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A b s t r a c t :  The numerous existing studies on social mobility have been restricted up to now largely to 
the dimension of occupational prestige or status. A systematic consideration o f class position has been 
hampered among other things by the fact that marxist class theorists themselves have underestimated the rele
vance o f mobility studies for class analysis. In the present paper we argue that patterns of intragenerational 
career mobility (an aspect largely neglected up to now) have to be analysed by controlling class and status si
multaneously. This thesis is substantiated through an empirical analysis of career mobility o f Austrian men. 
The results both from a regression analysis and a multidimensional scaling approach clearly prove this thesis. 
Similarities and differences in patterns of career mobility o f men in the US are briefly indicated.

There can be little question that class relations 
have been decisive at essential junctures in the 
evolution of historical societies. Yet current, 
empirical analyses of stratification and mobility 
have been focused to a large extent on questions 
of status. This is especially true in the United 
States where much of the literature on processes 
of occupational attainment has been informed 
by the coding of one’s occupational pursuit ac
cording to its socioeconomic status (see, e.g., 
Blau/Duncan 1967; Duncan/Featherman/Duncan 
1972; Hauser/Featherman 1978). Considerable 
work has been done to justify such coding pro
cedures (see, e.g., Blau/Duncan 1967: 117-128; 
Featherman/Hauser 1976), but there has been 
little effort to pursue systematically and empiri
cally the implications of class analysis and pro
cesses of class formation for the analysis of oc
cupational mobility.

Some of the concerns with social status so evi
dent in American inquiries are also reflected 1
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in European investigations, a number of which 
stand as the intellectual predecessors of the stu
dies recently completed or underway in the 
United States. One needs to remember, for ex
ample, that Glass’s work (1954) on social mo
bility in Britain effected a classification of oc
cupations into “social classes” which were ge
nerated, not by virtue of their relationship to 
the means of production, but in a manner 
thought to be consistent with a very modest 
investigation of occupational prestige conducted 
by Hall/Jones (1950). Svalastoga’s analysis of 
social mobility in Denmark (1959) proceeds in 
a similar way and the more recent investigations 
in Britain by the Nuffield College Group at Ox
ford exhibit some similar interests (see Gold- 
thorpe/Hope 1972; Hope 1972).

Class analysis is, of course, by no means dead, 
but many of its proponents are more nearly 
polemical than empirical. Furthermore, some 
students of class relations have eschewed the 
study of occupational mobility as largely irrele
vant to the fundamental thrust of class theory. 
Anderson (1974: 140—41) observes, for example, 
that “ . . . the greater issue is not with the opera
tion of the mobility system but why such a 
stepladder exists in the first place and how and 
why it is perpetuated. Why is the working class 
as a whole set up so many rungs on a ladder 
on which a person is pushed and pulled up and 
down? In whose interest is this system of inter
family competition? Who really benefits by it?
(. . .) The reason Marxist theory does not have 
time for refined studies of occupational or social 
mobility is that there are larger questions which
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must be answered first. It focuses upon questions 
such as the above. And most of the answers may 
be found in the rationale for ruling-class manipu
lation of the labor force and of the means of 
production as a whole.”

In a similar vein, Poulantzas and others have 
characterized mobility research in general as “a 
futile bourgeois problem” (Poulantzas 1975; 
Kirchberger 1975). Beyond that the treatment 
of classes by many theorists reduces them to 
timeless and often rigidly bound entities: In 
class societies, there exists “a principle according 
to which everybody should stay in ‘his’ position 
for his lifetime” (Bertaux 1973: 144). A view 
like that does not encourage the analysis of mo
bility, particularly mfragenerational patterns of 
occupational movement.

By way of contrast to the views expressed by 
some class theorists and to the views embedded 
in much of the current work on status attain
ment, the main thesis explored in this paper is 
simply that processes of occupational mobility 
cannot be understood by reference to status 
alone. Individual occupational transitions are 
structured by class considerations as well. Here, 
in a case study of Austria, we attempt to demon
strate this thesis under less than ideal circum
stances, namely, in the context of a pattern of 
intrageneration occupational movement which 
reveals substantial stability and with a data set 
informed by a classification of jobs which was 
not designed to analyze class relations. We be
gin with a review of some of the empirical liter
ature and research strategies relevant to our 
inquiry.

Some Principles of Job Classification

The analysis of mobility patterns cannot begin 
without the classification of jobs into meaning
ful social categories. Among the principles of 
job classification, one can identify those which 
are directly related to the nature of the work 
performed, as well as those which rest on such 
derived criteria as (1) the public regard in which 
the work is held, (2) the amount of formal 
training required for entering the post (which 
may, say, in the case of physicians be highly re
levant to the work or, say, in the case of many 
semi-skilled workers like truck drivers and as

sembly line workers be considerably less relevant 
to the work than experiences acquired on the 
job), and (3) the rewards received for performing 
the post.

Classifications of jobs, which rest upon specific 
characteristics of the work performed, includes 
clustering them according to the product whose 
manufacture or service whose provision the 
work is designed to implement. Thus, pilots, 
stewardesses, mechanics, porters, ticket salesper
sons, and office personnel might all be grouped 
together under the single head of air transporta
tion. Such a grouping of jobs would reflect an 
industrial classification of work.

Jobs can also be clustered according to the rela
tionship in which their incumbents stand to the 
means o f  production which in the classical sense 
would yield a distinction between capitalists, 
that is, those who own the means of production 
and purchase the labor power of others, workers 
who do not own their means of production and 
sell their labor power, and the petty bourgeoisie 
who neither sells their own labor power nor 
purchases the labor power of others but owns 
their means of production.

A purely occupational classification of jobs 
could be effected by grouping together those 
jobs whose incumbents are in a certain sense 
substitutable to each other (Cain et al. 1967; 
Scoville 1969). Even very detailed classifica
tions of jobs, like the detailed occupational clas
sifications of the U.S. Bureau of Statistics or 
the Central Statistical Office of Austria fail to 
meet this criterion in every detail. Most so- 
called occupational classifications invoke several 
criteria in the creation of job clusters, including 
all those mentioned above. The occupational 
classification available to the present study is 
no exception to this general rule.

The classification of the jobs of employed men 
utilized in the present study is shown in Table 1. 
This classification is basically an elaboration of 
the familiar distinction between white collar, 
blue collar, and farm workers, save that self-em
ployed workers have been distinguished from 
private wage and salary workers at the outset, a 
matter of some importance to a class analysis, 
since it is the ranks of the self-employed that 
harbor both capitalist employers and the petite 
bourgeoisie. Unfortunately, the sheer numbers of
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TABLE Definition and Socioeconomic Characteristics o f the Occupational Groupings 1

No. Definition Mean Years 
of Education

Mean Occupational 
Prestige

1 Large-scale self-employed and self-employed with academic 
degree (Big SEl)
(Unternehmer, selbständige und mithelfende Akademiker) 16.55 7.68

2 Self-employed in sales, restaurant and service occupations 
(SE Sales)
(Selbständige Kaufleute, Gastwirte und Dienstleistungsberufe) 10.24 4.75

3 Self-employed in production occupations (SE Prod) 
(Selbständige in Produktionsberufen) 10.06 3.89

4 Managers, directors (Man) 
(Leitende Angestellte) 13.62 7.39

5 Qualified employees, health, educational and technical (pro
fessional) occupations (QE Prof)
(Qualifizierte Angestellte in Gesundheits-, Lehr- und Kultur
berufen, Techniker) 13.11 7.18

6 Qualified employees, clerical occupations (QE Cleric) 
(Qualifizierte Angestellte in Verwaltungs- und Buroberufen) 10.86 5.71

7 Qualified employees, trade and sales occupations (QE Sales) 
(Qualifizierte Angestellte in Handels- und Verkehrsberufen) 10 33 5.94

8 Qualified employees, service and industrial production occup- 
tions (QE Prod)
(Qualifizierte Angestellte in Dienstleistungs- und Produktionsbe
rufen) 10.09 6.37

