonus or commission (other

than overtime) for any earlier period, if so, how much?

anything more to come for last week in bonus, or com-

mission ? if so, how much?

(check) right in saying that your net earnings for last

week totalled .............. ?

(main other occupations) ((i) + (iii) — (ii)).

(Except self-employed) is this about normal? - if not,

how much earned normally?

N.B. ‘normal’ to be defined in terms of earnings for the

last four weeks of full employment?

any expenses in going out to work, travelling, equipment,

spccial clothing, etc. and for motherless families, cost of

caring for children in nursery, etc.

whether employed, on own account, retired, employee
working full or part-time, off work through illness,
accident, unemployment, etc.
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(ii) if (usually) working, present (most rec.ent) main occupa-
tion and industry ? subsidiary occupation and industry?

(iii) if off-work, for how long? receiving full pay while not

orking ?

) :} o:‘l;lirzgc‘!’ for how long? if less than two years, date?
and annual immediate pre-retirement earned income
(gross)?

2. No other separate questions on hours
3. (a) all those at present employed or usually employed (excluding
those off work for over a year): o
(i) amount received in wages or salary last time [)(11(1?‘ (in-
cluding overtime, bonus, ctc. and after all deductions)

(ii) period covered? wcck,' month, thl?

(iii) refund of income tax mcl.udcd? if so, amount?

(iv) amount of deductions for income tax, National Insur-
ance, other (specify)? .

(v) usual amount of pay received? if not what is usual?

(vi) occasional substantial bonus or other addition? how
much extra received in last twelve months?

(vii) any of (vi) included in previous answers ? how much?
(viii) meal vouchers from employer? if so, number used in
last seven days and value?

(ix) pay surtax? last assessment for full year?

(b) employers and self-employed with income from business or
Dprivate practice
(1) total income assessed to tax (schedule D), (net of de-
preciation allowances and expenses) in last twelve
months for which figure available ?

(i1) if sums drawn regularly from the business, how much,
how often, and how much profit remaining over last
twelve months for which figures available?

(c) all not covered by (a) or (b)

(i) income tax, and surtax, paid/reclaimed, repaid in last
twelve months?

(ii) weekly National Insurance contribution?

(B) State benefits

(a) Questions

MSS
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Alloweances, ete., due for last pay week? (calendar week if
no pay received) If so, how much received and number of
days covered?
MOL
At present receiving any of the following state benefits?
If so, present weekly rate of payment and for how long
continuously reccived
(and see (c) below)
(b) Benefits included :
MSS and MOL
Family allowances
National Insurance retirement pension
Disablement pension
War disablement pension or allowances
Unemployment benefit
Sickness benefit
Industrial injury benefit
National assistance.

MSS MOL

Industrial death benefit Old age or widow’s pension
Widowed mother’s Any other?

allowance

(c) also MOL (further questions)

(1) (excluding current absence) been off work for a week
or more at a time in the last twelve months, because
of unemployment, illness, accident, etc. ?

(ii) if yes, whether full pay received for all the time when
off work? how many weeks away from work in last
twelve months (excluding current absence), through
illness/accident ? through unemployment ?

(iii) received National Insurance, maternity benefit or
(National Insurance) death grant in last twelve
months, and amounts?

(C) Other sources

MSS
1. Other benefits, in last week (as for B(a))?
(i) TU sick pay?
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(i) Any other pension or allowance (c.g. occupational
pension)?
2. Any other regular income (e.g. from property, interest or savings,
investment or trust income)?
If so, nature of income, amount and period covered?
(ignore interest from small savings, e.g. Post Office Savings
Bank, unless over £15 p.a.)
3. Any income received last week from woluntary sources (c.g.

British Legion, etc)? if so nature of income, amount and period
covered?

MOL
1. Any of following benefits in last twelve months? (weekly rate and
number of weeks)
whether receiving any at present?
(i) TU benefits (c.g. pension, sick pay, strike pay)?
(i) Friendly society benefits?
(i) Any other benefits under private sickness or accident
insurance?

2. Any income from any of following sources? amount received in last
twelve months?

(i) pension from central or local government services, or
from armed forces?
(11) other pensions?
(iii) annuities? income from trust or covenant?
(iv) allowances from armed forces or merchant navy (ex-
cluding husband temporarily away from home)?
(v) alimony, separation allowances or other money from
friends or relatives outside the household ?
(vi) rent or income from property (excluding house occupied),
after deducting expenses allowed for income tax?
3. Interest or dividends: amount received or credited within last
twelve months?
(1) interest on building society shares and deposits?
(ii) interest on co-operative society shares and deposits, in-
cluding dividends on purchases?
(iii) interest on bank deposits and savings accounts, including
Post Office savings?

(iv) interest on Defence Bonds and War Loans?

84



INCOME

(v) interest and dividends, after tax, from stocks, shares,
bonds, ctc.?

4. Income from sources not mentioned (e.g. part-time work, etc.)
of more than £10 a year? if so, give particulars and amount from
each source in last twelve months?

5. To married women; if husband temporarily away from home,
allowances and income?

0. Details of income received by non-spending members of household
(if over £10 a year) referred to last twelve months.

Chapter 3: APPENDIX |1

DETAILS OF INCOME DATA COLLECTED IN ‘LEVELS OF
LIVING’ SURVEY, LIVERPOOL 1962/4

1. For those employed (or apprenticed)

(a) I understand that you are employed as a ........ (see
Household Schedule I) Is that correct?

(b) How often arc you paid? (weekly, monthly, ctc.)

(c) How much did you earn last week (month) £ s. d.
(record amount actually received, including
overtime, bonus, piecework earnings). Period
covered...... Amount received

(d) Do you know how much was deducted from your
earnings for:

Income Tax:
National Insurance
*Any other contributions: specify

* Including superannuation, holiday funds, savings, etc.

For those paid weekly :
(e) (i) For how many hours did you work last week, includ-
ing overtime?
(i1) What are your basic hours (without overtime?)
(iii) Do you have a basic or standard rate of pay?

(iv) How much is it at present? per
(v) Has this changed at all in the last twelve months?
How?
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For those paid monthly :
(f) (i) What is your present salary?
(ii) Has it changed at all in the last twelve months ? How ?
(ii)) How long is your normal working week, apart from
overtime?

All:

(g) Were there any special circumstances affecting your carn-
ings last week? e.g. days off through sickness, overtime,
etc.?

(h) Could you say whether your carnings have varied much
during the last twelve months,
through, c.g short-time working?
variations in overtime?
variations in bonus or piccework ?
change of job?
periods of unemployment ? (cf. next section 2)
periods of sickness? (cf. next section 3)
any other circumstances?

2, Unemployment

For those unemployed now

(a) How long is it since you were cmployed as . ... (see
Household Schedule I)

(b) Have you been wholly unemployed since then?

