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: Préface

of social mequahty, in certain of its aspects, among the population of

the city of Dublm and they therefore deal with a subject that may
fall too easily’ the prey of emotional and moralist treatment, The difficulty of
ach1ev1ng objective treatment on such a topic is ‘reinforced by a general, if
at times theoretical, adherence in this country to ideas of egalitarianism—ideas
wh1ch in the face of inescapable evidence to the contrary, may culminate
in the denlal that distinctions of status or class are ever drawn in contemporary
Ireland In what follows, however, we have regarded distinctions of social
status in their ob_]ectlve existence as real characterlstlcs of Irish social orgamsa-
tion (as indeed they are); but we did not regard it as our task to arrive,’ in
this context at any rate, at any moral or ethical evaluation of them. Our
data, perhaps lend little support to a view of independent Ireland as 4 classless
soc1ety of free and equal men. Nor is this a viéw generally held, by the majorlty
of the people ‘themselves, though it is held by some. But although to hold, as
some’ do, that Ireland “has no class dlstmcuons ' while pointing with cymcal
relish “to 1nstances of their existence, may seém inconsistent, the conflict is
‘perhaps more syntactlcal than real. It is tempting, indeed, to see here some
parallel with that celebrated demal by the Trobrianders of their knowledge
of the facts of physmal patermty, and here as there an explanation must be
sought in a recognition of the 51tuat10n on which people think they are com-
menting. In Ireland the matter is suﬂic1ently complex for'this recognition to
be sought at several levels. Tt is’ poss1ble, for example, that in denymg the
emstence of dlstmctlons of status some are confusmg ‘the ‘dream with the
reahty, or feel that the ideal of a ‘classless society may recede further into the
future’ the more one recognises the social imperfections of the present. Others,
on the other hand, may hold that to admit the existence of unwanted class
d1st1nct1ons carries with it an implicit approval or tolerance, of them, or of
the cr1ter1a on wh1ch they are drawn. Others again, perhaps thinking in"a
historical context deﬁne d.lfferences of class or status entirely in terms of a
form of plural soc1ety which has. now come t6 an end in Ireland; and having
ended ‘has carried the old forms of such distinctions with it. But more likely
‘than any of these s the poss1b1hty that two views of the nature of status dis-

THE studies which follow, like the ore that preceded them,?! are studies

‘ 1Soczal Statils and Inter-Generatzanal Social Mobzltty in Dublin. Economic and Somal Research Institute,
’Dubhn, 1669. . T ;

RTINS 9
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tinctions are causing confusion. If Max Weber saw these as representations
of the distribution of power in the community, Durkheim saw them as a form.

of “moral classification”. The apparent inconsistency of Irish views on the

matter can be resolved if we suppose that condemnation and denial is directed

at the latter; recogmtlon of their reality towards the former. That is, that the

texmmologleal confusion reigning in d1scuss1ons ‘of “class” and status” ‘has
led, in colloqu1al dlscussmn, to these notlons be1ng treated verbally as if they
were inter changeable, thus conceahng real popular d1st1nct10ns. ) ;
Whether or not we are right in supposmg the explanatlon to lie here does
not affect the 1mphcat10ns of the data presented in these papers We have
shown elsewhere that Dubhn shares with . other communltles a fa1lure to
provide educatlonal access equally to those of all status levels (or class or1g1n)
and that a man’s future depends as much, and perhaps more, upon his origin

‘as upon his potentlahty of skill and mtelhgence In these pages we show the

same influences at work in other settings. The reader will be mlstaken, however,
ifhe apphes too readily to the data the concept of a causal relationship, arguing
that the differences and the hand1caps they reveal are caused” by membershlp
of this social class or that status category. On the contrary, it is difficult
to attach much meamng to the latter terms if ‘they "are strlpped of the
characteristics that accompany, or rather deﬁne, them. A ‘man at the top of
the social h1erarchy will have a hlgher income, be better educated exert
greater power, have a certain type of occupation, speak with a certaln accent,

and so forth, compared with a man at the bottom of it. If we then argue 1 that
these ‘things are the effect of their class or thelr status we cannot use them in
the definition of the terms; and. w1thout their aid (and of other charactenstlcs
like them) only a conceptual blank remains. In other words however, and at
whatever level of abstraction these terms are defined, ultlmately the definitions
must depend upon observation of behavmur and its variation.. For th1s alone
is open to observation: “class” or “status” are not, for as the terms themselves
make clear they result from a process of categor1sat1on, are as a result abstrac-
tions, and, since abstractions, cannot exert influence (in the ‘causal” sense)
upon events. It may be objected that i in social life generally. a man’s status is

estimated on first encounter, that he is treated aceordmgly, and ‘that it is
therefore apparent that status is an autonomous matter 1ndependent of those '

social handicaps or advantages that follow from it. The observation may be
reliable, but the conclusion is not. For the interlocutor in such a s1tuat10n 1s
“determining from certain behavioural elues (such as the man’s speech or his

clothing, or his ease of manner) the social category in which the man should

be placed. Depending upon the skill with which. the interlocutor can do. this

with the few preliminary clues immediately available to ‘him, subsequent :
observation (showing for example that he is poor or well-off, 2 manual worker‘ ,

ettt e M
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‘or a:proféssional man) will confirm ‘or -modify. the first' allocation 'of status.

