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ABSTRACT

In this paper we examine new empirical evidence on the coherence and magni-
tude of the main classes in the Goldthorpe class schema. Particular attention is
paid to issues that have recently been a source of academic dispute: the coher-

ence and size of the service class and the distinction between the service class and
intermediate classes. Using recently available British data collected by the Of� ce
for National Statistics we examine: (i) the extent to which measures of class-

relevant job characteristics are empirically discriminated by the categories of the
schema; (ii) the structure of a ‘contract type’ dimension of employment relations
conceived of as a categorical latent variable; and (iii) the association between this
latent variable and both the Goldthorpe class schema and a related measure –
socio-economic group (SEG). We � nd that the data are consistent with the exist-

ence of a three category latent ‘contract type’ variable largely corresponding to
the notions of service, intermediate and wage-labour contracts explicit in discus-

sions of the theoretical rationale for the Goldthorpe schema. We further � nd a
substantial degree of � t between the latent ‘contract types’ and the schema.
However, the service class fault line appears to lie within class I and II of the
schema rather than between them and the intermediate classes which suggests a
revised, smaller service class would better capture the reality of the contempor-

ary British occupational structure.

KEYWORDS: Social class; validation; latent-structure; employment contracts;
service class

1. INTRODUCTION

In most empirical sciences and in many of the social sciences it is the norm
to validate measures or classi� cation systems before they are used by prac-

titioners (see, for example, Blalock 1968; Nunnally and Bernstein 1994). In
sociology, however, this practice is less well-established and only recently
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have systematic investigations of the validity of measures of key constructs
such as social class been undertaken. Much of this work has examined the
validity of the highly in� uential Goldthorpe class schema (Erikson and
Goldthorpe 1992; Goldthorpe 1987) using data about the class relevant job
attributes of individual employees taken from the Social Class in Modern
Britain survey (Marshall et al. 1988; Evans 1992, 1996, Birkelund,
Goodman and Rose 1996; Evans and Mills 1998a, 1998b). The aim of this
research programme has been to assess the validity of conventional
methods of operationalizing class position; methods that typically rely on
the aggregation of occupational categories on the basis of expert judg-

ments about their similarities (Goldthorpe and Heath 1992; Erikson and
Goldthorpe 1992; Goldthorpe 1987).

A precondition for this enterprise has been the articulation of a con-

ceptualization of class structure that speci�es what is understood by the
term ‘social class’ and suggests what the relevant indicators of this unob-

served construct should be (Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992; Evans 1992;
Mills 1994). To avoid confusion (see Prandy and Blackburn 1997, and the
reply by Evans 1998) we would like to reiterate that our concern is not with
all possible understandings of the social class concept but only with the
conceptualization that is operationalized by the Goldthorpe schema. In
Goldthorpe’s conceptualization of class structure, as with many others,
ownership of a large or small business/farm is a criterion of class distinc-

tion. However, it is not one that discriminates amongst the vast bulk of the
working population, at least in Britain. What he is more concerned with are
class distinctions amongst employees. In his view social class is a matter of
position in a system of employment relations. The position one holds,
one’s job, has a series of attributes which are independent of the person
holding the position (though they may have a causal impact on the way the
person behaves, the views they hold etc.). Some of these attributes denote
positions in the class structure, others do not. For example, having to wear
a uniform at work may be taken as a job attribute, but it does not by itself
indicate membership of a social class. The employment relationship one
has with one’s employer or employing organization is a class relevant job
attribute. Employees are agents of their employer, individual or corporate.
Employers must motivate their employees to act in the employer’s best
interests. However, the employment contract is incomplete. It is impossible
to specify in advance all the actions that a responsible employee should
take. Therefore employers must trust employees to act correctly in circum-

stances which are either unforeseen or too complex to detail completely.
The amount of trust invested in an employee will vary by position.

Service jobs tend to be invested with higher amounts of trust than are
those employed under a wage labour contract. Service class employees
tend to have diffuse duties which require a measure of discretion for
ef� cient performance. The goals set for them by the employing organiz-

ation frequently have a medium to long-term time horizon. On a day-to-day
basis they tend to be task oriented, with the working day made � exible to
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accommodate the amount of time needed to get the task done. The job
brief may require pro-activity on the part of the employee to de� ne
relevant goals, and therefore tasks. To motivate their agents to perform in
these ways employers create positions with � exible (sometimes unde� ned)
working hours, pay a salary rather than an hourly rate, and build career
ladders which can be climbed subject to satisfactory performance. The
employment relation of the wage labour worker is different. Low trust
expectations de� ne their job attributes. Hours of work are part of the con-

tractual bargain and are formally monitored. Work performed in addition
to the contractually agreed amount receives extra payment, usually at an
enhanced rate. The time horizon for payment is hourly or weekly. Loyalty
to the organization is monitored by supervision and direction. Career
ladders are not an important motivational mechanism as long-term loyalty
to the organization is neither expected or necessary.