(if any casual earnings, record briefly here, but in detail
under (4) below)

(c) Are you drawing unemployment benefit at present ? If so,

how much did you draw last week ?
All:

(d) How many wecks unemployment benefit have you drawn
in the last twelve months, and at what rates?
3. Sickness or injury
All

(a) Have you received any sickness or injury benefit during
the last twelve months? If so, for how many yeeks and
at what rates?

(b) Does your employer usually make up your pay? If so,
how much per week? (or month) For how long has he
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donc this, in the last twelve months, out of the time that
you have been off work ?
4. Spare-time or casual work
(a) (Apart from (2b) if any), have you done any spare-time
or casual work in the last twelve months? If ‘yes’, what
kind of work did you do? For how long?
(b) About how much have you earned altogether in this way
in the last twelve months?
5. Employers or self-employed
(a) What is the nature of your business ?
(b) Do you have a sole interest or partnership in it?
(c) Do you draw a regular sum out Amount Period covered
of the business for your house-
hold and personal expenses?
(d) Does your wife (or any other
member of your household) help
with the business. Specify
If ‘yes’, do you pay (her) for her
work?
Was that sum included in the
amount you gave as taken out of
the business?
(¢) (If appropriate) Do you use any
goods out of the business within
your own household?
Could you estimate their average
value ? (for expenses recovered see
section 2)
0. Government benefits (check that Unemployment, Sickness and
Injury are covered by (2) and (3) above).
If you rcceive any of the following, would you tcll me the
amounts received or due to you?
last week:

£ s. d. £ s. d.
(a) National Insurance (d) Disablement
Retirement Pension Pension
(b) Widow’s Pension (e) War-Disability

Pension or Allowance
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Ls.d. Ls.d.
(c) Non-Contributory (f) IFamily
Old Agc Pension Allowances
(g) (i) National Assistance (to supplement?)
(ii) National Assistance.
Rent Allowance (included in g(i)?)
In the last twelve months :
(iii) Grant from National Assistance Board for special

purposes?
specify amount
(h) Any other Government Benefit?
specify amount

Other benefits
If you reccive income from any of the following, would you
tell how much you rcceived in the last twelve months?

£Ls.d £Ls.d.
(a) Forces’ or other (b) Pension Scheme
Government Pension for Sclf-Employed
(c) Other Employment (d) Benefit from
Pension Trade Union or

Friendly Society
(e) Any other (specify)?
8. Interest on investments
If your income includes Znterest on any of the following savings
or investments, could you give me the amount received, or
credited to you, in the last twelve months (less tax).
£ s d.
(a) Interest on Building Socicty shares or deposits

(b) Interest on Bank deposits and savings bank
accounts (inc. PO savings bank)

(c) Interest on stocks, shares, etc.

(d) Interest on Co-operative socicty shares, deposits
Interest on Co-operative society dividends on
purchascs

(e) Interest on any other investment

(f) Premium Bond prizes

9. Miscellaneous (record, in each case, the amount
received in the last twelve months)
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L s d.

Does your income include:

(a) *Income from property (other than the house
you live in) less expenses allowable for Income Tax

(b) An allowance from a member of HM Forces

(c) Any other regular allowances from persons out-
side your own family

(d) An annuity (record net amount less tax if any)

(c) A separation allowance, or similar payment

(f) Any other item

10. Do you have any regular help in cash or in kind, from relatives

11.

or from any other person? Specify.

Business expenses

Do you recover any part of your houschold or personal ex-
penditure as expenses in connection with your business or
employment ?

Specify item(s) Amount(s) recovered Period

12. General comments

(a) Do you have difficulty nowadays in making ends meet?
(comments)

(b) Are there any things that you feel that you need but have
to go short of through lack of money? (Specify and add
comments)

(c) (i) How would you say that your present financial posi-

tion compared with what it was a year ago?
(ii) (If appropriate) Can you suggest any particular
reason for these changes?

(d) How would you rate your prospects for the future?

* For income from boarders, or lodgers or from sub-letting see

Household Schedule I.

Chapter 3: APPENDIX Il

EXTRACT FROM A PAPER ‘AN INQUIRY INTO THE
ECONOMIC CIRCUMSTANCES OF OLD AGE’
by J. E. G. urTING, University of Cambridge

Next comes the phrasing of the financial questions. Quite apart
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from the amount of detail required for the purposes of the survey -
and I have already suggested that we need a very detailed descrip-
tion of the sources of income and types of asset — we believe that
accurate figures of income, assets, savings or expenditure can only
be obtained by building up the total bit by bit. Thus we should
want to consider income from different sources separately even if
we were only aiming at a total figure; and furthermore, cven within
a single source like employment income, we consider it necessary
to prompt for overtime, bonus, loss of moncy through sickness or
holidays, etc. But, apart from detail of this kind, there will always
be a few cases with a financial questionnaire where the respondent’s
affairs are complex and not fully understood even by himself.
This is true sometimes of income from self-employment, of
whether income from dividends and interest is gross or net of
income tax, of mortgages and insurances, and so on. In some such
cases, the respondent is just wholly ignorant of the facts (leaves all
his affairs to his bank manager, or something of the sort) but in
many others perfectly sound and reliable information is obtained
if one can approach the matter from the same point of view as the
respondent. This, I believe, poses a real dilemma for the survey
designer. Either he can frame a whole series of alternative ap-
proaches to the same information, designate some order of
priority, and leave the interviewer to work through them question
by question, word by word, until an adequate responsc is obtained,
or he can frame the question more generally and try to teach the
interviewer how to probe in different eventualities. I will not deny
that the first of these alternatives is possible; I will only say that
I have not myself been able to frame a sct of questions in this way
without either leaving some important possibilities unprobed or
clse finally requiring almost as much initiative from the inter-
viewer as the second approach requires.* On the other hand, the

* The possibility of always using the most simple-minded ap-
proach to each one of these difficult areas is, to my mind, ruled out
by the fact that it is extremely long-winded, and very irritating to a
respondent who fully understands his affairs. Furthermore, what is
‘simple’ to one person may not be so to another, who may be able

to give the more ‘sophisticated’ information more readily than what
scems to him to be unimportant detail.
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sccond alternative does require that the interviewer herself shall
have a good understanding of the nature of the financial transaction
under consideration — and of its alternative forms — and of the
information which it is hoped to elicit. This implies a good deal
more initiative and intelligence from the interviewer than is com-
monly required in market research and similar surveys, and a long
period of training and discussion of the concepts involved. We
have adopted a procedure which is much nearer to this latter
approach than to the first, even though it has involved us in
much administrative inconvenience which the other might have
avoided.
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4. Occupations

FRANK BECHHOFER

(1) INTRODUCTION

The position in Britain regarding the collection of occupational
data for locality studies is casily summarized. Almost any
codification would be an improvement on the present situ-
ation. Many of the best known locality studies illustrate four
common practices which I should regard as faults. The
examples given below are purely illustrative. The list should
not be taken either as exhaustive or as implying that the
studies are bad ones; indecd they are chosen as examples
largely because they are well known, and frequently they are

well known because they are good studies, even if far from
perfect.