-But ho amdiint of ‘observation, However protracted and at whatever level of

intensity; will be successful indetecting cldss or status as*‘things” in themselves.

The: temptatmn remains great; however] to utilise the:logically unobsérvable

iand tHe abstract coneept as links'in a'chain. of cause and effect (to argue; for

"ex'a'niple‘ that-a’ “working class” child receives less formal education than his

#Yipper class™ éolleégueg’because of histclass’ membership) -instead: of as steps

'towards a’more abstract level of generahsatlon. For the social reformer ‘the

'lesson'is clear}fThe way to:social equity lies not in attack-uponia chimerical

.class system,- "but upon spec1ﬁc 1nequ1t1es WthH seen together» are g1v‘en a
-class ndme.2 ¢’ , o

The data dlscussed in the followmg pages, therefore, must be regarded as
descriptive of class or status categories, not as their consequences. In other
words, when we demonstrate that a young man of low status origin takes full-
time paid employment, on average, seven years before his upper status
colleagues, these facts are regarded as illustrating the nature of social status
rather than its outcome—that is, that differences in age at first employment
are part of what we mean when we refer, in abstract terms, to differences in
social status. To regard the data in this way, of course, is in one sense no more
than a recognition that, in terms of social reality, allocation of status, or of
social class, is based upon a system of accounting that discriminates far more
minutely than a system based merely, for example, upon occupation, educa-
tional level or even income. Indeed, it might be argued that the mistaken
tendency for social scientists to see as consequences of social status what are
often no more than other characteristics of it, arises from the practical necessity,
in field investigation, of employing a relatively simple unitary indicator of
status. Other variables are then seen as dependent upon status instead of
neglected characterising features of it. Closely allied with this whole problem
(that of estimating social status or class membership) are difficulties arising
from the lack of objectivity inherent in the categories we utilise in analysis.
For we are in a different position from those concerned, let us say, with
an analysis of birthplace or of income. A man was born in France or he
was not; his income is £1,000 a year, or it is not: these are objectively ascer-
tainable matters of fact. As we have seen, whether or not a man “belongs”
to this or to that “class” depends upon the form of classification we use; and
it follows, a fortiori, that estimates of social mobility (that is, of “movement”’
from one class to another) are largely dependent upon the number of classes
distinguished and where their boundaries are drawn by the investigator.

#THat dxstmctlons of status; if not necessarxly of ““class’, persist-even in 'sacieties dedicated to their
- étadication, is evidertfromi the studiés of J. Krej&i, Social Change and Stratification in Postwar Czechoslovakia,
London, 1972, and D. Lane, The End of Inequality? : siratification under state socialism, London, 1971,
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"The effects, or.some of them, of variation in classificatory conventions, are

‘apparent, and are discussed: in. our. first paper concerned with-social class = -

‘and other forms of homogeneity in ‘mate selection: in Dublin. ‘They .are less

evident, but equally important, in the two: papers following . this, . concerned -

respectively with age at marriage® and with age at first employment in their

relation to'social status and mobility. However, provided that we are aware’ '

of the conventions utilised, analyses. of the type undertaken here. offer at any
rate a preliminary key to an understanding of a characteristic feature of the
‘society we live.in. A comprehensive understanding of the influence of -social
status and its ramifications in social organisation, ‘and .in ihdividual lives,
however, must await the outcome of an equally comprehensive inyesfigation;

s

3With the exception of its class and status aspects, discussed here, this topic has been exhaustively

examined by Brendan Walsh, “Trends in:age at marriage in post-war Ireland”, Demography, May, .’

1972, to which the interested reader should have recourse. T

g
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Class ~Endogc£h1y and Mate Selection in Dublin .

that “under the average social mobility patterns which have character-

ised the area from 183% to 1967 the different social classes would come to
share g5 per cent'of their ancestry in sixteen generations’’, concluded that (since
intermarriage alone produces the same effect in twenty generations) ‘‘the
combined effects of social mobility and marriage would produce homogeneity
in nine generations”. The. genetic effects of such a protracted, if measurable,
process could well be :considerable; the social, or sociological, effect possibly -

' THE authors of a recent study of Oxfordshire parishes, .héving calculated

.as great. We are concerned here with an examination of some similar endoga-

mous and -exogamous tendencies in a contemporary.Irish population, particu-~
larly those tendencies-that suggest a degree of class endogamy among married

‘couples now resident in Dublin. We shall look for evidence, among data

derived from a sample of married people, of restrictions imposed upon the
choice of a mate by tendencies for persons of like social status to marry each
other. 'We shall look also for evidence of class or status inter-marriage; and
we shall examine how far ‘certain other variables, such as birthplace and
educational level, appear to be interwoven with, or perhaps over-ride, .the
influences of ‘social :class or status. In our concluding pages we make some
comment upon the mterpretatmn ‘of the tendencies revealed by the descriptive
analysis, o .