9 Less qualified employees, clerical occupations (LQ Cleric) 
(Einfache Angestellte in Verwaltungs- und Biiroberufen) 9.66 4.06

10 Less qualified employees, trade and sales occupations (LQ Sales) 
(Einfache Angestellte in Handels- und Verkehrsberufen) 9.51 2.93

11 Less qualified employees, service and industrial production 
occupations ( LQ Prod)
(Einfache Angestellte in Dienstleistungs- und Produktionsbe
rufen) 9.46 2.67

12 Skilled workers, electrical and metal occupations (SW Metal) 
(Facharbeiter in Elektro- und Metallberufen) 9.89 3.92

13 Skilled workers, construction occupations (SW Constr) 
(Facharbeiter in Bauberufen incl. Bergleute, Steingewinner u.a.) 9.82 3.47

14 Skilled workers, other occupations (SW Other) 
(Andere Facharbeiter) 9.82 3.79

15 Apprentices, electrical and metal occupations (APP Metal) 
(Lehrlinge in Elektro- und Metallberufen) 9.09 3.36

16 Apprentices, construction occupations (APP Constr) 
(Lehrlinge in Bauberufen) 9.06 3.13

17 Apprentices, other occupations APP Other) 
(Lehrlinge in anderen Berufen) 9.13 3.29

18 Semi-skilled workers, sales and service occupations (SSW Sales) 
(Angelernte Arbeiter m Handels-, Verkehrs- und Dienstleistungs- 
berufen) 8.88 2.87

19 Semi-skilled workers, construction occupations (SSW Constr) 
(Angelernte Arbeiter in Bauberufen) 8.57 3.04

20 Semi-skilled workers, industrial production occupations 
(SSW Other)
(Angelernte Arbeiter in anderen Produktionsberufen) 8.69 2.48

21 Unskilled workers, construction occupations (UW Constr) 
(Hilfsarbeiter in Bauberufen) 8.22 1.24

22 Unskilled workers, other occupations (UW Other) 
(Andere Hilfsarbeiter) 8.46 1.64

23 Self-employed farmers (SE, Farm) 
(Selbständige in der Landwirtschaft) 8.27 4.12

24 Farm family workers and farm workers (Farm Workers) 
(Mithelfende und Unselbständige in der Landwirtschaft) 8.23 2.79

1 Abbreviations used in Figures 1 and 2
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case available forced us to combine large scale 
entrepreneurs with self-employed persons hold
ing an academic degree. Each of these groups 
comprises about half of the category identified 
in Table 1 as “big self-employed” . The residue 
of self employed workers are divided according 
to economic sector as follows: (1) agriculture,
(2) production, and (3) sales, restaurant, or 
service.

In this classification, white collar, private wage 
and salary workers are differentiated according 
to grade. Salaried managers are treated as a 
whole, while qualified and less qualified white 
collar employees are further differentiated ac
cording to the industrial context of their jobs. 
The differentiation of managers is of particular 
importance here since from a class-theoretical 
point of view they hold an ambiguous position 
within class structure. They do not own their 
means of production and do not employ work
ers, but they supervise or control labor power 
— an activity carried out in classical capitalism 
by the capitalists themselves (Wright/Perrone 
1977: 34; Carchedi 1977).

Blue collar employees are differentiated into 
four skill levels — skilled, apprentices, semiskilled, 
and unskilled. Workers finding employment at 
each of these skill levels are further differentiated 
according to industry. Finally, farm wage laborers 
and unpaid farm family workers are clustered 
together to form a group.

Thus, the classification in hand bears some re
semblance to other broad job classifications. It 
differs primarily from other classifications which 
distinguish grades or types of blue and white col
lar workers by virtue of its specific identification 
and differentiation within the self-employed and 
by its subdivision of blue and white collar work
ers according to industry, skill and hierarchical 
position within the enterprise, respectively.

The information on the mean years of education 
of the members of each occupational group, 
given in Table 1, has been taken from the Micro
census 1973.

The mean prestige scores, also presented in the 
table, have been taken from a small pilot study 
about the prestige of 143 occupations which 
was carried out among 33 members of the In

stitute for Advanced Studies in 1978 by the 
authors of this paper. The prestige score for 
each occupational grouping represents an aver
age of 4 to 6 particular occupations considered 
as typical for the respective broader grouping.
In selecting a prestige scale of occupational 
status instead of a socioeconomic one we are 
not arguing that the first is a more important 
determinant of occupational mobility. Rather, 
we want to decompose socio-economic status 
itself into its “latent” dimensions — skills, class 
position, income ecc. — and include these di
mensions separately to that of occupational 
prestige into the analyis. The data on education 
and prestige in Table 1 reveal the socioeconomic 
level or status of the occupational groups in a 
more restricted sense, that is, separated from 
their class position. The correlation of the two 
indicators over the 24 categories is .85.

Some Strategies for the Analysis of Mobility 
Tables

Once a clustering of individual jobs into cate
gories has been effected, the analyst can at least 
proceed to the inspection of a mobility table 
where the occupations of sons and their fathers 
or the occupations held by a respondent at two 
different points in time or his career cycle are 
cross-classified by one another. The inspection 
of such tables may prove itself enlightening, 
especially with regard to such phenomena as 
(1) the total volume of mobility between the 
job categories, (2) the extent to which the va
rious categories are absorbing states, and (3) the 
gross patterns of labor exchange between the 
several categories which account for the growth 
and decline in their relative numbers. Inspection 
of a mobility table, even when augmented by 
such devices as inflow and outflow percentages 
or mobility relations falls short of an analysis 
of such a table (see, e.g., Miller 1960 for the 
use of inflow and outflow percentages; Glass 
1954 and Rogoff 1953 for the use of mobility 
ratios; especially Tyree 1973 for a critique of 
mobility ratios, as well as Goodman 1969b and 
Hauser 1978 for a discussion of new mobility 
ratios refined in the context of the log linear 
model).

The analysis of mobility tables, unlike their 
simple inspection, is complicated by a funda
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mental causal indeterminancy. The job cate
gories which form the rows and columns of a 
mobility table can themselves be thought of as 
comprising the elements of a social structure.
The major dimensions of this structure may, 
of course, to a great extent be built into the 
way individual jobs were classified in the first 
instance.

This, for example, would be the case if jobs 
were initially classified according to how much 
formal schooling was required to enter them 
or how much income one could expect to re
ceive from performing them. Most classifications 
of jobs are, however, multidimensional and that 
is clearly the case with the classification avail
able to us. While it is true that the categories of 
such a multidimensional typology can neverthe
less be ordered unambiguously along some hier
archical dimension such as the average income 
or schooling of their incumbents or the prestige 
imputed by the general public to the kinds of 
jobs falling into the categories, there would still 
be appreciable overlap between the categories 
in the education and income of the individual 
job-holders assigned to them, as well as in the 
social grading of the specific jobs comprising the 
categories.

Thus, the relationship between the categories of 
a multidimensional classification of jobs is am
biguous at best. They are elements in a social 
structure whose dimensionality is unknown. Im
portant aspects of this social structure may in
clude the following factors: (1) the average 
schooling completed by the incumbents of the 
jobs comprising each category, (2) the average 
earnings of the incumbents, (3) the authority 
relations which hold between categories in for
mal organizational structures, i.e., the probabili
ty that the incumbent of a job in one category 
will be supervised by or otherwise inferior to 
the incumbent of a job in another category, and, 
of course, (4) the relationship of the several cate
gories to the means of production.

Giddens (1973: 107), for example, has argued 
that there exist three types of resources relevant 
from a class-theoretical point of view: manual 
labor power, educational and technical qualifica
tions and ownership in the means of production. 
These factors seem well covered by the enumera
tion given above; any one or all of them could

determine the location of a job category in the 
social structure of work.