(a) No data on occupation given, or only given unsystematically
DENNIS, N., HENRIQUES, F. and SLAUGHTER, C. Cogql is our
life (Eyre & Spottiswoode, London, 1956).

FRANKENBERG, R. Village on the border (Cohen & West,
London, 1957).

LIVERPOOL UNIVERSITY: Department of Social Science,
Neighbourhood and community (Liverpool Unjversity
Press,1954).

KERR, MADELINE. The people of Ship Street (Routledge &
Kegan Paul, London, 1958).

OWEN, T. M. in DAVIES, E. and REES, A. (cds.) Welsh
rural communities (University of Wales Press, Cardiff,
1960).

REES, A. D. Life in a Welsh countryside (University of Wales
Press, Cardiff, 1950). Here there is some differentiation of
occupation. No formal data,
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(b) Occupational data incomplete
KUPER, L. it KUPER, L. (ed.) Living in towns (Cresset Press,
London, 1953).
MOGEY, J. M. Family and neighbourhood (Oxford University
Press, London, 1956).
YOUNG, M. and WILLMOTT, P, Family and kinship in east
London (Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1957). Gives
incomplete data for ‘Greenleigh’ but is quite explicit on
Bethnal Green itself.
WHITELY, W. M. i KUPER, L. (ed.) Living in towns (1953).
WILLIAMS, W. M. The sociology of an English village:
Gosforth (Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1956).

(¢) Occupational data classified according to a scheme specific to
the study : no other classification given
€.g. BIRCH, A. H. Small town politics (Oxford University
Press, London, 1959), and some of the studies given in
group (b).

(d) Criteria of classification not clear, or not explicit
e.g. JENKINS, D. in DAVIES, E. and REES, A. (eds.) Welsh
rural communities (1960) where farmers are an ambiguous
group.

Occupation is widely considered to be a vital sociological
variable, so this state of affairs is not easy to understand. It is
not the task of this paper to explain the phenomenon, but it
may be pointed out in passing that clearly many of the
sociologists carrying out locality studies either are not in-
terested in the occupational variable, ignoring the ‘carry-over’
from work to other aspects of social life, or possibly do not
appreciate the complexities of occupational classification. It is
only fair to say that in a number of cases cited above, the
study did not require detail on occupation to carry out its
main aim. However two points should be made. Firstly,
overall data on the occupation of respondents, even if not of
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central importance, should surely be given, if only in an
appendix. Any comparison of the study with others is made
more difficult if basic data such as occupational composition
are omitted. Secondly, the practice of sccondary analysis is
growing and many studies are quite impossible without
occupational data. One might cite here, purely as examples,
analyses primarily concerned with the class clements of
stratification and with the link between work and com-
munity or leisure.

In sharp contrast to the list above, a small number of
locality studies give occupational data of reasonable quality;
for example, most of the publications of the Institute of Com-
munity Studies (with the one lapse record in (b) above,* and
Margaret Stacey, Tradition and Change.t Also, a number of
other studies use systems sufficiently similar to standard
classifications to be quite acceptable, or modified versions of
census data which suggest that at least the original data
recorded must be of an acceptable type.

Finally, with most studies made in this country it is only
possible to say what has appcared in the publication. It is
quite possible that full data have been collected but simply
do not appear in print.

The current position, then, seems to be one of anarchy.
Doubtless a whole string of studies could be pointed out
which are quite blameless, but the fact that so many of our
best-known locality studies can be faulted suggests that
systems for the classification of occupational data should

* Again these studies are mentioned purely because they are well
known. Nothing is implied about the studies themselves; in fact I
would consider that the Institute of Community Studies publica-

tions have many worse (but different) faults than most of the works
cited previously.

T Tradition and Change: a study of Banbury (Oxford University
Press, London, 1960).
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at least be discussed, and some of the standard classifications
and difficulties outlined. This discussion is confined to British
Studies. Others, American for example, are little better, if
indeed they are better at all.

(2) THE QUESTION OF DEFINITION

In general there is nothing more tedious than a lengthy dis-
Cussion of definitions of a concept. In the case of occupation,
however, the definitions themselves reveal some of the reasons
why it is so difficult to design a really adequate method of
classification which is not absurdly complicated. The um-
brella nature of the concept is well described in the Encyclo-
Dbedia of the Social Sciences edited by R. A. Seligman:

The meaning of the term can definitely be fixed for a short
period only. And even with this limitation the term must cover
three different scts of facts: technological — the specific manual
or mental operations involved in the execution of occupational
work; economic — the income yield of an occupation which
scrves to provide a livelihood; the social — the prestige attaching
to a person or group by virtue of occupation. It is this complexity
which makes possible a shift of emphasis as historical conditions
change; . . .

This idea of the meaning of the word occupation is, however,
somewhat at odds with the official definition in this country,
and indeed many others elsewhere. These attempt to
separate the definition of the term from the uses to which occu-
Pational data can be put. The three different sets of ‘facts’ in
the above definition are really different ways of looking at an
occupation; they may well require the collection of different
data in terms of detail, but the work a man performs remains
the same. Thus we find the Registrar General saying:

The occupation of a person is the kind of work which he or she
performs, due regard being paid to the conditions under which
it is performed; and this alone determines the particular group
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in an occupation classification to which the person is as§1gned.
The nature of the factory, business or service in _which tht;
person is employed has no bearing upon the classification o
his occupation, except to the extent that it enables the nature
of his duties to be more clearly defined. This will perhaps be
madeclearer by an example. A crane driver may be employed'm a
shipyard, an engineering works or in building and construction,
but this has no bearing upon his occupation and all crane drivers
should be classificd to the same occupational group.!

And in a British dictionary of the Social Sciences? we find a
very similar concept.

The Principal usage in the social sciences (e.g. in the pre-
Paration of census data and in the study of the labour market)
follows closely the common usages which take an occupation to
€note an employment, business, or calling. “The occupation is
the kind of work performed by the individual, regardless of the
industry in which this work is performed and of the status of
¢mployment of the individual’ (International Standard Classi-
Cation of Occupation, 1949 Geneva: International Labour

Office, 1949, p.14.)

In these two definitions it is particularly important to note
that the Status of employment of the individual is not relevant
to the OcCcupational classification.

It Seems, therefore, that the specific term ‘occupation’
Sho‘}ld be reserved for the definition. For this purpose the
Regl§trar General’s definition seems adequate. A clear dis-
tinction shoylq be made between the concept of occupation
per se and the various wuses to which the concept can be put.
Nor is the making of this distinction a purely academic exer-
cise. It can readily be seen that some of the inadequacies of
data collection arise from a failure to understand fully the
breadth of the idea of ‘occupation’. It is partly for this
Teason that we find men classified as ‘engineers’, or even
Mechanical engineers’ (a perfectly correct occupation classi-

Cation gags far as it goes), with no data on, for instance,

98



OCCUPATIONS

their level in the hierarchy. A correct account of a man’s
occupation as defined may be quite adequate for many so-
ciological purposes for which additional ‘occupational data’ are
needed.