An American wnter tells us? that “Some 35 years ago soc1ologlsts discovered’
that not-only are there widespread tendencies towards homogamy but also
that a large proportion of people select their marriage partners from among
those who live very near them geographically”; but most readers will not
find it wholly unéxpected that, in their own society, mate selection may show
evidence of a preference for the familiar and the influence of propinquity.
Scholars in the wider world context have long been aware that most societies
(if not all) have rules of prohibition, or of injunction, governing marriage
and the choice of-a partner. Many such rules may be subsumed under the
apparent dichotomy of endogamous and exogamous marriage—apparent

1G, A, Harrison, R. W. Hiorns and C. F. Kiichemann, “Social class relatedness in some Oxfordshire
parishes”, Fournal of Biosocial Seience; Vol 2, No. 1, Jaruary, 1970, pp. 71-80. See also the same authors’
subsequent paper, “Social class and marriage patterns in some Oxfordshire _populations”, ibid., Vol.
3, No. 1, January, 1977, pp. 1-12,

G, R. Leslie, The Family in Social Context, New York, 1967, p. 449.

13




i4 THE ECONOMIC AND SOGIAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE

only, that is, because endogamy and exogamy® (bearing in mind the different
social groups to which the rules may apply) are not necessarily mutually
exclusive. Some societies may differ from contemporary Western soc1ety in
retaining sanctions of some seéverity' desxgned for:the enforcement as far as
possible, of the endogamy or exogamy rule. Among ourselves such sanctions
as remain are nowadays both few in number and largely non-statutory in
‘character—although there may: be certain prohibited degrees.of kinship whose
infringement léaves the offender open to prOsecution;‘~With;theﬁlatter,:ex'(:éptions,'
men:andiwomen-in theory marry:whom they:willj choice’is {eftito indivfdual :
-volition,: The notion of romantic love, at anyrrate:in:its ideal form; had:as-a
-corollary-the assumption that mate selection might:set aside: all: obstacles:to
‘marriage: otherithan those imposed.by the personal. preference: of ‘one:party
or.'the other. Social reality fails, as so often,: to-be .consistent: with: romantic
~theory, for there:remain-many :informal, non-jural;:socialisanctions applied
to _certain ‘forms- of ‘assortative: mating, to produce varying degrees .ofsocial
-group endogamy.:Social’ opposition to marriage tbetween-persons. of different .
colour. of skin, between. persons .of different religions: or:different sects: ofithe.
same religion, of .different nationality,:education;. social status,:wealth;:and
cven age if the: difference ‘is-defined socially:as:unaccéptable—opposition:-on
all these and many other. grotinds in ‘our society’ seeks:to limit:maté selection
to socially approved endogamous'groups. It:is true that the fules of endogamy
have never been as:absolute as'some of those:governing:exogamy have:sought
to bey and there isievidence ‘of a contemporary trend ‘towards-a further redac-
tion in their efficacy. Nevertheless, the constraints have been:considerable—not -
least, :perhaps,' because they have often: become:auto-operative:in the sense
that an individual’s preferences have comc1ded for reasons that are obwous
with those of his reference group, -~ - 77 T s Gy e ! \
- Further limits to freedom of 'mate: selectlon, beyond those estabhshed by
socially-sanctioned :rules of endogamy and exogamy; areiset by what may be-
a general human tendency towards homogamy-+that is, for bride and-groom
to share many; if from-society’s point of.view slighter; physical, psychological
and- sociological characteristics. In other words, like tends to'marry like even
in matters where no specific social regulation may-exist.. Thus, J. N. Spuhler,
in a summary article, lists fiftéen characteristics ranging from: stature, .eye-
colour and weight, to neurotic tendency, intelligence .and. years: of ‘education,
that show a significant degree of correlation between husband.and wife.r One
must suppose, ther efore, that even in COl’ldlthIlS of comparatlve freedom from

3

"Rcaders unfamlhar w1th these terms may welcome thelr dcﬁmtlon Endagam_y is, thc rule enjoining
marriage within a specified social group; exogamy is the rule ‘prohibiting marriage within'a spec1ﬁed
group Sec Notes and Queries on Anthropology, 6th edition, London, 1951, pp- 11551 16, .t