What we have just described, the ‘service’ relation and the ‘wage-labour’
relation are two polar types of job. Goldthorpe also identi� es several inter-

mediate types of job that are referred to as classes – routine non-manual
workers, supervisors of manual workers and technicians. These have some
of the attributes of both polar types. Unlike more explicitly Marxian
approaches such as Wright’s (1985; 1997) which have resorted to notions
of ‘contradictory class locations’ in an attempt to overcome the theoretical
problems introduced by moving away from a simple class dichotomy, there
is no reason why intermediate classes should not exist in the context of
Goldthorpe’s class theory. None the less the empirical existence of distinct
intermediate classes and the location of the boundary between service class
and intermediate positions has been a source of dispute, as has the inter-

nal coherence of the service class (Butler and Savage 1995). Authors such
as Savage (1991), De Graaf and Steijn (1997) and Brooks and Manza
(1997) have argued that the service class is divided into classes that
approximate to professionals versus managers (though see Heath and
Savage 1995; Goldthorpe 1995). Much of the evidence for these claims has
come from research into the political, and other, concomitants of class pos-

ition. These authors have not, however, examined the theoretically
relevant indicators of class position derived from the theory underlying the
schema (on the importance of doing so, see Evans 1992: 213; Evans 1998).
The broader validation programme of which this paper is a part aims to
measure these theoretically relevant job attributes, to make inferences
about their structure, and to evaluate their relationship to the various class
positions de�ned operationally through the application of the class schema
itself.

Efforts to date have been hampered by the scarcity of relevant, high
quality, nationally representative data-sets. This has forced us to focus on
British data collected in the early 1980s (Marshall et al. 1988) and on more
contemporary data collected in countries of the former Soviet bloc (Evans
and Mills 1999). However, in this paper we are able to make use of new
British data collected by the UK Of� ce for National Statistics (ONS) in
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1996 as part of the process of revising the classi� cation of occupations and
higher aggregates of occupations used in the reporting of of� cial statistics
(Rose and O’Reilly 1997). 

The advantage of these data are two-fold: � rst they allow us to update the
conclusions derived from analyses of a survey that is over a decade old; sec-

ondly, the structure of data collection (discussed more thoroughly below)
allows us to examine the robustness of our � ndings in a way that is rarely
possible in survey research. This is because the 1996 study uses three large
independent probability samples drawn within a few months of each other
and contains responses to identical questionnaire items. Because of this we
can avoid a problem that bedevils much social scienti� c research: the high-

lighting of results that cannot be replicated out-of-sample.
In what follows we present the results from three statistical analyses:

i) We examine how selected indicators of the Goldthorpe class concept,
measured at the individual level, are related to the conventional opera-

tionalization in terms of aggregates of occupational groups cross-classi-
� ed by employment status. The intention here is to examine how well
the conventional operationalization is discriminated by responses to the
individual items.
ii) In previous work (Birkelund, Goodman and Rose 1996; Evans 1992,
1996; Evans and Mills 1998b) several ‘dimensions’ of the indicators of
Goldthorpe class have been identi� ed. These relate to the nature of the
contractual employment relation, the prospects of, and institutional
mechanisms for, promotion or occupational advancement in the work-

place and, though of less theoretical centrality, the amount or type of
autonomy experienced by an employee in the planning and execution of
their work tasks. These ‘dimensions’ can be treated as latent constructs
that cannot be observed directly, but the properties of which can be
inferred by modelling the structure of association between the relevant
manifest indicators. The 1996 ONS data only contains suf� cient good
indicators of one of these dimensions – the contractual employment
relation – to pursue this line of inquiry. However, the quality and
number of these indicators is such that we are able to explore the struc-

ture of this construct in much more detail than hitherto. Previous work
with a rather restricted set of indicators (Birkelund, Goodman and Rose
1996; Evans and Mills 1998b) detected merely a binary divide between
employees whose contract of employment implies what Goldthorpe
terms a ‘service’ relationship and employees who have essentially a
‘wage-labour’ contract. We are able to examine whether there is robust
evidence for the existence of other types of contract consistent with the
overall class conceptualization.
iii) If we are able to � nd a robust model which can explain the complex
of associations between the manifest indicators of the employment con-

tract in terms of a latent typology, we are left with one � nal question:
how is the latent typology related to the conventional operationalization
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of the class concept? Do contract types map onto the categories of the
class schema in a way that suggests the validity of the latter? In particu-

lar, does the disputed service class correspond to a contract type of
similar size and occupational composition to that adopted in the con-

struction of the Goldthorpe class schema?