It will be clear from the preceding discussion that the
present concern is with what ought more properly to be called
‘gainful occupations’. The fact that we tend in this country
(and probably in industrial societies in general), to use the
concept of ‘occupation’ as synonymous with ‘gainful occupa-
tion’ is in itself of considerable sociological interest. This
chapter is obviously not the place to pursue this point, but
some of the difficulties discussed later are related to it.
The problem of classifying ‘housewives’ in any general classi-
ﬁcation, and in particular on a status scale, partly arises from
it. Many people officially classified as ‘retired’ do in fact
pursue an occupation, if not a gainful one, and for some pur-
poses this may be of sociological importance. Nevertheless
this chapter restricts itself in the main to discussion of the
classification of ‘gainful occupations’, and while the usual
term ‘occupation’ will be used throughout, the distinction
should be borne in mind.

(3) THE IDEA OF OCCUPATION AS USED BY THE
SOCIOLOGIST

Firstly and most simply we have the study of a particular

occupation in itself. This falls well outside the locality study

field and will not be discussed here.

Secondly we have the idea of a ‘job’ as used mainly in the
sociology of work, but which may also be important in locality
studies. Here the emphasis is on two features: the precise
job-description, with the focus on the work content; and
the position in the industrial hierarchy, with the focus on the
internal stratification of industry. Additionally there is the
idea of a situs, which is closely connected with the industry
or branch of industry in which a man works. It will be noted
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that the latter two uses arc both expressly excluded from the
idea of an ‘occupation’ per se. ] )

Thirdly, and common in locality studics, is the idea of an
occupation as determining status situation or clflss situation.
It can be seen immediately that ‘occupation’ is hc1:c again
extended to include the position in the in_clustrml hlerarchy
and possibly the industry as well. Thus Willmott and Young
say:* ‘First, we are not so much interested in the person’s job
as a job, but as an indication of the kind of background the
job gives him or her.’ )

Littlejohn* makes the distinction between occupation and
class position very clearly; he is one of the few people to do so.

Examination of occupations associated with the classgs shows
again that type of occupation is closely corrclntcc_l with class
position but that in one important instance, farming, persons
in the same occupation can be in different classes. However, it
was clear from informants’ remarks while making class place-
ments that some occupations carry a fateful prestige, in the

sense that all individuals in the category arce bound to occupy
the same class status,

It must be emphasized that our subject is the classification
of occupations, Although this chapter contains comments
relevant for the study of class and status it is definitcly not to
be viewed as presenting an account of the data required in
studies concerned primarily with stratification in general.
Nor is this the place to enter into a discussion of the finer
points in the distinction between classes and status groups,
class situation and statys situation.® One thing however is
quite clear. The idea of ‘social class’ as used in many of the
classifications is some sort of amalgam of class situation and
status situation. Most classifications in practice take into
account ‘the standing within the community of the occupa-
tions concerned’® and are thus partly concerned with prestige
and status. The Registrar General’s socio-economic groups
should 712 theory be entirely related to social status, concerned
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as they are with the ‘life-style’ of the person performing the
occupation: ideally ‘each socio-economic group should con-
tain people whose social, cultural and recreational standards
and behaviour are similar’.? Since, however, no direct ques-
tions are asked about these matters in the census, the groups
are determined by reference to employment status, occupa-
tion and industry.

An elementary related point, but one which is sometimes
overlooked, is that it is necessary to distinguish clearly be-
tween the status of an occupation, and the status of a person
holding a particular occupational position. Obviously the
status of such a person is affected by his occupation, indeed
his occupation may in our culture be the most important
determinant of that status. Nevertheless many other factors
enter into the determination of his personal status.

A distinction must also be made here between local and
national status scales. The classifications used most frequently
are based of course on some idea of the generalized status of
an occupation as a whole and of non-specified individuals
within that occupation. Many locality studies, however,
collect data on local status positions of individuals. This
applies particularly to rural studies. It is clearly not possible
to legislate for such studies: research workers must follow
their own inclinations, though it would seem that the present
situation, with each study using its own groupings with little
or no reference to previous work, is excessively individualistic.

A singularly intractable problem is the placing of women
and men on a single occupational status scale. This problem
is, of course, most critical at the point of the manual/non-
manual break. One point at least can be made immediately.
Occupational classifications of this kind should collect the
data separately for males and females even if they combine
it in subsequent analysis. Detailed decisions on the procedure
to be followed must depend on the theoretical orientation of
the study and cannot be laid down in advance. It has been
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argued that non-manual clerical work is performed by many
‘working-class’ girls and that it is unreasonable to place them
on a par with male clerical workers who would generally be
called ‘middle-class’. If due account is taken of level in the
hierarchy this argument is less convincing. In so far as women
in jobs of this kind are in contact in the work situation with
‘white-collar’ worlds the influence on them is likely to be
considerable, If they are married women, then their placing
will in any case normally depend heavily on their husbands.
If on the other hand they are single women, then the job,
assuming they are away from home and form a household of
their own, is likely to be of considerable importance as a
source of contacts and normative orientation. It is true that
‘clerical work’ for girls covers avery wide range of jobs, partic-
ularly for young girls. As a result the precise nature of the
work performed must be ascertained. Quite apart from dif-
ferent kinds of clerical work, the range covered by (for in-
stance) the term ‘secretary’ is very considerable.

Where the emphasis of the study is on mobility, then in
some cases it may be desirable to know whether the husband
or wife has ever held a non-manual job (if the husband is a
manual worker), or a manual job (if the husband is a non-
manual worker) in order to provide some idea of intra-
generational mobility. It should also be mentioned here that
where the focus is chiefly on mobility, the manual/non-
manual distinction, quite adequate for many purposes, is
often far too crude. As Miller8 has shown, studies of social
mobility must use finer breakdowns in order to obtain mean-
ingful results.

Where the focus is on the domestic group of the elementary
family per se, several considerations arise which are mainly
outside the scope of this paper. A number of points should
however be made. The problem is important since the trans-
mission of power from parents to children must remain
fundamental to the study of stratification. In a sense it may
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be said that single men and women are unimportant from the
point of view of social stratification.

If the researcher’s interest is mainly in the class situation,
then classifying the clementary family domestic group on the
basis of the husband’s occupation will generally be justified.
He will usually provide the main source of income, and be the
main determinant of the family’s life chances. The wife’s
earnings are likely to be subject to more short-term fluctua-
tions and less certain to continue over a long period. In many
cases they will also be smaller than the husband’s. Under
special circumstances, however, data on the wife’s occupation
and earnings may be of considerable importance, and their
collection advisable.