. N. Spuhler, “Physical anthropology and:demography”, in.-P..M; Hauser and 0. D Duncan -
(eds.), The Study of Population, Chicago, 1959, Table 67, p. 736 . '




st 1. .. SOCIAL STATUS,IN DUBLIN;... ., I
overt social control, mate selection is, not a process whose resolution is-entirely .
dependent upon 1nd1v1dua1 1dJosyncrasy, or,rather, what, may . seem .idio-,
syncrasy in the individual case produces. patterns of preference that, in:varying
degrees, are endogamlc in thelr: effect; and it is noticeable, that many of the
characteristics in terms of which homogamy occurs’ (though .not-all. of them)
are fairly: closely assocnated w:lth ;social class or social status. To the.degree.
that, this. association persists, it may be. argued, the greater;the significance
attachmg to. ev1dence .of class or status.endogamy, such as that to.which we.
DOW BUINY, - o o N

el 2 . T T R
T - . DR Lo : . e 1 ] 3 N
I , ,

: -
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Durmg the Tate sprmg and early summer of 11968 we undertook a, survey
of the Dublin population, whose purpose was prlmarlly that of studying the
incidence and the processes of social mobility in the city. A sample, of all
male residents of the urban ‘areéa‘of the City and County of Dublin aged 21
years and over, was drawn from the currently revised .Electoral Rolls,:A total
of 2,540 men was interviewed. In so far as the charactemstxcs of this sample
were open’ to’ checkmg agalnst Census returns' it appeared Satlsfactorlly, if
not entirely, representatwe of the populatlon from whlch 1t was drawn. We
obtained, for example, a very reasonable fit:when comparing:the sample age
distribution with that obtained from the 1966' Census of* Dublin and Dun
Laoghaire. However, the distribution by marital status, which more partic-
ularly concerns us in the present context, gave less cause for satisfaction. The
proportion single obtained from>the sample (16-2 per cent) was significantly
below:that derived from the Census of 1966 (24 per cent).. The likely sources
of this loss  were various: ‘that young unmarried ‘men failed to register as
¢lectors; that institutions, army 'barracks, garda stations, and like possible!
concentrations of bachelors, were excluded from the sampling frame; and
above all that unmarried mén were more likely to be: out of ‘the house when'
an interviewer called upon them. But if the representativeness of the sample:
as a whole was thus reéndered: imperfect, that portion of it, composed of married
men, with which we deal in the present paper was less likely to be affected. In a’
significant sense, indeed, for ‘a given size ‘of sample under-represéntation:.of'
the single has the unsought, ‘but not unwelcome, advantage-that it provides'
an ampler statistical basis wheh we come to 'a discussion of the ' married, whose’
total is consequently greater. It is possible that the final sample of married
men was subject to some undetermined form. of bias by a. tendency for sub--
stitutes taken for non-contacted single pérsons' (in order to) mamtam ﬁnal

ot
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sample size) themselves to bé married. How blas from this source mlght have’
operated upon the married - sub-sample. is ‘niot -easy’ to’ ascertain, however;
and we have no spécific reason to fear that the sub—sample is- not adequately'
representative of adult ‘married males-in Dubhn. SR ’
‘In what follows, otir main analytic variablé,’ as in‘the main study froin which’
our data were derived,’ was that of social status. This was détermined by‘meahs’
of a status-rankmg of occupations along lines familiar ‘from many earher
studies. Information was obtained’ from subjects 4s to* their - currert main
gainful occupation (or, in the case of one who was retired or unemployed, his
last main occupation). Similar information was obtained about the subject’s
father: his present or last occupation, and his occupation at the time of his
son’s marriage. In addition, we inquired as to the occupation of the subject’s
father-in-law at the same period. These occupatlonal data were then translated
into terms of social status by means of the Hall-Jones scale, wh1ch marshals
them into a seven-fold clas31ﬁcat10n of status thus‘ el '

i L

Statz)s C’afegdr_y , J” p » . " Occupatzonal Group.r B

1 (highest) - Profcssmnally qualified and high admlmstratlvc et

2 . "1 " Managerial and executive. - . .

I . Inspectional, supervisory and other, hlgh-grade non-manual

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

5 "+ "Skilled ' manual and’ routine grades of non-manual X Coa

6 - Semi-skilled manual..’ . RETEEE

v i, Unskilled manual. - Ll e
We' assumed that,- as a: key to the;pf,oblem of marriage. between. persons: of;
differing social status, the most significant:data”were  those relating to:the
status of father and father-in-law .4t the time of the subject’s: marriage. We,’
therefore, examined the status origin.of bride and.groom’ (or inherited status),
largely neglecting a subject’s’acquired: status where; this. differed from that,
of his father. There -were two reasons for this. As far as.the groom was concerned,:
it séemed. unlikely. that.the status he had acquired.by the time.of his marriage
through his own employment would be, in most: cases,as socially relevant to
that event as his family :origin. The first. employment of more than half our
sample was of a status lower than that inherited,, though:many were to attain.
higher status.in the course of time.® Brides;.in common with other unmarried.
women, were-assumed to be-dependent for their:social. status upon-that of
their father: only in recent times have women been regarded . 1ncreasmg1y as.

b,

SCf. B! Hutchmson, Social Status and Inter—gerwratwnal Soczal Mobzlzgy in Dublm, Dublm, Economxc and’
Social Research Institute, 1969, Paper No. 48, where somé. further éomment on samplmg, and on- thc‘
means of detcrmmmg social Status, w1lI be found

‘See below; pp. 63-64.