2. DATA

The data are from the ONS monthly omnibus survey. The same set of items
were included in the 1996 April, May and July surveys. Each month inter-

views are conducted with around 2000 adults aged 16 and over in private
households in Great Britain. Sampling is from the Post Of� ce’s postcode
address � le of small users. Each month a hundred postal sectors are
selected, strati� ed by region, the proportion of households renting
accommodation from local authorities, and the proportion of household
heads who are employers, professionals or managers. The primary sam-

pling units are selected with probability proportional to size. Within each
sector 30 addresses are selected at random. If an address contains multiple
households one is selected at random and one adult is selected for inter-

view, again at random. In the analysis that follows all descriptive propor-

tions are calculated using weights that compensate for unequal selection
probabilities attributable to number of households at an address and
number of adults in a household. All statistical models use the unweighted
frequencies but condition on a vector of cell weights to produce the
‘correct’ parameter estimates as well as realistic estimates of parameter
uncertainty and model � t (Clogg and Eliason 1987). No attempt has been
made to allow for the complex sample design and no post-strati� cation has
been used to match known marginal distributions. We use data on respon-

dents in full-time employment (30+ hours per week) aged 16–64. In this
paper we pool men and women employees, having shown elsewhere that
their occupational characteristics are similarly structured and similarly
associated with positions in the Goldthorpe schema (Evans 1996; Evans and
Mills 1998b).

The items we are interested in can be divided into three sets: the nature
of the employment contract; the extent of promotion opportunities; the
extent of job autonomy. For seven of the items we have responses for all
three surveys, for one, only for the May/July surveys. The questionnaire
items within each set together with our groupings of the response options
are shown in the Appendix. 

3. METHOD

The principal method of data analysis used is latent structure analysis. In
this section we present a brief and informal account of the method; a more
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detailed explanation, pitched at an introductory level, is given in
McCutcheon and Mills (1998).

Latent structure analysis can be thought of as a form of factor analysis for
categorical data. The essential idea is to ‘explain’ the associations between
a set of categorical variables in terms of a hypothesized unobserved latent
typology. The observed variables are regarded as ‘indicators’ of this unob-

served typology. Just as in factor analysis (for those not familiar with factor
analysis Lewis-Beck (1994) provides a good introduction) we assume a
model in which the indicator variables are uncorrelated with each other
(conditionally independent) given the ‘scores’ on the unobserved latent
variable. In our case this means that a set of categorical variables are
accounted for by a small number of latent types, the number of types being
less than the number of indicator variables. The latent types are themselves
categories, but they are not directly observable from the data and are
inferred from the analysis. Conditional on membership of the inferred
latent categories, the indicator variables are not associated with each other.
Another way to understand this is to think of the common situation in the
analysis of correlational data, where the correlation between two variables
is the consequence of the common dependence of each on a third variable.

The analysis proceeds by assuming a successively larger number of latent
classes that will account for the association between the indicator variables
described in the Appendix. The smallest number of latent classes that can
normally be assumed is two. After estimating the parameters of a model
with two latent classes we can examine various standard indices of � t. These
tell us whether or not the assumption of just two latent classes is consistent
with the actually observed data. The � t statistics that are normally used are
those that will be familiar to users of other methods of categorical data
analysis (such as log linear models) namely the Pearson Chi Square statis-

tic and the Likelihood Ratio Chi Square. If a model with two classes does
not � t the data, then the number of assumed latent classes is increased and
the � t of the model again evaluated. It should be noted, however, that the
� t statistics can only be a guide to model evaluation. The selection of a � nal
model or set of models to interpret must take account not only of formal
model � tting criteria but also various substantive considerations, such as
whether the model has a meaningful interpretation.

4. RESULTS

4.1. Goldthorpe Class and the Contract, Promotion and Autonomy Items

Table I contains the item, Goldthorpe class and socio-economic group
(SEG) relative frequencies by month. SEG is an aggregation of occu-

pational unit groups widely used in the reporting of UK of� cial statistics. It
has a signi� cant degree of resemblance to Goldthorpe’s classi� cation, but
differs in one signi�cant detail that will be exploited below (see section
4.3.)
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TABLE I: Item, Goldthorpe class and socio-economic group proportions. Full-time
employees aged 16–64.