This becomes even more necessary where the emphasis is
on status situation. The influence of the mother on the style
of life of the domestic group may well be affected not only
by her present occupation (if any), but also by her past work-
history. Any decision to omit occupational data for the
mother should therefore be very carefully considered. I
would argue that the general practice in locality studies
should be to collect the information, and to omit it only in
special circumstances.

The point should be made in passing that where the focus
is not on stratification but on other features of community life
then it may be important to record the occupation of everyone
in the family and not just that of the father (or head of house-
hold) and the mother. Indeed this is often of importance even
where stratification is the focus: where, for example, interest
is in outflow mobility, or in the sort of aspirations parents
have for their children. Bearing in mind the increasing use of
sccondary analysis, there is something to be said for always
obtaining these data.

(4) CLASSIFICATION OF OCCUPATION
Here the term is used as strictly defined. By far the best state-
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ment of the position is the Registrar General’s account in the
Classification of Occupations.! Although it is possible to take
issue with the Registrar General over many matters, and in
particular over the social-class groupings used (see below),
his exposition of the classification of the occupations them-
selves is excellent and should be examined carefully by every
research-worker, This is not to say that his practice should
always be followed, but the general statement is well worth
careful consideration. In order to classify a respondent cor-
rectly a good deal of detail has to be collected about his job.
Indeed a general rule is to collect as much information as
possible compatible with the time-cost considerations which
govern all studies. There are a whole list of well-known pit-
falls, of which perhaps the best known is the self-entitled
‘engineer’ who may be a chartered professional engineer or a
virtually unskilled apprentice mechanic. Another good ex-
ample is ‘civil servant’. As we are here concerned only with
foccupation’ proper, we need not concern ourselves with
information about status or industry, except that information
on the industry may be necessary to define the occupation
accurately. There is no easy solution to the problem of collect-
ing these data. Many of the occupations will be unfamiliar
to anyone but an industrial sociologist and may well be un-
l‘mown to him - not everybody would know at once what a
horne worker’, ‘hugger-oft’, ‘knobbler’ or ‘worm-boy’ was,
to name four somewhat perversely selected from the list.
For many purposes this is of little importance, but as a matter
of principle the interviewers should make quite certain that
they have got the exact description, and if nccessary get an
account of what is done so that the job-title can be checked
later.

Furthermore, it should always be made clear that the ques-
tion refers to the job the man is doing at that time; workers in
certain skilled trades will continue to refer to themselves as
in that trade even when doing other work. It is wise to enquire

104



OCCUPATIONS

how long the man has been doing that particular job and
whether it is his more or less permanent employment. Fre-
quently in factories men are moved to other jobs for short
periods of time. The problem then arises of how to classify
them. The research-worker must make his own decision but,
as a general rule, taking the job the man is actually doing is
recommended, unless it really is a matter of a day or so before
he returns to his ‘real’ job. In any event the practice followed
should be recorded.

Clearly, the fact that a man continues to refer to himself by
his original skill, even when employed in other work, is im-
portant because it says something about his ‘self-image’. For
some types of analysis the possession of a skill, even if it is
not being used, may be more important than the performance
of a particular job at the time of enquiry. For these reasons
it may well be important to collect a job-history. In this case
it is generally necessary to list all the jobs a man has held for
more than a certain arbitrary time. Care should be taken to
record all changes of job, and to distinguish between move-
ment within a firm and between firms. The word ‘job’ is
ambiguous and is often thought by respondents to mean
place of employment rather than type of work. Analysing job-
histories is far from easy, but a certain amount of simple basic
information can be obtained, such as whether the respondent
has ever held a job of ditferent status to his present job, and
the number of jobs held in all. In some cases the number may
be so large for this to be a difficult matter. It may be worth
distinguishing between the number of jobs held in the first
few years of a man’s working life and the number held sub-
sequently. Again no hard and fast rule can be given. In the
light of the considerable interest inherent in the idea of a
‘career’ such data can be very valuable. For studies in which
Occupation is not a main interest it may however be too time-
consuming.

There are a host of technical problems connected with
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occupational classification. In a number of countries sctcondary
occupations are listed in official statistics. Germany fo‘r Instance
has done this since the late 1800s. Although this is not the
practice here in Britain, it is certainly something to which
the research-worker should give thought. If only one occupa-
tion is recorded then presumably it should be the one on
which most time is spent, although it may not be the most
lucrative. If a second occupation is recorded then the pro-
portion of income obtained from it and the time devoted to it
should be recorded. A major difficulty here is that many of
these occupations are performed as ‘moonlighting’ and
respondents may be unwilling to say much about them. The
difficulty Jies in obtaining consistency by cnsuring that all
respondents either do or do not mention these occupations.
Would recommend that one occupation only is recorded,
unless g good deal of time can be spared to this part of the
scheduyle
Most important perhaps are variations in the criteria de-
termining when someone should be counted as having an
Occupation, A few of the problems arc as follows:

(a) Ageisnot 4 major difficulty, though it makes international
comparisons difficult as practices differ from country to
country. Generally some decision can be made on the

asis of legal requirements. In Britain the age at which
schoolchildren can have an ‘occupation’ is affccted by
ocal government regulations,

(b) H onorary positions, amateur pursuits and professional crime

are, as far as [ can tell, universally omitted from official
Statistics. The last is clearly of interest to sociologists but
1s mercifully outside the scope of this papecr.

() Retired workers in many studies are simply recorded as
‘retired’. This seems quite inadequate, particularly if
stratification is an interest. Minimum requirements are
details of the last job done before retirement and the main
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job held during working life. This last is particularly im-
portant in the case of manual workers. A considerable
difficulty may be created by the existence of a number
of jobs performed frequently (and others almost univer-
sally) by ‘retired’ men; for example that of school-cross-
ing attendant. Many ‘retired’ men have some gainful
occupation. There are two problems here. Firstly, as with
‘moonlighting’, they may be most unwilling to reveal
these jobs because of the pension regulations. Secondly,
how should they be classified? Fortunately most studies
will not require a degree of refinement which goes beyond
recording that a man has retired and what his previous
job was. Nevertheless for some purposes it may be neces-
sary to divide up the ‘retired’ category not only according
to previous job, but also according to present ‘secondary’
occupation. At any rate the research-worker should bear
in mind the possibility of respondents having such
jobs.

Unemployed are in many studies simply recorded as ‘un-
employed’. This is a theory problem, particularly if any
comparison is to be made with official statistics, as it is
possible to be technically ‘unemployed’, although by any
sociological standards a man is in employment. An ex-
ample is when he leaves a job at the end of one week, with
a fortnight’s pay (say), takes a week’s holiday, and then
goes to a job which he has already arranged. An even
trickier problem is the man who is temporarily laid off.
A possible procedure is to record when the respondent
became unemployed, the job he did previously and how
long he held it. If he has definitely arranged to go to
another job within a fortnight (say) then a reasonable
practice would be to record this as his occupation. In
some countries the practice is to record the previous occu-
pation in the case of al/ temporarily unemployed. Prob-
lems of honesty arise, but are outside the scope of this
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chapter. An attempt should certainly be made to Fiis-
tinguish between those unemployed for a sho}‘t period,
the long-term unemployed, and those who are in a sense
‘unemployable’. The Ministry of Labour classifics the
current period of unemployment as: less than nine
weeks; nine weeks but less than twenty-six weceks; twenty-
six weeks and over. This obviously helps classification
but does not entirely solve the probl'cm.