The location of job categories in the social 
structure of work or perhaps along some latent 
hierarchical dimension is typically thought to 
govern the mobility of individuals between 
them. It is at just this point that the fundamen
tal indeterminacy in the analysis of mobility 
tables comes into play. Quite apart from the 
factors enumerated above, one can just as well 
believe that it is not the location of job cate
gories in a social structure of work which de
termines the mobility between them, but the 
mobility between them which determines their 
location in the hierarchy or social structure of 
work. This, for example, is precisely what is at 
stake when a high rate of intra- or intergenera- 
tional occupational mobility is taken as pre
sumptive evidence that class differences are dis
appearing (see, e.g., Dahrendorf 1964: 239—240).

There are two prevalent strategies for analyzing 
mobility tables in the current literature. Both 
beg, for the most part, the question of whether 
it is the structural or hierarchical location of 
job clusters which determines the mobility 
between them or vice versa. The first of these 
strategies has only recently been developed ex
tensively, though earlier efforts to refine the 
concept of perfect mobility (see, e.g., White 
1963; Goodman 1965) accomplish much the 
same thing. We refer, of course, to the use of 
the log linear model to analyze the underlying 
frequencies in a mobility table, a strategy de
veloped in large measure by Goodman (see ex- 
pecially Goodman 1969a), expanded by Hauser 
(1978), and employed extensively by Hauser/ 
Featherman (1978) in the most recent report 
on their replication of Blau and Duncan’s study 
of “Occupational Changes in a Generation.”

In principle, the log linear model makes no as
sumptions whatsoever about the location of job 
categories in a hierarchy or social structure of 
work, although it does regard the origin and de
stination distributions of persons across the job 
categories as determinants of the relative magni
tudes of flows between them. In actual practice, 
however, and largely owing to the fact that mo
bility tables generated from polytomous job clas
sifications are ill fit by either the model of per
fect (Glass 1954; Rogoff 1953) or quasi-perfect
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mobility (Goodman 1965, Hauser 1978) the use location of job categories in the social structure 
of the log linear model to analyze mobility tables or social hierarchy of work nor that mobility
has been informed at least by a presumed know
ledge of how the categories into which jobs have 
been clustered are hierarchically ordered (see, 
e.g., Hauser 1978). At this juncture, the analyst 
is implicitly assuming that it is the hierarchical 
ordering of job clusters which determines the 
flows of persons between them.

The question of whether or not mobility flows 
might themselves be implicated in the determina
tion of occupational structure is even more ob
viously begged in the literature on status attain
ment (see, e.g., Blau/Duncan 1957; Duncan/ 
Featherman/Duncan 1972; Featherman/Hauser 
1976). Here the job categories which define the 
rows and columns of a mobility table are in
dexed by some measure of their socioeconomic 
status — typically, Duncan’s SEI scale (Duncan 
1961a, b) in research bearing on the United 
States — and the association in the mobility 
table is simply summarized by the Pearsonian 
correlation between the socioeconomic status 
attached to the jobs of fathers and sons or of 
a person at two different points in his own 
career. In research of this kind there is no room 
for the possibility that the flows of persons 
between job categories in fact serve to define 
the occupational structure. To the contrary, it 
is assumed from the outset that the flows of 
persons between job categories is determined 
solely by the relative socioeconomic status of 
the categories into which jobs have been clas
sified. The power of this strategy does not, 
of course, rest upon the particular way in 
which the information in a mobility table is 
summarized, but in its ability to consider si
multaneously the role played in the process of 
status attainment by a multiplicity of factors 
ranging from ascribed features like race and 
ethnicity to acquired attitudes like n-achieve- 
ment. Joint consideration of such a wide 
range of factors would not typically be pos
sible with crosstabular or log linear methods 
owing to limitations set by sample sizes upon 
the number of factors which can be simul
taneously cross-classified.

What one needs, of course, in a circumstance 
like this is a procedure which is analytically 
neutral — a strategy which presumes neither 
that mobility flows are determined by the

flows determine, even partially, the vertical and/ 
or hierarchical integration of job categories.
Two such procedures are available in the pub
lished literature dealing with occupational mo
bility.

Klatzky and Hodge (1971), for example, com
puted the canonical correlations in bivariate 
frequency tables relating the occupations of 
fathers to the current and first occupations of 
sons, as well as in the intragenerational table 
relating son’s first job to his present one. The 
data used by Klatzky and Hodge were derived 
from the Blau-Duncan study of “Occupational 
Changes in a Generation.” Canonical analysis 
of such tables is simply performed at the indi
vidual level by representing the categories into 
which father’s and son’s jobs have been classi
fied by a series of dummy variables. The 
canonical correlation is then computed between 
the set of dummy variables representing father’s 
occupation and the set of dummy variables re
presenting sons’s occupation. No arbitrary sco
ring of the job categories is involved because the 
dummy variables representing them simply re
ceive weigths which, in the case of the first pair 
of canonical variates, maximize the association 
in the table. In their analysis, Klatzky and 
Hodge were able to show that the canonical 
weights of the dummy variables describing the 
categories of father’s occupation were very si
milar to those obtained by the dummy variables 
describing the categories of son’s occupation. 
Both sets were also observed to be quite closely 
associated with the socioeconomic status of the 
job categories, thus lending support to the sup
position that the socioeconomic level of job 
categories is the main feature which governs 
movement between them.

A similar result was obtained in a quite differ
ent way by Blau and Duncan (1967: 67ff; also 
see Horan 1974). They computed indices of dis
similarity between the distributions by origin 
of sons in different occupations. These indices 
of dissimilarity were then submitted to smallest 
space analysis (see Lingoes 1965; Guttman 
1968). A two dimensional configuration ade
quately reproduced the original matrix of di
stances (as measured by the indexes of dissi
milarity). In addition, Blau and Duncan were
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able to show that the location of occupations 
in the space diagram were closely related to 
their socioeconomic level. Similar results were 
obtained from analysis of indices of dissimila
rity between the destination distributions of 
sons differing in their origins. These results, 
like those of Klatzky and Hodge, are wholly 
consistent with the view that the movement 
of persons between job categories is largely 
governed by their socioeconomic level, thus 
justifying the use of socioeconomic status scores 
to code job categories for purposes of analyzing 
mobility.

The findings cited are, of course, limited to the 
United States and they invite replication on ad
ditional data sets pertaining to other countries 
(see, e.g., Duncan-Jones 1972; Macdonald 1972). 
Needless to say, these findings are also limited 
by the particular classification of jobs upon 
which they rest.

For example, none of the results cited rest upon 
a classification of jobs which explicitly identifies 
the self-employed as is the case with the Austrian 
data in hand. Because this and other elements of 
the position of workers vis a vis the means of 
production are crucial to class analysis, it is con
ceivable that alternative, initial schemes of job 
classification will yield alternative results.

The Pattern of Intrageneration Occupational 
Mobility

The basic mobility data upon which this paper 
rests are shown in Table 2, which gives the cross
classification of occupation in 1962 by occupa
tion in 1972 for a sample of male members of 
the Austrian labor force who held jobs in both 
periods. The table gives the outflow percentages, 
from 1962 occupation to occupation held in 
1972, and is derived from the Austrian Micro
census survey of September 1972. The Micro
census is a 1.4% sample of Austrian households 
carried out four times a year by the Central 
Statistical Office of Austria. (In conception and 
purpose, this survey is roughly parallel to the 
Current Population Survey of the United States). 
Each survey includes a standard set of questions 
bearing on household composition and the 
social and occupational characteristics of its 
members. In the special program of the 1972 
Microcensus, which is the basis for our analy

sis, the entire occupational career of economi
cally active respondents was recorded.

The results displayed in Table 2 do not, of 
course, reveal the total volume of occupational 
mobility in Austrian society, since it identifies 
only those whose broad occupational group in 
1972 was the same or different to that held in 
1962. Moves by those who left their broad 
occupational group of 1962, but who returned 
to it by 1972 are not identified and, of course, 
movements within the broad occupational cate
gories are obscured. Tables of this kind none
theless reveal the basic pattern of intrageneration 
occupational mobility2.