Item April May July

WAYPAY Hourly 0.37 0.31 0.34
n = 2002 Salary 0.43 0.45 0.36

Salary+ 0.20 0.24 0.30

OTIME Yes 0.68 0.63 0.69
n = 2000 No 0.32 0.37 0.31

PAYSCALE No 0.44 0.40 0.40
n = 1946 Yes 0.56 0.60 0.60

NOTICE LT Month 0.38 0.39 0.40
n = 1963 GE Month 0.62 0.61 0.60

STIME Employer 0.67 0.61 0.65
n = 2002 Self 0.33 0.39 0.35

PROM No 0.31 0.34 0.33
n = 1963 Yes 0.69 0.66 0.67

PACE No 0.54 0.49 0.50
n = 1985 Yes 0.46 0.51 0.50

DESIGN No 0.53 0.50
n = 1296 Yes 0.47 0.50

Goldthorpe class I 0.19 0.23 0.19
n = 2095 II 0.22 0.23 0.19

IIIa 0.12 0.14 0.15
IIIb 0.04 0.04 0.05
V 0.12 0.10 0.13
VI 0.14 0.10 0.10

VIIab 0.17 0.16 0.19

Socio-economic group 1, 12 0.12 0.14 0.12
n = 2097 2 0.10 0.10 0.09

3, 4 0.06 0.09 0.09
5 0.18 0.18 0.16
6 0.14 0.16 0.19
7 0.03 0.04 0.05

8, 16 0.08 0.06 0.06
9 0.15 0.11 0.11

10, 11 0.14 0.11 0.15

Notes:
Goldthorpe class Socio-economic group
I Upper service (salariat); 1, 12 Employers and managers, large; own

account non-professional;
II Lower service (salariat); 2 Employers and managers, small;
IIIa Routine non-manual (clerical); 3, 4 Professionals;
IIIb Routine non-manual (other); 5 Intermediate non-manual
V Manual supervisors/technicians; 6 Junior non-manual
VI Skilled manual; 7 Personal services;
VII Unskilled/semi-skilled manual. 8, 16 Manual foremen/supervisors; armed forces;

9 Skilled manual;
10, 11 Unskilled/semi-skilled manual.



We would like the monthly distributions to be similar and indeed there
is little evidence of signi� cant heterogeneity in Table I. There is one excep-

tion to this generalization. We can reject the hypothesis of homogeneity for
WAYPAY (p. < .000). It is not obvious why this has occurred, real change in
such a short time period being improbable. It is almost certainly of no sub-

stantive signi� cance. Nevertheless we mention it here because in section
4.2 where we pool data across months and � t latent class models, marginal
heterogeneity means that very simple models with a high degree of sub-

stantive plausibility do not � t the data at conventional probability levels.
Table II contains evidence about the relationship between each item and

the Goldthorpe class schema. The items were chosen because responses to
them should be associated with the de� ning dimensions of the schema.
This association is not contingent, in the sense that the relationship
between say class and voting behaviour is contingent, but should follow
from the fact that the items are indicators of an underlying construct. Nat-

urally we would not expect all of the indicators to perform equally well.
Some question wording formulations may induce more ‘error’ responses
than others. Some may have a genuinely weaker relationship than others to
Goldthorpe’s class construct.

The � rst seven sets of parameter estimates in Table II are obtained from
a conditional independence loglinear model with the following form
(Goodman’s notation):

[AB][BC][BD][BE][BF][BG][BH][BI]

where the identi� ers are as follows: A, survey month; B, Goldthorpe class;
C, WAYPAY; D, OTIME; E, PAYSCALE; F, NOTICE; G, STIME; H, PROM;
I, PACE.

The estimates for the column headed DESIGN come from an analogous
model using only data for May and June. Both models incorporate a � xed
effect. This is de� ned by 1/(fw/f) where fw is the observed cell frequency
weighted to adjust for residence and household composition and f is the
observed cell frequency. In the GLIM terminology that may be familiar to
some readers the models contain an offset, log(f/fw). The � t statistics for
the models are of no importance as this set-up is just a convenient way to
average parameter estimates across all replications. The parameter esti-
mates are all expressed in the same metric, and thus we can legitimately
compare columns. Estimates are identi� ed by constraining the last level of
each factor to take a zero value. Negative values indicate that a respondent
in a given Goldthorpe class category is less likely than the unskilled
working class respondent to respond with the � rst category of each item.

It is no surprise to � nd that all indicators exhibit a top to bottom class
gradient. Some, however, appear much less class related than others.
Amongst the contract status indicators, the least class related attribute is
PAYSCALE. Of the two autonomy indicators PACE is clearly the least effec-

tive and though clearly discriminating the class categories the PROM indi-
cator has a modest top to bottom range. There are several notable patterns.
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The contract and promotion indicators do not separate the two manual
working classes (VI, VIIab). However these classes are distinguished in
their relationship to the two autonomy measures. At the opposite end of
the class structure the distinction between the upper service (I) and lower
service (II) class is well maintained, only PAYSCALE deviating from the
pattern. Considering the intermediate classes, an obvious point of interest
is the degree of separation between class IIIa and IIIb. The latter is identi-
� ed by Goldthorpe (1987: 280) as consisting of occupations which: ‘. . . in
terms of their characteristic employment relations and conditions would
seem to entail straightforward wage-labour rather than displaying any of
the quasi-bureaucratic features associated with other positions covered by
Class III.’ In seven out of nine contrasts IIIb takes a parameter value closer
to the manual working class than IIIa. In the other two cases the parame-