(e) Students present a problem only in the sense that a
decision on the category used has to be made. As a general
rule it seems best to code as ‘student’. If the student is on
asandwich course and a large numbecr of such students are
expected in the sample then it may be \\'9rt11 designing
special categories for this. On the whole this is a problem
to be solved ad hoc.

(f) Apprentices (also called ‘improvers’ in some industries)
create a minor problem. The Registrar General includes
them in the occupation or profession for which they are
training. As a general practice this secms satisfactory.

(8) Trainees for certain professions or ‘fringe-professions’
provide a case between (¢) and (f). I would recommend
classifying them wunder their future profession, thus

leaving students purely for those in cducational establish-
ments.

Finally, there is the question of full and part-time working.
I find the Registrar General’s solution of this problem some-
what unattractive, He counts as part-time ‘persons . . . whose
employment in the weck preceding the Census was for less
than the full working week in the occupation for rcasons
other than strikes, lockouts, short-time working, sickness or
holidays™ and then defines full-time as the residual category.
There are two problems here. Firstly, it is very difficult for
the interviewer if he does not know the industry and is ex-
pected to precode. This can be avoided by recording the
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actual hours worked and asking whether the man was on
strike, locked-out, etc. Secondly, the distinction between
part-timers and really casual workers is blurred. I would
certainly recommend splitting the ‘part-time’ category up in
some way, and here the insurance regulations can be used as a
guide, particularly if comparison with official statistics is to
be made, but the classification may be unsatisfactory for many
purposes. It is certainly worth considering whether all people
working more than a certain number of hours should simply
be classified as working full-time. Examples of this procedure
are in Young and Willmott, Family and Kinship in East Lon-
don, where ‘full-time’ is 30 hours or more per week, ‘part-
time’ 10-30 hours and ‘not working’, by some extraordinary
conceptual feat is less than 10 hours. In Family and Class in a
London Suburb® the same authors (or possibly the then
Ministry of Pensions) appear to have reconsidered this, as
‘not working’ now more reasonably means ‘not gainfully em-
Ployed at all outside the home’. In some studies the question
of outwork arises; a decision on how to deal with it
will generally have to be taken for the study in question.
Usually the problem only arises in the case of women, mainly
married women, and a reasonable course is to record it in a
category by itself along with the amount of time spent per
week,

Attention has so far been focused on the question of re-
cording occupations and only here and there on classification.
It should by now be clear that a great deal can go wrong at
the recording stage which may make subsequent analysis
difficult or even impossible. In my opinion, always subject
to the time-cost factor, full details should be recorded where
occupation is concerned, and precoding should be used with
care. For the straightforward classification of occupation I
recommend the use of the Registrar General’s Classification of
Occupations, and his numerical code should at least be con-
sidered.
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(5) CLASSIFICATION OF EMPLOYMENT STATUS: AND
FURTHER DATA ON JOB CLASSIFICATION
This is of importance in the classification of occupations either
for use in industrial/locality studies or as a variable to take
into account for status ranking. It is very difficult to lay down
any guidelines. The Registrar General uses a rather crude
division which is not adequate for many purposes. Un-
fortunately job descriptions of a hierarchical kind vary so
much from industry to industry and indeed from factory to
factory that a good deal of specialist or even local knowledge
may be necessary to sort out the terms.
As a guide it is of help to collect data on:

(a) number of employees directly responsible to the
respondent;

(b) the level or status of the man he is responsible to;

(c) whether the respondent is paid weekly or monthly, a
wage or a fixed salary;

(d) the hours worked; these can sometimes be a help,
especially if there are works/office distinctions, but
care must be taken: many professional engineers, for
Instance, keep ‘works’ hours.

It may be of interest to obtain information on the work
groz.tp, as for some purposes this may be a critical occupation
variable. The difficulty is to know what sort of information
to collf:ct. In most studies the research-worker will be able
to <-jec1de for himself, if he is competent in the ficld of the
soc1qlogy of work; if he is not, then he would be somewhat
unwise to venture into this area. It does not seem to be part
of the ‘basic’ information to be collected as a general practice.

(6) CLASSIFICATION SCALES IMPLYING STATUS
RANKING

This type.of classification is on the whole the one used in
most studies. When thinking of occupational classification
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most people have in mind a scale of this type, even if they
are not clearly aware of the implications. Doubtless, and
regrettably, there are cases of the Registrar General’s social
classes being used without careful thought being given to the
principles of stratification lying behind them.

The great difficulty confronting any attempt at standardiza-
tion is the large number of existing systems of classification.
However, if the data collected are in a sufficiently detailed
and general form (see above), then it should be possible for
investigators interested in secondary analysis to use any
system they desire. In published work however a degree of
comparability should be attained as high as is compatible with
the special demands of the study. It may be the case that the
system designed for the study is so flexible that it can be made
comparable (or at least roughly comparable) with other sys-
tems. This is an ideal to be aimed at. It does however mean
that the classification used has to be very complicated. Failing
this, an alternative is to use a system suitable for the study,
but also to provide the data in some alternative and common
form.

A major difficulty will always be the handling of rural
occupations, It is now widely accepted that they cannot easily
be fitted on to a continuous status scale with industrial occu-
Pations, and they are frequently allotted a category of their
own. If however it is necessary to include them alongside
industrial occupations it should be done in such a way that
they form a sub-category of the various groups, and can be
Separated out again if desired.

One further general point should be made. Comparison
across time is a matter requiring considerable skill, for the
status of an occupation may change. This applies particularly
to skilled occupations, since those counted as skilled at one
point in time may not be at another.? The appearance of new
Occupations also causes difficulties.

A further technical point in classification is that some
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decision has to be taken in borderline cases or where informa-
tion is incomplete or ambiguous. The usual procedure is to

choose the ‘lower’ alternative. This seems a reasonable prac-
tice.