The most obvious thing to be observed from 
Table 2 upon inspection is that it exhibits very 
little intragenerational downward mobility. The 
occupational groups are arranged in the stub of 
Table 2 in an order which, as can be seen by 
reference to Table 1, roughly corresponds to 
their socioeconomic level. Consequently, the 
absence in Table 2 of a substantial number of 
cases in the upper right hand corner is indica
tive of the generally low level of downward oc
cupational mobility over the career cycle in 
Austria3.

One further remarkable pattern in Table 2 is 
the relative stability of different occupational 
groups as measured by the percentage of per
sons holding the same position in 1962 and 
1972. From this point of view, three groups 
with quite different patterns of stability can be 
distinguished: (1) All groups of self-employed 
together with the managers exhibit extremely 
high degrees of occupational stability. 90% and 
more of the persons in these groups are able 
to retain their position over these ten years.

2 A more detailed analysis of the structure of occupa
tional mobility covering also mobility o f women can 
be found in Haller, Mitter and Preglau (1978).

3 Unpublished figures from the Microcensus „Beruf
liche und soziale Umschichtung der Bevölkerung“ 
(1971), made available to us by Professor Walter 
Müller, University of Mannheim, including the careers 
of about 175.000 persons in the Federal Republic 
of Germany, show that there exists a quite similar 
pattern, that is, a remarkable low level o f downward 
mobility (see also Tegtmeyer 1979). In a very inter
esting study on labor markets and career mobility in 
Italy, M. Paci (1973: 153 -5 7 ) shows much the 
same for Italy.
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TABLE 2 Career mobility from occupation in 1962 to occupation in 1972 (outflow percentages)

O ccupation 1962 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 Total (N)

1 Big Self-Em ployed 94 8 9 4 1 7 1 3 4 - 9 9 .5 1 (230)
2 SE, Sales - 91.8 2 7 .7 9 1 5 3 .5 5 .2 .2 - .2 - - - 1.0 - .5 .2 .5 .2 - 100.1 (585)
3 SE, Production - 1 5 89 3 8 5 .8 2 6 3 2 - 3 2 2 1 - - - 1 0 5 8 - .8 - 2 100.1 (616)

4 Managers 2 8 2.4 1 0 90 7 1.4 6 - 8 2 2 100.1 (506)
5 QE, Professions 2.9 1.8 .5 13.8 76.0 3.2 .5 .8 - .2 2 - - - - - - 2 - - - - - - 100.1 (596)

6 QE, Clerical 8 .8 1 12.9 9 82 1 1 5 5 1 - - - - - - - - 1 - - - 1 - - (778)

7 QE, Sales .3 5.1 5 7.2 1.6 5.6 75.9 5 - 1 3 - - 1 3 - - - - 5 - .3 - .3 .3 .3 99.9 (373)
8 QE, Production 3 1.0 4 1 4.1 2.0 2.0 .5 82.7 1 0 3 3 3 - .5 - - - .3 - .3 - - 3 3 100 9 (393)

9 LQ, Clerical 6 2.8 - 5.3 4 2 19.0 4 5 - 57 7 3 6 .8 3 3 - - - - 6 - .3 - _ _ _ 100 0 (357)

10 LQ, Sales - 4 6 2 2 1 1 2 4.8 9.4 4 2.3 70 9 7 4 - .2 - - - 7 .4 1.4 - .2 .2 - 100.1 (564)

11 LQ, Service - 8 1 1 1.7 2.0 3.4 1.7 7.9 1.4 8 76.4 6 - - - - 1 1 - 6 - .3 - 3 100.1 (356)

12 SW, Metal .1 1.7 3 5 .8 2 7 2.5 2 5 5.5 1.3 1.8 2.0 66.9 2 2.3 1 - - 3.1 .1 1 8 1 6 1 .1 99 8 (1358)

13 SW, Construction - .4 2.3 7 1.1 5 2 2 1 9 2 5 2 6 1 0 73 1 1 5 - - - 2 0 2.0 3 3 1 0 1 8 6 4 100 0 (811)

14 SW, Other .1 4.4 7 0 1 8 9 2.4 2 1 3.3 2.6 2 2 2 0 1 1 5 60 0 - - - 3.3 1.0 2.3 7 2.0 2 .2 100.1 (1046)

15 A, Metal - 8 1.8 - 3.3 2.3 2.3 4.8 1 5 4.6 4.3 53 7 5 4 1 1 5 - - 6 6 5 3.3 1 0 2 5 - 8 100 2 (395)
16 A, Construction - - 2 5 8 1 7 8 8 8 8 1 7 2 5 8 60 0 8 - 3.3 - 4 2 2.5 9 2 8 5.0 .8 - 99.8 (120)
17 A, Other .3 4 8 1.9 2 6 1.3 7 7 8 3 3.2 5.8 10.3 4.5 .6 3 28 2 - - 2.2 6.4 1 3 6.4 1.6 1.6 - .6 99 9 (312)

18 SSW, Sales 1 4 2 3 5 3 1 3 2.0 5 2 7 2 2 1.4 1 6 7 2 9 - - - 67 .8 2.0 5 3 4 1 3 2.0 7 100 2 (768)

19 SSW, Construction - .2 1.1 - 4 4 2 4 1 8 1 8 1.8 7 4 3 1 3 - - - 4.0 65 8 11 4 .9 2 0 .9 4 99.8 (447)

20 SSW, Other - 1.0 .6 3 .2 6 2 6 9 2 2 1 7 3.6 8 3 2 - - - 4.5 1.9 72 2 .9 2.7 1.2 .5 99.8 (968)

21 UW, Construction - .6 - - 2 .2 3 .3 1.0 1 3 8 6 3 7 1.1 - - - 4.9 6.4 10.2 53.7 10.5 2.2 2.1 100.1 (628)

22 UW, Other .5 .3 .5 .3 .3 .5 .5 2 7 4.1 .7 2.1 7 2.1 - - 7.5 1.5 12.6 3.9 55 .9 .7 2.4 99 8 (628)

23 SE, Farm - .4 1 1 1 1 1 - 2 .3 1 1 3 1 - - - .5 8 1.2 1 7 1.6 92 0 4 100 2 (1569)

24 Farm Workers 1 1.2 .2 .1 - 6 .5 .1 5 1 2 .8 6 8 .6 - - - 3.5 2.2 5 6 5 8 5.2 31.1 39 2 100.0 (1405)

1 Percentages do not add up to 100 because of rounding errors
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(2) A relatively high degree of occupational 
stability is typical also for the higher groups 
of white-collar employees whereas (3) most of 
the lower white-collar employees and all of the 
blue-collar workers exhibit relatively low de
grees of occupational stability. There is, how
ever, a remarkable difference between mobility 
patterns of the lower employees and the blue- 
collar workers. In the former case, mobility 
consists nearly exclusively of upward movements, 
among the latter, a substantial amount of down
ward mobility can be observed (from skilled to 
semi- or unskilled worker).

It would be interesting for many reasons to 
draw a comparison between Austria and the 
United States in regard to amount and patterns 
of career mobility. In a recently published ar
ticle, Tyree et al. (1979) have shown that gross 
rates of intergenerational mobility are in fact 
varying systematically between societies if ana
lyzed with an adequate methodological proce
dure and conceptual frame. They hypothesized 
that it is not industrialization per se which in
fluences mobility but the characteristics of the 
prevailing system of stratification. In a society 
with clearly defined class boundaries the costs 
of social mobility are greater for the down
wardly mobile persons and the incentives greater 
for high status groups to attempt to block the 
upward movement of others than in a society 
characterized by numerous and small gradations 
from the top to the bottom. There findings show 
that the degree of economic inequality (as mea
sured by the percent of income going to the top 
5% of the households) in fact does influence 
social mobility in the hypothesized direction.