R P S S Y PR
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capable of establishing independent status. To both assumptions on which
our procedure was based exceptions are manifest; but the general rule remains.
We therefore regarded as homogamous those marriages where father and
father-in-law weré of equal social status; as heterogamous where these were
different.

Fathers and fathers-in-law” were two samples drawn from a population
composed of all fathers Their distribution by social status, therefore, should be
closely similar, as' Table 1 confirms. Neithér differs greatly from the status
distribution of the total sample (i.e., 1nclud1ng the fathers of single men). This
evidence is particularly welcome in that it shows that sample bias (in respect of
social status) was not introduced through the necessity of discarding a number
of married subjects because of incomplete data.® In effect, therefore, Table 1
may be. interpreted as.a picture of 1,233 grooms, together with an equal

TABLE 1: Percentage distribution of fathers and fathers-in-law by social status category,
. : compared with that for the total sample . ,

. Status Fath'ers of-  Fathers-in-law-of = Fathers of all subjects, -

, category . -, grooms, ..  grooms married and single . .,
I '(liighé's;t)'g T T 28 -
2 o 3-8 o 4~4 R : 49
. 79 o 86
4 '16~2 o 17 I L . I70 .
5 ' 36:3. - 369 ‘ 356
6 - / i2-1 . T12'9 ¢ ' 12-2

7 DRNIE -3 £ SR .. 195 . 189
,'N;(Iolcx"%)t =, I.>233 - ‘ AI,233 - 2,460
‘Mean status: 50 °~ 50 - ' ‘49

Median: 45 : 45 : 45

number of brides of identical social origins. Table 2 shows us what happened at
marrlage 'Had liké invariably married hke, and ‘social class endogamy thus
made complete, only the diagonal cells of this table would have been filled, the
rest remalmng émpty. This is, ‘of course, far from being the case. The diagonal
ratio (that is, the percentage of couples who ‘wete of the same status origin)
was9 no greater thar 37°5. The apparent 1nc1dence of class endogamy suggested

i

7Unless otherwise stated in this, paper these relatlonshlps are umformly as seen, from the husband’s
viewpoint.

8The sample contained 2,129 married men. This total was éffectively reduced to 1,233 by ©
answers” to questions referring to the previous occupations of father and father-in-law, largely because
of the subject s ignorance of, rather ‘than a disinclination to provide, the relevant information.

9Tt will be evident to the reader that the size of the diagonal ratio, as of the individual diagonal
percentages, is heavily dependent upon the number of categories employed. See below, p..37-39.
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TABLE 2 Social Status origin of brides and grooms at marriage ( pgrgé(thges )

}

Bride’s . ‘ " Groom’s status category' ™" " o CAll e Tndex rof

status’ e - : — ~———~ . brides’:. " association ;'
category I 2 3 4 5 6 7 SRS

X 387 106" 41 15 og i oy 24 " 1646
2 16172987 g3 70 180Ty’ 08 gt 680
3 - 161 128 - 247 80. 60.. 07 . .1:9.; ;68 . i 3631,
4 226- 31092609 . 325 152 94 . 61 .171 v, 190
5 (65 128 278 ‘340 451 436 326 ' 369 ' 1

6 = 31’ 1I‘0 143'215‘146*!I29“f' :
vi — 2T 41 60 167 1235 43615 1ge5 s (v t2e
N (100%) = 31 " 47" 97 200 448 149 261 1,238 246

P . \ 3 YIRS N o T
AV e Dy s MR s ey (0 ot

by this figure varies according to the groom’s statiis; s may be seen, from as
low as 21-5 among men of category 6 origin; to as high as 45:1 among those
from category 5. Miuch weight cannot be given to.these variations,-however,
whose source lies partly in the'overall distribution according to social ‘status.
This may be illustrated by an example Of all brides in the sample, 36°9 per.cent
originated in category 5. Had men of the same origin selected their brides on a
purely random basis, therefore;’ the same proportxon of their wives must have
45°1 per cent—not greatly above that expected. The ratios of expectat1on to
observation,: or indices of association, were therefore calculated for each
status category; and their range of values makes Jnore évident, and more
reliable, class differences in the endogamous tendenmes hinted at by the
diagonal percentages. From the: calculated indices  class endogamy.uappears
greatest in the two highest status categories, 1 and 2, followed at.some distance
maintained, is less notlceable ‘There is.a not . uncommon reappearance of
greater homogeneity among those of lowest, somal status (category 7. Indeed
the pattern of indices of association between status of brlde and groom follows
lines that are similar to those. earlier laid down for mter-generauonal moblhty ,1°
and in combination the two.sets of mdlces mdlcate a high degree of status
maintenance through employment and mtermarnage at the highest levels of
the hierarchy, echoed, though less emphatically, among’ those of* lowest soc1a1
status and least economic privilege. o