ter values are very similar. In four out of nine contrasts we cannot reject the
assumption that the IIIb parameter is equal to the VIIab parameter
whereas in eight out of nine contrasts we can reject the hypothesis for IIIa.
Though IIIb occupations do not have the same employment relations and
conditions as the unskilled working class, there does appear to be a sub-

stantial degree of overlap. Finally we consider class V, the manual super-

visors and technicians. Six out of nine contrasts reject the hypothesis that
V and VIIab share parameter values. The important failures involve
OTIME and PACE. With respect to the other items, class V like I, II, and
IIIa has response probabilities that indicate ‘staff’ status.

Most of these results are unsurprising. Broadly speaking they lend
support to the Goldthorpe categorization. What does emerge is that some
indicators are not particularly effective. The PROM item does not tap the
issue in quite the right way. What should be tapped here is the existence of
a recognized structure of promotion opportunities, either within the
organization or within a profession/occupation, such that a sequence of
promotions could be said to constitute a career ladder. This is tapped only
indirectly by the PROM item. Only the most pessimistic respondents would
respond to it in the negative. PACE is probably relatively ineffective
because the nature of the task, as well as class position, will have a signi� -

cant in� uence on responses. Thus a driven professional lawyer or a hard
pressed senior manager may be as likely as a manual production line
worker to give a ‘no’ response. The relative under-performance of PAY-

SCALE may, we suspect, be due to a potential misunderstanding of what
was being asked. It would be easy for employees to confuse the existence of
an annual service related increment in their pay with the annual result of
the pay bargaining negotiations between employers and trade unions.

The implication of these worries is that we are left with only a patchy and
imperfect coverage of the promotion and autonomy dimensions of the
Goldthorpe class schema. It is for this reason that we now concentrate our
efforts on the measurement of contract status. Suggestive as the forgoing
results are, they do not bear directly on the hypothesized existence of dis-

tinct types of wage-labour and service contract. We can in fact investigate
this issue in a more appropriate way and consider whether the existence of
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contract types is consistent with the responses employees give to a subset of
our items. To this end we now investigate the structure of association
between the four best contract status items by applying a latent class model.

4.2. A Latent Class Analysis of the Contract Items

The basic idea of latent class analysis (LCA) is that the association between
a set of categorical variables, regarded as indicators of an unobserved typol-
ogy, are accounted for by a small number of latent, and thus unobserved,
groups. Conditional on membership of a latent group the indicator vari-
ables are hypothesized to be independent. This is just a version of the
familiar idea that the correlation between two variables may be the result
of a common dependence on a third variable. The implied conditional
independence model can be represented in a notation familiar to users of
log-linear models. For each of the three survey months we estimate the
following model

log(F ijklt
ABCDX) = m + lA

i + lB
j + lC

k + lD
l + lX

t + lAX
it + lBX

jt + lCX
kt + lDX

lt (1)

where: Fijklt is the estimated expected frequency in the � ve way contingency
table of the four observed manifest indicator factors and the � fth unob-

served latent typology factor; A, WAYPAY; B, OTIME; C, NOTICE; D,
STIME; X, the latent factor with an unknown number of levels. A vector of
� xed weights as described in section 4.1 above is also included (though not
shown in the equation).

This model can be estimated by application of the EM algorithm (Demp-

ster, Laird and Rubin 1977). We use the LEM program (Vermunt 1993) to
� t it. Our strategy is to examine the � t of models which hypothesize a small
number of latent types underlying the manifest response types. Normally a
successful application of the technique will suggest a latent typology of
response patterns (Hagenaars and Halman 1989). Because we are in the
fortunate position of having three comparable but independent data sets,
we have placed some constraints on our model selection strategy. It is easy
in applying a technique like LCA to fall prey to the temptation of data
mining. Often LCA will suggest the existence of latent groups which
emerge only because of the idiosyncrasies of the one data set that investi-
gators have to hand. In order to curb these tendencies we have required
the LCA solution to be qualitatively similar in all three data sets and have
rejected models which have features that are not replicated in all months.
In a factor analysis the interpretation of the latent dimensions is based on
the factor loadings: in LCA interpretation is most easily based on trans-

formations of the lambda parameters into probabilities of latent class
membership and probabilities of giving a particular item response given
membership of a particular latent class (conditional probabilities).