In a similar vein, J. Stephens (1979: 54) has 
argued that the degree of social mobility should 
be highly dependent on the degree of social in
equality. This is so because differences in life ex
periences and resources between classes (pro
perty, education etc.) make it difficult for a per
son from a lower group to acquire the necessary 
attributes to move to a higher class. On the other 
hand, social mobility itself has an effect on in
equality insofar as it tends to promote social 
equality. In a comparative analysis of 17 devel
oped Western capitalist democracies, Stephens 
(1979: 108 f.) could show that equality in fact 
was correlated with social mobility in the hypo
thesized direction and, in particular, with down
ward mobility.

From such a point of view a comparison of pat
terns of intragenerational, career mobility seems 
even more promising than that of intergenera- 
tional mobility since the former is related to the 
class structure in a much more immediate way 
than the latter. While occupational and status in
heritance over the generations has to be explain
ed by reference to socialization processes within 
families, peer groups, schools etc., the same 
phenomenon in regard to career mobility can be 
explained with direct reference to the strategic 
resources and interests of people in different oc
cupational and class positions.

The following differences between Austria and 
the United States come readily to mind in this 
regard: (1) different educational systems of the 
two countries with a “dual” system of education 
in Austria separating at an early age those who 
go through an apprenticeship and later to manual 
work and those who pass through the formal 
school system also at the secondary and tertiary 
level (Gymansium and University); the educa
tional system of the United States seems more 
competetive and less differentiated along class 
and status lines from this point of view; (2) the 
persistent and important distinction between 
the employment contract of wage (mostly blue 
collar) and salary (mostly white collar) workers 
and employees, respectively (Arbeiter and Ange
stellte) as well as the particular, in regard to se
curity of employment quite privileged position 
of the state employees in Austria; (3) differences 
related to the fact that the U.S. since many ge
nerations have been a classical immigration coun
try (Tyree et al. could show that this is related 
to higher rates of social mobility; see Tyree et al. 
1979: 417). Two facts might be of immediate 
relevance here. First, a pushing up of persons of 
native birth by immigrants who mostly take fac
tory jobs (in recent years, this might also have 
happened in Austria). Second, a higher “mo
bility” of land in the U.S. compared with 
Austria since here a specific family usually is 
living since many generations on their farm.

Most of these differences point to the conclusion 
that there should exist a more rigid system of 
stratification in Austria than in the United 
States. This is confirmed by data on income dis
tribution in both countries. At the beginning 
of the seventies, the share of income going to 
the top 5% of the population has been 20,6% in 
Austria and 16,6% in the United States; similar
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differences emerge with other measures. Only 
the poorest segment of the population seems 
somewhat better of in Austria than in the U.S.
— a fact wholly consistent with the stronger de
velopment of the “welfare state” in Austria (for 
the figures on income distribution see Born- 
schier/Heintz 1979: 214—17). It is evident, 
moreover, that these particular features of the 
Austrian society are shared to a large degree by 
other European (in particular central European) 
societies. From this point of view the compari
son between Austria and the United States can 
claim a much more general interest.

There exists one set of published data for the 
United States which can be compared to the 
Austrian survey with some caution, namely a 
table on patterns of career mobility from first 
to present occupation for males between the 
ages of 25 and 64, published in the Appendix 
to the “American Occupational Structure” (Blau/ 
Duncan 1967: 498, Table J2.3).

In order to make comparable this table to the 
Austrian data, we have produced a mobility 
table for all Austrian men economically active 
in 1972, which shows the transitions from first 
occupation to occupation in 1972. In order to 
make possible a direct comparison, several cate
gories in both surveys had to be combined as 
it is indicated in Table 3. Not exactly compar
able are in this combined classification the 
categories of the self-employed (in the U.S. the 
first category comprises only the self-employed 
professionals), the category 6 “sales and service” 
(in the U.S. it comprises only the sales group) 
and both groups of craftsmen (in Austria we 
had to include in this categories also the ap
prentices since apprenticeship has been counted 
in this survey as the first occupational position). 
Even with these definitional imprecisions it is 
remarkable that the occupational structures of 
both countries in 1962 and 1972, respectively, 
have been quite similar. The few significant de
partures — higher proportions of managers, sa
laried professionals and operatives in the U.S., 
higher proportions of sales and service employees, 
skilled workers and farm laborers and family 
workers in Austria -  can readily be explained 
with reference to the different industrial struc
ture, degree of concentration and level of devel
opment of both countries.

As far as patterns of mobility are concerned, 
the data show that in the United States as in 
Austria the balance of upward and downward 
moves over the career cycle effects a net up
ward rise in the occupational level of a cohort. 
The balance of upward mobility, however, is 
accompanied in the United States by a substan
tial volume of downward mobility. In other 
words, a fair amount of intrageneration occu
pational mobility in the United States is merely 
circulatory, reflecting exchanges between occu
pational groups in the specific persons employed 
in them, but effecting no change in the overall 
occupational distribution of a cohort. The same 
is true for Austria, but to a much lesser degree.

To effect the change in the marginal distributions 
in Austria we can calculate from Table 3 that at 
least 47,8% of the group covered would have to 
change their broad occupational category.
In all, 61,9% of of these men changed their 
broad occupational category from first to pre
sent occupation. Consequently, one can calculate 
that (100) (47,8)/(61,9)=77,2% of the actual 
volume of intragenerational movement was strict
ly necessary just to bring about the observed 
shift in the occupational distributions at the be
ginning of the career and in 1972. From the 
transition between first job and job in 1962 ob
served in the United States (see Table 3), we ob
serve that 79,7% of the men held jobs in 1962 
falling in different broad occupational categories 
than their first full time jobs. However, at least 
33,5 would have had to change their major oc
cupational category just to effect the observed 
change in the occupational distributions attained 
by these men upon entry to the occupational 
category. Thus, we calculate that (100) (33,5)/ 
(79,7) = 42.0% of the total volume of mobility 
was required to accomodate the shifts in the oc
cupational categories occupied by these men.

This figure is quite different from that obtained 
for Austria and it says that somewhat over half 
in the United States, but only about one fourth 
in Austria of intrageneration occupational mo
bility is merely circular, effecting exchanges 
between the specific incumbents of occupational 
categories without changing the aggregate distri
bution of persons over them. The relatively high 
proportion of structural mobility in Austria cer
tainly has been influenced by the fact that we
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TABLE 3 Career mobility from the first to present occupational position, Austria and The United States 
(outflow percentages)

(a) AUSTRIA

Present Occupation (in 1972)

First Occupation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 Total (N)

1 Big self-employed (1*) 85.8 - 5.9 7.1 1.2 - - - - - - - 100 (85)
2 Other self-employed and 

family workers (2,3) .7 69.1 3.7 3.7 4.4 2.9 5.1 1.5 2.2 2.9 2.9 .7 _ 99 8 (136)
3 Managers (4) 18.3 4.9 72.5 2.1 1.4 - - - - .7 - - 1 100 (142)

4 Professional and technical 
occupations (5,8) 9.6 5.4 20.8 56.6 5.7 1.4 .1 .2 .2 1 100 1 (1 021)

5 Clerical (6,9) 3.6 4.0 19.8 8.1 57.2 6.2 .2 - .3 .4 - 1 1 100 (901)
6 Sales, service (7,10,11) 1.7 10.0 12.5 9.5 15.3 46.5 .3 - 1 7 1.4 .8 3 - 100 (359)

7 Skilled Workers, other 
(12,14,15,17) .3 11.7 2.6 6.6 8.5 12.0 41.7 1.0 6.4 5.0 3.1 6 5 100.3 (9 086)

8 Skilled Workers, Con
struction (13,16) .1 7.5 9 4.4 3.2 6.9 3.7 52.2 10.1 4 4 5.0 1 2 7 103 (1 488)

9 Semi-skilled workers, 
other (19,20) 5.3 2.5 4.7 4.3 8.4 8.7 2.2 48.1 10.2 3.7 9 9 99.9 (322)

10 Semi-skilled workers, 
sales, service (18) 1.0 14.4 3.8 5.8 11.5 13.5 3.8 1.9 7.7 31.7 1.9 2 9 . 99.9 (104)

11 Unskilled workers (21,22) .4 3.4 1.6 3.2 6.0 9 9 7.1 4.3 20.2 9.1 31.4 1.7 1.8 99.9 (1 191)

12 SE, farm (23) - 3.1 - - .8 .8 1 5 .8 8.4 3.1 8.4 73 3 - (131)
13 Farm laborers and 

family workers (24) 1 3.1 .5 1.3 2.2 4.7 2.9 3.1 13.3 6.0 11.6 32.6 18.8 100.2 (5 422)