(7) AN EXAMINATION OF SOME OF THE BEST-KNOWN
CLASSIFICATIONS (excluding most American scales)

(a) The Registrar General’s five social classes

Since 1921 the Registrar General has used five social classes
(he started with eight in 1911) although the detailed content
has changed over time, and in a sensc the focus has changed
also, the early classifications being more closely connected
with mortality analyses. His five classes arc:

I Professional, etc. occupations
IT Intermediate occupations
ITT Skilled occupations
IV Partly skilled occupations

V' Unskilled occupations

This system has been criticized frequently, in particular for
Fhe mixing of manual and non-manual occupations, when this
1s often considered the critical dividing linc¢ in sociological
research. Furthermore the rules for incorporating ‘foreman’
anc.i ‘manager’ status are rather rigid and not altogether
S‘ft1§faCt0ry. Recently however the Registrar General has
divided classes II, III and IV into ‘manual’, ‘non-manual’,
and ‘agricultural’ sub-groups, which is some improvement.
Although this scale is rather crude it has the advantage of
being ready made and already used in many studies. This
makes it possible to obtain official data in a comparable form.
As a general principle it is desirable to be able to collapse any

classification used into something at least approximating to the
Registrar General’s scale.

(b) The Registrar General’s sixteen socio-economic groups
These are perhaps best used as an aid to the revision of the
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five social classes. They cross-cut these in rather a curious
way and it is not easy to see any systematic criteria in their
composition. As noted above, they are ideally intended to
put together ‘persons whose social, cultural and recreational
standards and behaviour are similar’. But in practice the
classification is made on the basis of occupation and employ-
ment status, which produces quite a different result. The
weight placed on employment status seems altogether too
heavy for sociological purposes. Thus we find employers and
managers (S.E.G.’s 1 and 2) grouped without any notice
being taken of whether the ‘manager’ of a small business
actually performs any of the work of that business himself.
There is an obvious sociological distinction between the
manager of a small business carrying on a manual trade (say
clectrician) who restricts himself to the running of the busi-
ness, and the manager of such a business who is himself its
leading skilled worker. The range of social class (as defined
by the Registrar General) found within a single S.E.G. is also
too wide. Thus S.E.G. 12, Own Account Workers (other than
profcssional), contains a group of aircraft pilots, navigators
and flight engineers and a group of self-employed fishermen,
gardeners and chimney-sweeps. It seems quite improbable
that people in these two groups of occupations arc similar in
social, cultural and recreational ways. Thus the theoretical
Justification for these groupings is very weak, nor is it possible
to determine exactly how the various criteria of allocation arc
applied and whether they are applied with any consistency.
The groups do however remain a useful guide for anyone
attempting to create a classification of his own or wishing to
modify the Registrar General’s five social classes.

(c) The Hall-Yones scale

This is widely used in this country. It is based on the standard
classification used in the Social Survey of Merseyside. The
scven categories are:
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1. Professional and high administrative.

2. Managerial and Executive.

3. Inspectional, supervisory and other non-manual, higher
grade.

4. Inspectional, supervisory and other non-manual, lower
grade.

5. Skilled manual and routine grades of non-manual.

6. Semi-skilled manual.

7. Unskilled manual.

In the original paper describing the scale,!! and the empirical
work used to verify it, it is shown that the scale is broadly
comparable (by collapsing 1 and 2 into R-G I; 3 and 4 into
R-G II) with the Registrar General’s scale. It is also com-
Parable, though rather less so, with that used by the Popula-
tion Investigation Committee, and the Social Survey. For
details the original article should be consulted. A weakness
of the scale is that it fails to separate manual and non-manual
Occupations, and rural occupations cause some difficulty.

(d) Kinsey, Pomeroy and Martin

In Appendix A, the classification used in Kinsey, Pomeroy
and Martin, Sexual Behaviour in the Human Male is presented
as an example of a classification designated in America for a
Specialist purpose and with certain features not found in most
classiﬁcations. The separation of the ‘underworld’ for in-
Stance is interesting. It will be noted that it has elements in it
W/hxc are tending towards the ‘local status’ level (in groups

and are thus unacceptable as purely occupational ele-
ments,

(8) MODIFICATION OF EXISTING SCALES TO OVER-

., COME WEAKNESSES

Che Institute of Community Studies has used the Registrar
General’s scales with one modification to avoid the manual/
non-manual difficulty. They split his group I1I into two parts,
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by means of the socio-economic groups. By removing the
relevant S.E.G.s of non-manual occupations from class I1I
(i.e. 5, 6, 7, in the 1960 classification), they obtain a category
of ‘Clerical and shop workers’ and the rest of class II1 is then
‘skilled manual’.

A good deal of work on occupational coding was done at
Aberdeen and later by the Hull group. This provides an
Interesting system of classification based on the Registrar
General’s scales.!2

Ina study I have been connected with!3 we felt dissatisfied
with the customary ‘skilled’ category and created two cate-
gories here. We reserved the skilled group for those strictly
manual occupations generally recognized as skilled by virtue
of an apprenticeship or equivalent. We then created a category
of ‘skilled by habituation’ into which we placed those workers
who have no formal qualification, but acquire a skill by long
Practice and carry out work which requires more than a few
hours training (unlike most semi-skilled jobs) or has some
additional responsibility. We called this group ‘Other relatively
skilled manual workers’. We also made a number of other
modifications. The full classification, with examples, is as
follows:

Occupational Status Level Examples — giving range
of occupations as well as
typical ones.

1. (a) Higher professional, chartered accountant,
managerial and other business executive,
white-collar employees senior civil servant,

(b) Large industrial or com-  graduate teacher.
mercial employers,
landed proprietors
2. (a) Intermediate professional, pharmacist, non-graduatc
managerial and other teacher, departmental
white-collar employees manager, bank cashier.
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(b) Medium industrial or
commercial employers,
substantial farmers

3. (@) Lower professional,
managerial and other
white-collar employces

(b) Small industrial or com-
mercial employers, small
4 (a) Supervisory, inspectional,
minor official and service
employees
(b) Sclf-employed men (no
le?loyccs or expensive
Capital equipment)
Sk.illcd manual workers
(“’ltb apprenticeship or
6 ¢quivalent)
(2) Other relatively skilled
Manual workers

5. (a)

7. o
(a) Semi-skilled manual
g Workers
- (a)

2) Unskilled manual workers

If it is desiy

. ed t
.easdy be done b 0%
1ntroducing 1(c
2(c) to take syubgt
may also be nece

Proprietors, small farmers.

chiropodist, bar manager,
commercial traveller,
draughtsman, accounts or
wages clerk.

jobbing builder, taxi
owner-driver, tobacconist.

foreman, meter-reader,
shop assistant, door-to-
door salesman.

window cleaner, jobbing
gardener.

unapprenticed mechanics
and fitters, skilled miners,
painters and decorators,
p.s.v. drivers,

machine opecrator,
assembler

storeman, farm labourer,
builder’s labourer, dust-
man.

parate out rural occupations this can
y complicating the classification slightly and
) to take the landed proprictors from 1(b);
antial farmers; 3(c) to take small farmers. It
ssary to split 8 into (a) and (b) if it is desirable

to separate out agricultural workers.
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This scheme has the advantage of being flexible. Categories
1, 2, and 3 form the white-collar groups, 4 is what we have
called intermediate, and 5, 6, 7, 8 are clearly manual. It corres-
ponds roughly to the Hall-Jones scale but there is of course a
discrepancy at Hall-Jones class 5.