The top panel of Table III reports some � t statistics from the application
of the model in equation 1 to the monthly data. The independence model
and two class solutions � t so badly that we have not bothered to present
results for them. As can be seen, a three class model � ts the May and July
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data very well and only just fails to � t the April data at conventional proba-

bility values. Four class models give a good � t for all data-sets but do not
give the same solution in terms of class probabilities and conditional
probabilities in each month. Thus what is common to all three data sets is
best represented by the simple three class solutions.

We can evaluate this claim more formally by pooling the data over the
three months and � tting the following set of models
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Where the additional notation E is required for a three level factor rep-

resenting each survey month. The model in equation 2 we call a simple
homogenous model. It allows the latent class probabilities to vary across
the months but it constrains the conditional probabilities for the item
responses to be the same in each month. This in effect means that the
measurement model is the same for each month and therefore the
interpretation of each latent group, though they may differ slightly in size
by month, remains the same. Equation 3 de� nes the heterogeneous model.
This allows the conditional probabilities to vary by month, therefore allow-

ing the latent classes to be de� ned differently in each month. Equation 4
de� nes a model we term partially homogenous. In this model the log-

linear parameters for the two-way associations are constrained to be identi-
cal in each month but the response probabilities for the items are allowed
to vary by month. In fact given our �ndings in section 4.1 above, we know
that a model of this form may be necessary to achieve a conventionally
acceptable level of � t. This model keeps the structure of association
between the latent classes and the indicators constant across months but
allows for differences across months in the item relative probabilities.

Given the short time period covered by the three surveys we would nat-

urally be concerned if only the heterogeneous model returned adequate � t
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TABLE III: Fit statistics for 3 class LCA models

X2 p G2 p d.f.

April 15.00 .02 14.59 .02 6
May 6.46 .37 6.08 .41 6
July 5.46 .49 5.79 .45 6

Pooled over month

Homogenous 78.07 .00 78.90 .00 48
Partial Heterogeneous 50.12 .18 50.22 .18 42
Heterogeneous 26.67 .09 26.57 .09 18



statistics. The bottom panel of Table III indicates that we must reject the
fully homogenous model, but that both the heterogeneous and partially
heterogeneous models � t the data. Simplicity suggests that we should
choose the partially heterogeneous model. This view is con� rmed when we
examine the probabilities and conditional probabilities from applying the
model of equation one to each month separately (Table IV). It turns out
that month to month variation can be assigned no substantive importance.
Qualitatively, ignoring minor differences in parameter magnitude, all
three data sets return the same results.

In each month the data is consistent with a small latent class (1), between
8 and 13 per cent of the population, that are predominantly remunerated
with a salary plus some other form of bonus or additional payment; have
very high probabilities of not receiving overtime payments; have to give a
month or more notice of resignation; and have control over start and quit
times. At the other end of the spectrum we � nd a class (3), between 35 and
45 per cent with the opposite characteristics. They tend to be hourly paid,
receive overtime payments, give less than a months notice and start and
leave work at times speci� ed by their employers. Between these two groups
are a class (2), between 45 and 52 per cent, which are predominantly
salaried tend to receive overtime payments, have to give more than one
month notice to quit and are somewhat mixed with regard to their control
over their working hours.

Group 1 appears to have a ‘service’ employment contract and group 3 a
wage-labour contract. Group 2 occupy an ‘intermediate’ position. How-

ever, this position conforms to a distinct type. Despite having the trappings
of a salaried white-collar position, employees with this contract type tend
not to have control over the routine details of how they do their job, such
as when they start or � nish work, and are rewarded for any time they have
to spend at work beyond their contractual hours. This seems to be a con-

tract suited to routine types of work that do not require large amounts of
pro-activity but do require continuity (hence the requirement for a rela-

tively extended period of notice).
The central spine of the Goldthorpe class construct is the employment

contract dimension. This exercise has established that a characterization of
that dimension as consisting of three distinct discrete types is consistent
with the data. These three groups appear homologous with Goldthorpe’s
distinction between service, intermediate and working classes. What
remains is to examine the relationship between type of employment con-

tract and the conventional schema.

4.3. Contract Type and Goldthorpe Class

A simple extension of the LCA model of equation 4 allows us to investigate
the association in question.
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where G is a seven level factor classifying respondents by Goldthorpe class.
All we are doing is adding an extra variable to the model so that it will be
possible to collapse over all other dimensions of the table and examine the
estimated latent cross-tabulation of contract type by Goldthorpe class. The
model represented by equation 5 returns a G2 of 602.37 and a X2 of 664.85
for 440 degrees of freedom. The lack of � t is due to the fact that some cat-

egories of the schema have associations with indicator items which are not
mediated by the latent variable alone. However, if we consider the analogy
with factor analysis, there is nothing to be learned about the relationship
between the schema and the latent common ‘factor’ by considering its
relationship with unique ‘factors’.