Total 1.3 8.1 4.2 7.3 8.2 9.1 20.3 5.4 9 2 5.1 6 8 9.6 5 4 100 (20 388)

(b) UNITED STATES

Present Occupation (in 1962)

First Occupation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 Total (N)

1 Professionals, self- 
employed (1) 55.8 2.7 1 9 26.6 1.5 4.9 2.3 _ .8 _ 2.7 _ 8 100 (263)

2 Proprietors (5) .9 37.3 19 7 7.0 2.6 9.2 3.9 .4 8.8 3.1 3.1 4 0 - 100 (228)

3 Managers (3) 1.3 9.4 37.0 21.2 6.8 6.8 6.6 3.0 3.6 1.3 1.9 4 7 100 (468)

4 Professionals, 
Salaried (2) 6.8 5.8 12.8 57.0 5.1 3.3 3.7 .4 2.6 1.0 .4 1.0 1 100 (2 784)

5 Clerical (6) 1.7 5.7 18.5 13.9 18.7 9.7 9.5 2.7 10.4 4.7 3.0 1 3 2 100 (3 971)
6 Salesmen (4,7) 1 8 12.3 18.5 10.1 10.6 16.2 8.4 2.6 13.1 3.1 2.4 9 - 100 (2 331)

7 Craftsmen, other (8,9) .6 11.9 7.6 9.4 4.4 4.6 33.1 4.8 13.4 3.9 4.1 1 8 4 100 (2 639)

8 Craftsmen, 
construction (10) .4 12.0 3.6 6.0 3.4 2.0 23.8 28.3 10.1 2.7 4.5 2.3 9 100 (794)

9 Operatives, other (11,12) .5 8.3 6.0 6.1 5.7 4.2 20.6 6.0 27.5 5.6 6.6 2.1 8 100 (9 688)

10 Operatives, service (13) 7.5 6.8 5.3 7.7 5.4 2.8 10.6 6.8 22.7 21.5 9.0 .4 .5 100 (1 404)
11 Laborers (14,15) .3 5 7 5.2 5.9 5.3 3.6 17.0 6.1 25.2 7.1 15.2 2.1 1.3 100 (4 865)

12 Farmers (16) .3 4.0 2 7 2.5 3.2 3.2 10.7 5.8 14.1 4.9 5.3 38.0 5 3 100 (1 181)
13 Farm laborers (17) .2 5.1 2.6 1.9 3.0 2.0 12.7 6.0 21.4 6.2 10.3 21.0 7.6 100 (5 243)

Total 1.5 7.5 8.5 11.1 6.7 5.1 15.5 5.3 18.8 5.6 6.9 1.8 5.7 100 (35 859)

*) Numbers in parentheses refer to the original category numbers in Table 2 and in Table J2.3 (Blau and Duncan, 
1967:498)
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defined apprenticeship as the first occupational 
position (it could also be defined as a stage in 
one’s school career). The finding that the amount 
of circular mobility is higher in the United States 
is consistent, however, with our theoretical ex
pectations and it would probably come out with 
another definition of first job in Austria as well.

What can be said from these two tables as far as 
patterns of mobility are concerned? In regard to 
the Austrian data it has to be noted first that 
patterns of mobility and immobility from first 
to present job are quite similar to those between 
1962 and 1972 even if the absolute amount of 
movement is quite higher here. We can be sure, 
therefore, that it makes sense to compare these 
patterns with those observed in the United 
States. The following are relatively clear differ
ences between the two countries:

(1) Rates of immobility are highest in the 
United States among self-employed and salaried 
professionals but they are considerably lower 
than in Austria among the other groups of self- 
employed and among managers. Nevertheless, 
these groups display also in the United States re
latively high degrees of occupational stability.
(2) A very striking difference emerges among 
self-employed and white-collar workers in re
gard to downward mobility to blue-collar jobs. 
This is much more common in the United States 
than in Austria.
(3) A quantitatively less extensive but never
theless important difference relates to the car
eers of semi- and unskilled workers into skilled 
manual jobs — a pattern which is much more 
frequent in the U.S. This clearly shows that ap
prenticeship and skilled manual work exhibit
a quite exclusive character in Austria.

(4) A difference emerges also as far as mobi
lity routes to farming are concerned. Even if in 
the U.S. as well as in Austria farming is virtual
ly isolated from the rest of the economy in re
gard to inflow, it is evident that this applies even 
more to Austria. In the United States, at least a 
tiny fraction of people from nonfarm origins is 
taking over farms at some later stage in the 
career and also a small proportion of self-em
ployed farmers later on are becoming dependent 
farm laborers indicating that there exists a sec
tor of truly capitalist farming in the U.S.

So far, we have been concerned only with gross 
rates of career mobility. In order to investigate 
more specifically the effects of class position and 
status characteristics on occupational careers we 
begin by showing how occupational stability is 
related to the prestige of an occupational group 
(see Figure 1).

FIGURE 1 Relationship between the Proportion of 
Males in Different Occupations Holding the Same Oc
cupation in 1972 as 1962 and Occupational Prestige

The figure shows that the overall pattern of re
tention is clearly related to the status of an oc
cupational group. Except for those in apprentice
ship, which are clearly outliers, the fraction of 
persons remaining in the same occupational level 
in 1972 as they had in 1962 increases with the 
prestige associated with the category. The rela
tionship holds both within, as well as between 
the subsets of white collar and blue collar occu
pations. Especially high rates of retention, how
ever, are observed among the entrepreneurial 
groups except the big self-employed.
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This is fairly clear evidence that not only status, 
but class as well is implicated in the process of 
intrageneration occupational mobility in Austria.

The relationship in Figure 1 proves, upon stati
stical analysis, to be both substantial and signi
ficant, despite the small number of occupations 
involved. Let Rj be the proportion of the i-th 
occupation’s incumbents in 1962 who were still 
found there in 1972 and let Pj be its prestige. 
Define S[ as a variable which takes on the value 
of 10 if the incumbents of the i-th occupation 
are self-employed and the value 1, otherwise. 
Similarly, let Aj take on the value 10 if the in
cumbents of the i-th occupation are apprentices 
and the value 1, otherwise. (Defined as they are, 
the variables Sj and Aj will become ordinary 
dummy variables taking on the values 1 and 0 
when one takes their logarithm to the base 10.) 
We than postulate that the relationship of Rj to 
Pi, Si and Ai is given by

Ri = k (lObPi) (Sf) (Af) (aj), (Eq. 1)

where k is a constant of proportionality, aj is a 
stochastic error term which is presumed to be 
randomly distributed with mean zero in its lo
garithm, and b, c, and d are the coefficents we 
wish to estimate along with k. Taking logarithms 
on both sides of Eq. 1, gives

log Ri = log k + b (Pi) + c (log Si) + d (log Ai)
+ log ai. (Eq. 2)

Equation 2 can be estimated directly with ordi
nary least squares yielding

log Ri = 1.728 + .0255 (ln Pj) + .1055 (In SO 
(.0103) (.0476)

-  1.465 (In A0,

where the standard errors of the coefficients 
are reported in parentheses beneath their esti
mated values. As the reader can see, all the coef
ficients are at least twice their standard errors. 
The coefficient of determination associated with 
this regression, corrected for degrees of freedom, 
is an astounding .974. Thus, the prestige of an 
occupation, along with the employment status 
and apprenticeship of its incumbents, largely

determines an occupation’s holding power over 
its members4.