These, of course, are relatlve values 1n fact nearly two-thlrds of our husbands

10See B. vHutchin'son, a/). o_it.’,‘ Table 25, p.-20. , S ‘l; ek o a.f' E
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had wives originating in a status level different from their own. This pro-
portion was capable of variation from one status category to another, as Table g
shows us; but these variations are less noteworthy than those associated with-
direction of movement. It was evident that whether a man took a wife from a
level of status above his own seemed to depend partly upon-his own origin, to
the extent that the likelihood of this happening was inversely related to the
groom’s own social status. The lower a man’s social origins, the more likely
that he marry “upwards”. The differences involved are quite large: brides of
men at the bottom of the status hierarchy were approximately five times

TABLE 3: Percentage of grooms whose brides were of equal, or different, status origin, related to.
status origin of groom

Relative status of bride

Status origin - N
of groom Higher T . Same Lower . (100%)
1 — 387 61-3 31
2 10-6 , 298 | : 89-6 , 47
3 134 247 9 97
4 165 32'5 510 200
5 23'9 451 - 31°0 . 448
6 550 21°5 235 ) 149
7 563 437 — 261

Total 314 - 375" 31°1 © 1,233

as likely to be above them in status origin than were those of men towards the
top. Marriages “downwards’ seem to have been less affected by the converse
relationship, a falling-off in the rate of such marriages becoming emphatic only
amongst grooms originating in category 5 and below. Even so, a man at the top
of the hierarchy was nearly three times as likely as his counterpart at the
bottorm (or near the bottom) to marry downwards. To some extent these
phenomena can be discounted, on merely statistical grounds, in terms of
opportunity.** It is obvious that if the population were equally divided between
the seven status categories, the man at the bottom of the hierarchy would have
more potential brides of status higher than his own than his colleague towards
the top of it; and conversely. Other things being equal, therefore, the lower a
man’s status, the more it would be possible for him to marry upwards. This is
simple enough. The matter is raised to a greater level of complexity, however, by

110One aspect of this problem has been treated mathematically by L. Henry, “Schémas de nuptialité(:
deséquilibre des sexes et celibat”, Population, Vol. 24, mai-juin, 1969, pp. 457-486; and more recently

by D. McFarland, “Effects of group size on the availability of marriage partners”. Demography, Vol.
7, November, 1970, pp. 411415,
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the fact that a distribution of the population according to.its social status is;
roughly pyramidal in shape. In other words, the higher the status category, the
smaller in terms of total membership.!? As one ascends the status hierarchy -of
men, therefore, one sees the possibility of a man’s marrying upwards decreasing
not only by the fact that the number of status categories higher than his own
become fewer, but also by reason of their progressive reduction.in size. Where
marriage downwards is concerned, matters arrange themselves conversely;
but, once: again, not simply.:As before, a ‘man’s position on the hierarchy
would dictate (if all status. categories were of equal size) the possibility of
finding a bride of lower status than himself: the lower his own status, the
smaller the possibility. - However, a population distribution by status viewed in
terms of downward movement becomes an ‘iniverted pyramid. In consequence,
the lower down the status hierarchy a wife is sought, the greater the theoretical
choice becomes; and it may be that the personal preferences of men from
higher (and smaller) status categories can sometimes only be met by a search
outside the limited resources of their own class. Much also depends upon the
relationship between ‘the varying size of the status categories and.the pro-
portion in each category that marries upwards. If we'assume (for the sake of its
illustrative value) the. unlikely case that 10 per cent of all grooms originating
in category 7 found brides for themselves at the top of the hierarchy, in category
1, then approximately 85 per cent of grooms born in category 1 would fail to
find a wife of their own status, and would be obliged, if they married at all, to
marry downwards. In other words, the pyramidal shape of the status dis-
tribution is such that a relatively small proportion of upward marriages from the
large low-status categories forces a heavy proportional incidence of downward
marriage from the upper reaches of the hierarchy. As may be readily computed
from Table 3, in the marginal case it is necessary for only 16+5 per cent.of
grooms in c¢ategories' 4—7 ‘combined to find" their * brides exclusively from
categories 1—g for it to become impossible (in the absence of a large reservoir of
single women)® for men at these higher levels to find wives at all, except from
the four lower categories. Thus, in .common with other forms of status mobility,
the extent of class exogamy is limited, even before other forces come into play,
by the very structure of the society in which it takes place. -