The estimated latent cross-tabulation is presented in the top panel of
Table V. Considering � rst the row percentages it is evident that the two
manual working classes VI and VIIab are overwhelmingly likely to have a
type 3 wage-labour contract. At the other end of the class structure, the
majority contract type for class I is a type 1 service contract. This is not
however the case for class II where the type 2 contract is more prevalent.
Considering now the intermediate classes, class IIIa differs from IIIb in
having a large majority with type 2 contracts whereas the latter is roughly
evenly split between type 2 and 3. Finally, turning to class V we also observe
a split distribution between contract types 2 and 3. Turning to the column
percentages we � nd a conventional partitioning of the class map. Contract
type 1 is almost exclusively restricted to Goldthorpe class I and II. Contract
type 3 is likewise predominantly restricted to the manual working classes
and the supervisors/technicians. Type 2 is best represented amongst class
II and IIIa but signi� cant proportions are also found in I and V.

What are the implications of these results? Firstly, though the � t is not
perfect, the Goldthorpe class schema and the contract types are strongly
correlated. There are, however, some apparent discrepancies. If we were to
believe that contract type 1 represents the strict service class contract then
we must conclude that the service class proper is somewhat smaller than we
might have expected. It would follow that a proportion of those conven-

tionally allocated to class I and II of the Goldthorpe schema are not true
members of this circumscribed elite. On the other hand it might be the
case that contract type 1 contains only a subset of all those who should
rightly be classi� ed as service class members. There is some evidence, inter-

nal to the latent class solution to suggest that this might be the case.
This raises the question of whether the line drawn within Goldthorpe’s

class I/II between those with and without a true service type contract cor-

responds to some well established distinction of situs or occupation. As we
have seen in the introduction, one possibility is that the distinction is
between managerial and professional positions. This is perhaps suggested
by the relatively heavy weighting given to payment by salary and bonus pay
in the separation of the � rst and second latent classes

The bottom panel of Table V contains the results of another exercise in
which we substitute the ONS socio-economic groups for Goldthorpe class
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and re-estimate equation 5. The � t statistics for this model are G2 753.52,
X2 863.98, df, 574. The SEG classi� cation, which in many ways resembles
the Goldthorpe schema, has an explicit distinction between managers and
professionals. Employers and managers of large enterprises (SEG 1,12) are
clearly more likely to have type 1 contracts. However, employers and man-

agers of small enterprises (SEG 2) have these contracts to about the same
extent as professionals (SEG 3,4). The latter group is here an amalgama-

tion of two SEGs, own account professionals and professionals who are
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Table V: Estimated two way margins from latent class models of contact type by
Goldthorpe class and socio-economic group

Row proportions Column proportions
Contract type by Goldthorpe class

Contract type 1 2 3 N 1 2 3

Goldthorpe Class
I .64 .35 .01 351 .59 .16 .01
II .35 .56 .09 402 .36 .30 .05
IIIa .04 .81 .14 254 .03 .27 .06
IIIb .12 .45 .44 77 .02 .05 .05
V .00 .57 .43 213 .00 .16 .14
VI .00 .14 .86 202 .00 .04 .26
VIIab .00 .10 .90 319 .00 .04 .44

Estimated N 386 769 663 1818

Socio-economic group Contract type by socio-economic group
1,12 .78 .20 .02 250 .46 .07 .01
2 .60 .09 .31 170 .24 .02 .08
3,4 .56 .41 .03 128 .17 .07 .01
5 .10 .82 .08 304 .07 .34 .04
6 .05 .74 .21 307 .04 .31 .10
7 .08 .32 .61 69 .01 .03 .06
8,16 .00 .50 .50 116 .00 .08 .09
9 .00 .14 .86 226 .00 .04 .29
10,11,15 .00 .09 .91 248 .00 .03 .34
Estimated N 422 726 670 1818

Notes:
Goldthorpe class Socio-economic group
I Upper service (salariat); 1, 12 Employers and managers, large; own

account non-professional;
II Lower service (salariat); 2 Employers and managers, small;
IIIa Routine non-manual (clerical); 3, 4 Professionals;
IIIb Routine non-manual (other); 5 Intermediate non-manual;
V Manual supervisors/technicians; 6 Junior non-manual;
VI Skilled manual; 7 Personal services;
VII Unskilled/semi-skilled manual. 8, 16 Manual foremen/supervisors; armed

forces;
9 Skilled manual;
10, 11 Unskilled/semi-skilled manual.



employees. They have been grouped because of the small numbers
involved. A proportion of the former, will actually have been excluded
entirely from the sample because, being self-employed, they were not
required to reply to the job attribute items. Thus the mixture of pro-

fessional types we see here probably actually underestimates the propor-

tion with a type 1 contract.