4 Although, as can be seen in Figure 1, the fitted re
lationship between prestige and the per cent stable 
over the period 1962 to 1972 is nearly linear, there 
may be some question about our choice o f a non
linear function to describe this relationship. The 
reason for our choice is simple enough: having in
spected scatterplots o f the unlabeled data points, 
we perceived -  as, indeed, the reader doubtless 
would -  some curvilinearity in the relationship. We 
chose the form at hand, which evidently fits quite 
well, in lieu of a polynomial form in order to avoid 
using up our limited degrees of freedom in fitting 
both a linear and squared term for Pj and, potential
ly, education as well. We also tried a more traditio
nal regression of the form

Rj = a + b Ej + c Pj + d (log Si) + f (log Aj) + ej,

where Ej is the measure of education for each oc
cupation reported in Table 1, ej is a random variable 
with mean zero and the variables are defined as be
fore. The coefficient of determination associated 
with this regression is .901, rather less than that as
sociated with the relation reported in the text, des
pite the inclusion of an additional predictor. The 
education variable is insignificant in this regression 
and it cannot be forced into the regression reported 
in the text owing to its extensive multicollinearity 
with the prestige indicator.

Owing to the fact that the occupational categories 
vary in their size, i.e., the fraction of the labor 
force found in them, they would also vary under a 
model of prefect mobility, in the expected propor
tion stable over a decade. The results here may be 
suspect because we have adjusted them in no way 
for the fact that, even if there were no association 
whatsoever between occupation held in 1962 and 
occupation held in 1972, the occupations would 
still exhibit variation in Rj, their relative holding 
power.

For this reason, we constructed a new variable,
R f = Rj -  Mj, where Mj is the expected proportion 
stable under the hypothesis of perfect mobility. We 
find that

log R f = 1.689 + .0276 Pj + .1163 (log Sj) -  1.433 
(.0105) (.0489) (.0539)

(log Aj).

which is not appreciably different from the result 
reported in the text. The coefficient o f determina
tion associated with this regression is .972, corrected 
for degrees o f freedom.

Finally, we may note that this result is by no means 
unique to the Austrian case. Consider, for example, 
the data reported by Blau und Duncan (1967: 498,
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The results observed here obtain during a period 
when the relative numbers of agricultural workers 
and self-employed workers in the Austrian male 
labor force were declining. At the same time 
white collar posts were relatively expanding, 
while the relative number of blue collar positions 
was at a virtual standstill. According to the re
sults from the Austrian Censuses, the proportion 
of the employed population working in agricul
ture declined from 22.8% to 14.7% from 1961 
to 1971. Among employed males, the propor
tion of the blue-collar workers declined slightly 
from 48.8% to 47.6%, whereas the proportion 
of white-collar workers increased from 26.8% 
to 33.5% in this decade.

The pattern revealed in Table 2 and in Figure 1, 
then, is a familiar scenario brought about by the 
movement of farm workers into the urban work
ing class and the upgrading of blue collar work
ers to fill in part of the expanding cadre of lower 
echelon white collar posts. The self-employed, 
despite their declining relative numbers in the 
total labor force, nonetheless manage to retain 
their class position.

Multidimensional Scaling of Destination Patterns

The results to this juncture do not address the 
basic question which motivated this exercise, 
viz., to what extent patterns of intragenerational 
mobility between job categories can be under
stood by reference to their status or socioecono
mic level. In this section, we investigate this 
question with a method that does not presup
pose its answer, employing procedures parallel 
to those used by Blau and Duncan (1966:
77 ff).

Table J2.3), bearing on the transition form first oc
cupation to occupation in 1962 for a sample of 
United States men. Blau and Duncan use an occupa
tional classification involving 17 categories, two of 
which had to be combined in the present analysis 
owing to the presence o f a value o f the predictor 
variable only for their combined total. Over the re
sulting categories, there is a correlation o f .728, bet
ween the percent stable and median income. The 
corresponding correlation is .711, when the mobili
ty variable has been adjusted, as decribed above, for 
the expected percent stable under the hypothesis of 
perfect mobility.

Using the data presented in Table 2, we first 
computed indices of dissimilarity between the 
1972 occupational destinations of each occupa
tion’s 1962 incumbents. The index of dissimi
larity between the destination distributions of 
a pair of occupations is just equal to the per
centage of the incumbents of one occupation 
who would have to alter their 1972 occupa
tional destinations in order to make them 
equivalent to the 1972 occupational destinations 
of the other occupation. These indices can be 
regarded as indicators of the “mobility distance” 
between a pair of occupations. Two occupa
tions whose incumbents have identical outcomes 
in the process of intrageneration occupational 
mobility are not distinguishable by virtue of 
mobility patterns. They are evidently proximate 
to one another in this respect. Correspondingly, 
two occupations are distant from each other in 
the same configuration to the extent that the 
destinations of their incumbents diverge.

The second step in our analysis was to submit 
the triangular matrix of indices of dissimarility 
between 1972 destinations for every pair of 
occupations to a smallest space analysis (Gutt- 
man 1968), a non-metric scaling procedure 
which best reproduces the ordered distances 
observed between the points (in this case, oc
cupations) by locating them in a multidimen
sional space. In their analysis of the American 
data on intergenerational occupational mobility, 
Blau and Duncan obtained a satisfactory fit in 
two dimensions.

The present Austrian data on intragenerational 
occupational mobility require a three-dimen
sional solution. The coeficient of alienation is 
.136 for a two-dimensional fit, which is accept
able by some standards. However, it drops to 
.096 with the addition of a third dimension and 
this improvement in the fit seems worth pre
serving.

The three dimensional solution is presented in 
the form of a space diagram in Figure 2.

The most striking feature of the space diagram 
is the location of large entrepreneurs and self- 
employed farmers. These two groups are at op
posite extrema of the plane defined by the co
ordinates of the first two dimensions. Quite
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FIG. 2 Three-dimensional solution of smallest space analysis for mobility distances between occupations 1962 
1962 and 1972.

apart from their distance from each other, nei
ther of these groups is particularly close to any 
other occupational category in the present ana
lysis. Farm workers are most proximate to farm 
owners and share with them a similar location 
on the third dimension. Large scale entrepre
neurs, including the self employed with aca
demic degrees, lie at a considerable distance 
from any other group, though as one would ex
pect they rest closer to the cadres of white col
lar employees than to production workers, much 
as the self-employed farmers are more proximate 
to the latter than the former. Mobility patterns, 
then, serve to sandwich the bulk of the labor 
force between urban industrial capitalists and 
selfemployed professionals on the one hand, and 
self-employed professionals on the one hand, and 
which is particularly apt if one ignores the third 
dimension.

While the urban “big self-employed” and the 
agrarian petty bourgeoisie lie at opposite extrema 
of the space diagram, the urban petty bourgeoisie 
of shop owners and self-employed artisans and 
craftsmen lie more nearly at its center, especially

in a two dimensional configuration. The small 
self-employed shopkeepers in sales, restaurant, 
and service occupations lie some distance from 
those in production occupations, but a line 
drawn between on the plane defined by the 
first two dimensions almost perfectly divides the 
remaining occupations according to the color of 
their collars. In this sense, one can speak of the 
petite bourgeoisie, who traditionally employ 
themselves and few if any others, as resting at 
the interface between wage workers in white 
collar occupations and manual workers. In mo
bility terms this seems quite realistic, since the 
alternatives to self-employment among the pe
tite bourgeoisie almost certainly are in the skil
led and semiskilled grades of manual labor or 
in the lower echelons of white collar employ
ment. The petty bourgeoisie are further dif
ferentiated from blue collar workers, however, 
in so far as they lie above the two dimensional 
plane upon which the latter rest. Since the large 
scale urban capitalists, as well as the self-em
ployed farmers lie below this plane, the entre
preneurial classes effectively surround manual 
workers in the space of distances defined by
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their opportunities for intrageneration occupa
tional mobility.