In conclusion, it is virtually impossible to make a firm
recommendation in the field of classification by status. The
difficulty of the problem is such that it seems a ‘dual’ classi-
fication should be employed. One system should be used
which is comparable with one of the ‘official’ classifications
and also one which is more or less tailor-made for the particu-
lar study. As far as the ‘official’ classification goes the Registrar
General’s five social classes, modified to avoid the manual/
non-manual difficulty, seems best, although for a few purposes
Hall-Jones may still be preferable. It should further be stressed
that using tailor-made classifications does not relieve the re-
search worker of trying to maintain comparability, and if
classifications used previously seem adequate he should not
add to the already over-large collection. A relevant considera-
tion here will always be that of sample size, which will deter-
mine how many categories he can usefully handle.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
The distinction between the definition of occupation and
the uses to which occupational data may be put should be
maintained. The Registrar General’s definition is recom-
mended.

There is a distinction between the data to be recorded, the
method of classification, and the data to be published. It is
stressed that as full data as possible, within the imposed time-
cost limits, should be recorded in order that adequate classi-
fication may be made, even where a simple and minimal classi-
fication is all that is necessary for analysis and published work.

As to the data that should be recorded, the following sum-
marizes some of the main recommendations:
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(1) The occupation recorded should be the subject’s present
occupation, with the length of time he has done the par-
ticular job, and whether it is his more or less permanent
employment.

(ii) Where possible and relevant, a job-history should be
collected.

(iif) It is advisable to collect only the subject’s main
occupation unless a good deal of time can be spent on
investigating possible secondary occupations,

(iv) The classification ‘retired’ is inadequate: some data
about previous occupations should also be collected.
(v) The Registrar General’s distinction between fy]]
and part-time working should be split, possibly
surance regulations as a guide.

(vi) Distinctions between long-and short-term unemployed
should be made.

(vii) For many sociological purposes noting merely the
present occupation of an individual is inadequate; the
occupation of all members of his domestic group should
also be collected.

-time
using in-

On classification the following recommendations are made:
(1) The Registrar General’s classification of occupations,
divided into his Social Classes I to V, with modifications
for manual and non-manual categories, is probably the
most satisfactory and will maximize comparability, though
Hall-Jones remains a good alternative.

gii) Researchers are advised not to add to the already exist-
Ing plethora of classifications without very good reason.
Any refined classification used should be collapsible to the
Registrar General’s, Where a particular study makes the use
of a specific classification essential, researchers are asked to
classify their data twice, by the Registrar General’s classifi-
cation and by their own specific classification. Both should
be shown atleast in summary form in their published work.
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(iif) Males and females should be classified separately, at
least initially, and particularly in classifications which
imply status ranking.

Thesc recommendations, and those that have appeared on
previous pages, should not be taken as any attempt to legislate
upon the precise categories or groupings any worker might
use. In general, it seems more useful to indicate the factors
a research-worker has to take into account in the classification
of occupations and leave him to take his own decisions. The
responsibility of the research-worker is therefore clear. It is
incumbent upon him to see that he is sufficiently familiar
with the literature and the body of previous research in his
area to be able to maintain comparability.

The research-worker interested in occupation as a major
variable will presumably be in a position to make the neces-
sary decisions. The worker interested in occupation simply as
a face-sheet variable may be aided by these remarks to anti-
cipate the major pitfalls of data collection in this area and will
probably be adequately served by one of the more standard
classification systems already in use.

Chapter 4: APPENDIX

THE KINSEY, POMEROY, MARTIN CLASSIFICATION

(0) Dependents. 1f the subject is an adult who is dependent upon
the State or upon a person other than a spouse for his or her
support, the classification is 0. If the individual is 2 minor de-
pendent upon his parents or other guardians, the classification is
shown as a 0, with the classification of the parents shown in
parenthesis, c.g. 0 (5) for a minor from a home which belongs to
class 5. The classification of a dependent wife is that of her hus-
band.

(1) Underworld. Deriving a significant portion of the income
from illicit activities: e.g. bootleggers, con men, dope peddlers,
gamblers, hold-up men, pimps, prostitutes, etc.
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(2) Day labor. Persons employed by the hour for labor which
does not require special training: e.g. construction labor, domestic
help, factory labor, farm hands, junk and trash collectors, laundry
help, maids, messenger boys, porters, railroad scction hands,
stevedores, WPA labor, etc.

(3) Semi-skilled labor. Persons employed by the hour or on
other temporary bases for tasks involving some minimum of
training; e.g. semi-skilled labor in factories or on construction
jobs, bartenders, bell hops, blacksmiths, cooks (some), elevator
operators, filling station attendants, firemen on railroads, firemen
in cities, marines, miners, policemen, prize fighters, sailors, show-
men, soldiers, stationary engineers, street car conductors, taxi
drivers, truck drivers, ushers, ctc.

(4) Skilled labor. Persons involved in manual activities which
require training and experience. Employed cither by the hour or
more often for piece work, or on salary: e.g. skilled workmen as
defined by labor unions, in factorics or on construction jobs,
athletes (professional), bakers, barbers, bricklayers (skilled), car-
penters (skilled), cooks (skilled), dressmakers (skilled), electricians,

arm owners (some), foremen in factories, linemen, machinists,
Inasons, mechanics (skilled), plumbers, printers, radio technicians,
tool and die makers, welders, etc.

" r(li)t I;c?wer .zlvhite collar group. Persons involved in work which
their Ie)dllrlnar} y manual but which more partlcularly. depends upon

p cational background and mental capacity: c.g. army
Ehirs, e n ol ke bt seve ecpn e

Postal agents, sal ' i Il store own
small bug‘ , salesmen (some), secretaries, sma storc owners,
agents rSrlir111c§s.0pcrators, stenographers, farmers (some), insurance
Ofﬁcer; o :l:::;a?s (some), nurses, navy officers (some), political

, railroad conductors, teachers in grade schools, lab-
Oratory technicians, etc.

(6) UP:Per white collar group. Including persons of some im-
portance in the business group, army officer (some), bank officials,
certified public accountants, clergymen (most), better store owners,
:)etter ac.tors', artists, and musicia‘ns,.navy officers (some), school
eachers in high schools, school principals, farm and ranch owners
(of better rank), management in construction and other businesses,
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higher political officers, some lawyers, some dentists, most sales-
men, welfare workers, etc.

(7) Professional group. Persons holding positions that depend
upon professional training which is usually beyond the college
level: e.g. college professors, trained lawyers, physicians, dentists
(with better training), trained engineers; some actors, artists,
musicians, and writers, some clergymen, ctc.

(8) Business executive group. Primarily executive officers in
larger businesses, and persons holding high social rank because
f)f financial status or becausc of hereditary family position, includ-
Ing persons in the Social Register.

(9) Extremely wealthy group. Living primarily on income and
occupying high social status because of their monied position
and/or their family backgrounds.
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