5. CONCLUSIONS

Our latent class analysis of the ONS omnibus data has identi� ed the three
main contract types that form the spine of the class divisions operational-
ized by the Goldthorpe schema. The patterns of association between these
latent classes and the Goldthorpe classes indicate a level of convergence
that provides some support for the schema’s validity. Nevertheless, though
we have discovered convincing evidence of the broad contours of class dis-

tinctions, because of data limitations we were not able to systematically
examine class differentiation within these major groupings; such sub-

sidiary distinctions involve aspects of employment relations not well
measured in the surveys, and some of the results reported in Table I are
suggestive of further axes of class differentiation consistent both with those
found in Evans’ (1992: 221–4) earlier work and with Goldthorpe and his
colleagues’ account of the class construct.

Some of our � ndings are unexpected. In particular, it is clear that the
majority of Goldthorpe’s class II do not have a ‘service’ type of employment
contract. The dividing line between the service class and the intermediate
classes appears to run through class II rather than between class II and class
IIIa. We also estimate that about a third of class I employees do not have a
‘service’ contract. Taken at face value these results suggest that routine
applications of the Goldthorpe schema over-estimate the size of the service
class. One quali� cation it is important to make here, however, is that our
estimates of service class size, 8–13 per cent of employees, is a lower bound.
Goldthorpe’s service class I includes a proportion of self-employed pro-

fessionals and employers who are excluded from our data-set. Thus our
� gures probably under-estimate the size of the service class by 1–2 per cent.

A further issue raised by our �ndings relates to the recent attempts, dis-

cussed in the introduction, to redraw the intra-service class boundaries (i.e.
Butler and Savage 1995; Hout, Brooks and Manza 1995; De Graaf and
Steijn 1997). The principal strategy of this approach is to distinguish
between professional and managerial occupations and treat them as dis-

tinct classes – a distinction that does appear to enhance the prediction of
political party identi� cation and voting behaviour (i.e. Brooks and Manza
1997). However, if the concept of class is to have any genuine explanatory
power, class boundaries should not be chosen so as to maximize the
association between class and other types of variables. To do so raises the
spectre of creating a shifting set of class boundaries tailored to the speci� c
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requirements of each new dependent variable. Such a treatment of social
class undermines its key role as a parsimonious explanatory concept for
sociology. It is necessary, therefore, to assess whether the distinction
between professionals and managers is solidly based in differences in the
class-relevant job characteristics examined here. Without evidence of such
differences there is effectively no clear link between measurement and
concept. Under such circumstances, all analyses using social class – or any
other construct – as an explanatory or dependent variable are of little or
no interpretative value.

On the whole, we �nd that with respect to the major de� ning criterion
of Goldthorpe’s class theory, employment contract type, professionals and
managers are quite similar. This suggests that if we are to explain why pro-

fessional and managerial occupations behave differently we might fruit-

fully examine the signi� cance of interests relating to non-class aspects of
these groups’ situations. This would not require a modi� cation of the
Goldthorpe class schema. Nevertheless, because the results of the latent
class analysis are not as clear-cut as we would like in order to draw such � rm
conclusions we can only infer that the case for distinguishing professionals
and managers on class grounds remains, for the present, unproven rather
than discon� rmed.
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APPENDIX: THE CONTRACT, PROMOTION AND AUTONOMY ITEMS

A. Employment contract

1. WAYPAY
Which of the following best describes how well you are paid in your
present job?
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i) Basic weekly wage or wage for an agreed number of hours; hourly
paid; piecework; other;

ii) Basic monthly/annual salary only;
iii) Monthly/annual salary plus; commission/bonus/performance

related pay.

2. OTIME
Are you or would you be  . . .
i) Paid or given time off in lieu for working overtime; paid for

working unsocial hours;
ii) Neither of these.

3. PAYSCALE
Are you on a recognized pay scale with increments, either automatic or
performance related?
i) No;
ii) Yes.

4. NOTICE
If you decide to leave your job, how much notice are you of� cially
required to give?
i) Less than four weeks;
ii) Four weeks or more.

5. STIME
Who decides what time you start and leave work?
i) Employer decides;
ii) Flexitime system; I decide (within certain limits); negotiated with

employer.

B. Promotion Prospects

6. PROM
In your sort of work are there opportunities for promotion (either in
your current organization or by changing employers)?
i) No;
ii) Yes.

C. Job Autonomy

7. PACE
Can you considerably slow down your pace of work for a day when you
want to?

In search of the wage-labour/service contract 659



i) No;
ii) Yes; Yes, sometimes.

8. DESIGN (NB available only for MAY, JULY)
Does your job require you to design and plan important aspects of your
own work or is your work largely speci� ed for you?
i) Work is largely speci� ed by others;
ii) I am required to design/plan my work.
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