Except for a situs involving manual workers in 
construction, which is clearly differentiated by 
skill level, there is little differentiation of the 
blue collar groups. Indeed, as a whole, the blue 
collar groups are rather tightly clustered, es
pecially when one considers that they are un
differentiated on the third dimension. By way 
of comparison, the groups of white collar em
ployees are more clearly differentiated, parti
cularly on the third dimension which sorts out 
all the less qualified white collar personnel as 
well as the qualified white collar employees in 
clerical occupations. The latter represent the 
more routine and monotonous kinds of white 
collar work, so it is not surprising that they 
should share some communalities of mobility 
opportunities with less qualified white collar 
workers.

Although the job categories available for this 
analysis by no means mirror market circum
stances and other elements of class position 
as closely as they could, their locations in the 
space defined by attributes of the intragenera- 
tional mobility between them nonetheless ap
pear to be rooted as firmly in their class cir
cumstances as in their socioeconomic level. We 
do not mean to imply that status does not enter 
into this picture, since it is readily apparent 
that, in dividing white collar and blue collar 
employees and the latter among skilled and un
skilled, the first dimension reflects the differen
tiation of occupations according to their status. 
But that is not all there is and it appears that 
status or prestige or socioeconomic level alone 
would not suffice to describe in detail the re
sults of the smallest space analysis. The con
cept of class and its ramifications also appear 
to enter into patterns of intrageneration oc
cupational mobility in Austria. Doubtless, it 
does so elsewhere as well, but it has been lar
gely missing from many recent empirical ana
lyses of occupational mobility, both within 
and between generations. This is especially 
so in the United States, where the analysis of 
processes of status attainment have largely 
proceeded by reducing occupational data to 
a socioeconomic status score. In the United 
States, there was important evidence in sup
port of this strategy for reducing occupational

data for purpose of analysis, but even there 
this strategy has recently come under suspi
cion (e.g., Wright/Perrone 1976; see also 
Crowder 1974). Although the present results 
are quite limited, they suggest that class is 
clearly reflected in the process of intragener
ation status attainment in Austria; and our 
rough comparison with the United States 
has shown that it might be operative else
where as well5.

5 The present paper is limited by its neglect o f pat
terns of intrageneration occupational mobility ob
served among Austrian women. Data pertaining to 
the mobility o f women over their careers is avail
able from the Microcensus and we have, in fact, an
alyzed them in a manner parallel to that undertaken 
for men. We have not presented the analyses for 
women because the results for them are in most 
instances parallel to those already presented for 
men. We choose to present the results for men, 
rather than for women, because owing to a li
mitation in the numbers of cases various occupa
tional categories which could be distinguished 
among male workers had to be combined in the 
analyses for women. We can, however, briefly 
demonstrate the equivalence o f the smallest space 
analyses for the two sexes.

Because of the number of cases involved, it was 
necessary in the analysis for women to (1) com
bine salaried managers with large scale entrepre
neurs and the self-employed with academic degrees, 
(2) combine the self-employed in sales, restaurant, 
and service occupations with those in industrial pro
duction, (3) combine qualified employees in trade 
and sales occupations with those in service and pro
duction, (4) differentiate only two industrial clus
ters o f skilled workers, (5) identify only two types 
of apprentices, (6) combine unskilled workers into 
a single group, and (7) utilize a new category of 
non-farm family workers. Thus, there are but 19 oc
cupational categories in the analysis for women. In 
addition, however, skilled workers, apprentices, and 
semiskilled workers are differentiated into different 
industrial situses among women than they are among 
men, so that between the sexes we can compare only 
skilled workers as a whole, apprentices as a whole, 
and semiskilled workers as a whole. Finally, then, we 
are left with 14 occupations which can be contras
ted as between the two sexes.

The smallest space analysis for women likewise re
quired a three dimensional solution, the coefficient 
o f alienation for the two dimensional fit being .144 
which fell to .099 with the addition o f the third 
dimension. In order to compare the results for men 
and women, we took weighted averages o f the co
ordinates o f the occupations in both solutions which 
had to be combined to effect the cross-sex com
parisons, the weights being the relative numbers of
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Discussion and Conclusion

Occupations are not only embedded in organized 
systems of ownership and authority and per
ceived by ordinary citizens as differing in the de
ference their incumbents are due, but also linked 
together by virtue of the patterns of mobility 
between them. Utilizing a large data set pertaining 
to intrageneration occupational mobility in 
Austria between 1962 and 1972, we have at
tempted via regression and smallest space ana
lysis to unveil the features of occupations which 
govern the movement of persons between them.

The analysis reveals that while status elements 
are clearly implicated in the movement of per
sons between occupational categories, class dis
tinctions are no less involved. Indeed, injnany 
respects the typical status dimensions which are 
so frequently invoked to score occupations for 
purposes of analysis and which have themselves 
emerged in other analyses of this type conducted 
on American materials are almost overwhelmed 
by class dimensions in the present result, parti
cularly with respect to the way the mobility pro
cess in Austria seemingly differentiates the loca
tion of the working classes from that of indus
trial capitalists, agrarian landholders, and the 
petty bourgeoisie. This is clearly an indication 
that classes defined in terms of relations to the 
means of production are consequential not only 
in regard to the determination of income, as it 
has been shown by Wright and Perrone (1977).

Also the differences within the several groups 
of self-employed and dependent workers are 
interesting in this regard. While a considerable 
proportion of blue and white collar workers 
are able to enter into the class of the petty 
bourgeoisie, the members of this category 
nevertheless are able to retain their position 
to quite higher proportions than it is the case 
among workers and employees. This finding 
parallels that of Wright and Perrone (1977: 52)

men or women in the categories which had to be 
grouped together. Across the 14 occupations which 
can be compared we find that the correlation bet
ween the first dimensional cordinates for men with 
the corresponding coordinates derived for women 
is - .9 1 5 ;  the correlations between the sexes across 
the second and third dimensional coordinates are 
.546 and .217, respectively. The canonical correla
tion between the three sets of coordinates observed 
in the analysis for men with those for women is 
.935, a result which leaves little doubt that the 
analyses are quite similar.

that even those employers who employ only 
very few dependent workers have a greater in
come and greater income returns to education 
than either managers or workers. It is true, then, 
that there does not exist a sharp mobility 
boundary separating the working class and the 
petty bourgeoisie as it is evident in the case of 
the real capitalist class (this surely can be in
ferred from our findings even if we could only 
approximately identify this class). It is evident, 
nevertheless, that members of the working clas
ses and, in particular, of the “manual working 
class” are exposed much more to the instabili
ties of working life than are those who are not 
constrained to sell their labor power on the 
market.

Insofar also our findings in regard to the inter
nal differentiation within the working classes 
have some relevance as they show that it makes 
some sense to distinguish between a nonmanual 
and a manual segment of the working class 
(Stephens, 1979: 36 f.). While the latter in 
terms of career mobility appears as a quite ho
mogeneous grouping, it is among the former 
that a rather clear internal differentiation along 
occupational and industrial lines can be observed. 
This internal differentiation is so sharpely pro
nounced that some subgroups among the non- 
manual employees in mobility terms lie nearer 
to the managers and even the capitalist class 
than to the employees most close to the manual 
workers.

Finally, also the findings in regard to the com
parison between Austria and the United States 
might be of a more general interest. They have 
shown that the analysis of career mobility pat
terns in a status and class theoretical framework 
might become an area of comparative research 
promising more meaningful findings than mobi
lity research in terms of prestige or status at
tainment alone.

Presenting additional material from the analysis for 
women would prove equally redundant. We do not 
mean, of course, by this that the process of strati
fication is identical in Austria for the two sexes, 
that women do not experience discrimination, or 
that women do not occupy a distinctive niche in 
the Austrian economy (cf. Rosenmayr et al. 1973). 
The analysis of these matters is not, however, 
served by exercises of the present kind, which re
veal the fundamental similarity between the way 
occupations are clustered by the patterns of intra
generation mobility among men and women.
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