As so often happens, however, the reality of social life is less dramatic than

12In some societies this relationship has been somewhat diluted by a i)rogressive diminution in the
relative size of the lowest status category as unskilled occupations have become less common. This
has already happened in the United Kingdom, and the beginning of the process is visible in Dublin:
see Hutchinson, ibid., p. 5. ) i ' o ,
"+ 18That is, on the assumption that the total number of women marrying in each category remains
unchanged. In the marginal case suggested it is of course possible that men in the highest status
.categories might ransack their. own class for -women who would have otherwise remained single,
‘with a view to mitigating the effect of the situation we have described. On the other hand, such a

search, if successful; would reduce the charces of miarriage for women in the four lowest status
categories.
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abstract analysis may lead us to expect. It was very rare indeed in Dublin for a
man to take a wife from a status category as many as six positions above his
own—that is, from the other extreme of the hierarchy. Indeed, in less than
4 per cent of male upward marriages was the bride drawn from a status
category more than three positions away from that of the groom. Among
downward marriages the proportion was even less. As we may see from Table 4,
the mean “distance”, in terms of social status, between bride and groom was
only slightly more than one and a half categories, whether the groom was
marrying up or down; and in either case half these grooms had found their
brides in categories only one remove from their own. Mean ‘“distance’ proved
to be related to the groom’s status origin, so that (among upward marriages) the
lower his status the further removed, on average, was that, of his wife; and
conversely among downward marriages. There is some suggestion, though of
dubious statistical significance, that men whose origin lay at higher levels of
status yet who married “beneath’ them; selected their brides from a level
more removed from their own, compared with their counterparts marrying
“upwards” from lower status origins. These tended to select a bride from a level
somewhat nearer their own. In the absence of an obvious sociological cir-
cumstance that could be held to account for such a difference (assuming it a
reliable one), we find ourselves seeking an explanation in terms of the varying
availability of single women. It is possible, that is to say, that men of higher
status find their choice of bride constrained by the small absolute size of the
status category adjacent to their own, thus obliging them to extend the search
to lower, but more populous, strata. But to consider the matter in terms of such
a possibility in some measure prejudges the class endogamy issue. If mate
selection were entirely unaffected by considerations of class or social status,
brides selected by grooms of any given status origin would be distributed
randomly over the status hierarchy, other things being equal. In such a case,
observed mean ‘‘distances’ in terms of the number of status categorieé separat-
ing man and wife would equal expected distances expressed in terms of the
opportunities open to a man of a given status. Expressing this in more concrete
terms, we may say that, from the viewpoint of a single man at a given position
on the hierarchy of status, single women are distributed about him on the same
hierarchy at a calculable mean distance from himself. If we, for the moment,
assume mate selection to be unrelated to social status, then for any given male
status category the theoretical mean distance must equal the observed mean
distance between bride and groom. But we know that mate selection is not
independent of status considerations. Any discrepancies between theoretical and
observed means can, therefore, be regarded as a rough measure of the influence
of status in mate selection, weighted for variations in availability.

In Table 4 the expected “mean social distance”, computed for each male
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TaBLE 4: Glass-exogamous male marriages: number of stalus categories separating bride and
groom, related to direction of exogamous choice (percentages)

Father's Men marrying UPWARDS

status at - -
informant’s Number of status categories N (a) &) (a)
marriage (100 %) Obs. Exp. . -—
1.2 3 .4 5 6, . mean ' mean . -(b)
1 —_— —_— —_— — _ — — J— — J—
2 100 —_ —_ = = = 5 I'00 100 I-00
3 692 308 — — — — 13. 131 I'35 097
4 485 424 91 — — — 33, 16r 167 o096
5 636 252 75 37 — — 107 1’51 173 . 087
6 79'g 171 12 24 — @— 82 1-27 179 071
7 259 578 109 34 T4 07 147 199 2'50 o080
All: , 5I'9g 372 72 28 o5 03 387 ‘ 1-64 '
Father’s - . Men marrying DO WNWARDS-.
status at
informant’s Number of status categories N (@) (&) (9
marriage I 2 3 4 5 6 (1009%) Obs. Exp. —
- mean ‘mean . (b)
g 26:3 263 68 105 — — 19 . 2:32 408 057
2 2i4 536 214 — 36 — 28 211 344 061
3 43’3 450 50 67 — — 6o 175 2°40 073
4 667 =216 11:8. — — — 102 145 175 083
5 460 540 — —_ — — 139 I'54 160 096
6 10000 — — _ = — 35 1|00 100 100
7 - —_— g — — — — — —_— — — —_—
All: 533 376 73 16 o3 — 383 158

status category, and for each direction of marriage (upward and downward),
was calculated on the basis of the distribution, by status origin, of all married
women. We may illustrate this with an example. A man originating in category
2 who married upward had only one status category above him. The mean
“distance”, therefore, between his own and any future bride’s status was one
status category. But had he married downward he would have found five
status categories below him; and the mean distance between himself and a
potential bride (weighting by size of category) would have been 3.4 status
categories. There then arose the question of the relationship that the expected
values of the mean bore to the observed values. It seemed reasonable to argue
that, the more they differed, the greater the obstacle to unconstrained mate
selection set up by differences in social status. We therefore computed the
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observed-expected ratios, and these are set out in the final column of Table 4,
values less than unity indicating that average differences of status between
bride and groom had been influenced by factors other than availability—in
other words, that mate selection had not been random in terms of relative
social status. ‘

Turning first to an examination of men who married upwards, we see that,
as far down the status hierarchy as category 4, the mean observed ““distance”
between bride and groom virtually coincided with expectation; and category
5 thereafter diverged very little from it. Below these levels, however, upward
marriages took place with women of a mean status closer to that of the men—
closer, that is, than the overall distribution ¢f women would lead us to expect.
Unlike other men, those from categories 6 and 7 (and, to a minor degree,
those from category 5) failed to obtain their due proportion of wives from more
distant status levels. A similar picture, with the terms reversed, is discernible
among male downward marriages. Categories 5 and 6 showed a close relation-
ship between observed and expected mean distance; and thereafter the ratio
declined until, at the top of the male hierarchy, it had fallen ‘to 0+6, slightly
below the corresponding extreme among upward marriages (0+9).

In short, then, the position appeared to be that status *distance” separating
bride and groom was inversely related to the groom’s own status origin: the
more extreme his position (at the top of the hierarchy if he were marrying
down, at the bottom if marrying up) the further he might move to find a wife.
Nevertheless it seemed that constraint was felt particularly (but not exclusively)
at these extremes of the hierarchy, since their members failed, despite the
theoretical possibility of it, to obtain as often as statistically they should have
done, wives from status positions very remote from themselves. In other words,
where very large status differences between bride and groom were not involved,
barriers to inter-marriage were less important. Where the differences were
large, class barriers were sufficiently high as to ensure that the statistically-
expected number of exogamous unions did not take place. Such barriers seem
to have been more formidable where men were marrying downwards; some-
what less so if marrying upwards. Our further analysis, therefore, suggested
that availability of potential brides did not, after all, significantly affect
“distance’ between bride and groom, since mean distance fell short (though in
varying degrees) of that theoretically possible at all but a few male status levels.
Free choice in mate selection was constrained, not by the pyramidal shape of the
overall status distribution of single women, but by barriers set up, quite
simply, by differences in social status themselves.

'The oblique approach offered by the method we have used is not wholly
satisfactory, however. It was preferable to make use of a single measure: of
homogamy in whose computation various statistical constraints we have
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mentioned aré taken into account. Such a measure is offered by Gini’s index of
homogamy. In the computation of this index™ it is necessary, as a preliminary,
to reduce the data to a series of dichotomous classifications; and on this basis to
prepare 2 X 2 contingency tables in which the groom’s characteristic is related to
that of the bride. The index is the quotient of the difference between the
products of pairs of homogamous cells, over the square root of the product of the
marginal totals. With a theoretical range of —r1'to 1, the value of the index
shows degree of heterogamy (in the negative case), independence (zero) or
homoganiy (positive). Thus, as the value approaches zero from eithér the
positive or the negative extreme, so choicé of ‘marriage partner is increasingly
independent of the factor (m the present case, relatlve somal status) under
cxamination. : ,

‘We computed the indices of homogamy for each of the seven categories of
social status (Table 5) in our sample of 1,233 couples chi- square in each ‘case
being significant beyond the o-o1 level. In no status category was the degree
of homogamy suggested by the index particularly high (for purposes of coms
parison it may be remarked that values of 0-8 and above were not uncommon in
a study of cthnic endogamy’in urban: Brazil)®—that ‘is, when we consider
marr 1age from a given status level w1th an md1v1dual of argy other status As we

tyeo T

TABLE 52 Indzces qf homogam_y, related to status origin qf mdwzdual

Status category - ¢ Index of
of origin. " ¢ P - homogamy .. -

. 0385 :
0247 "’

. '0°208 .
0180
0128
0095
.o~315 i

CNLOUT W B

N— 1,233. Chi square significant at the oo1 level in each case.

, “Cf. Bertram Hutchmson, “Some evidence related to matnmomal selectlon ancl 1mm1grant ass1m11a-
tion in Brazil”, Population Studies, xi, November, 1957, where extensive use is made of the index of
Jhomogamy. Reference is made in this article to earlier applications of the index, by F.-Savorgnan,
to marriage data from Buenos Aires and Boston, Massachusetts, Savorgnan in turn mentions the
statistical derivation of the index to.be found in the work of C. Gini-and C. V. L. Charlier, L. Livi,
Elementi di Statistica, Padua, 1948, pp. 344350, also refers to it. However, the index is merely a special
‘application of the phi coefficient, or the Yule ¢: see J. P. Guilford, Fundamental Statistics in Psychology
and Fducation, New York, 1956, pp. 311-315. It is worth noting that x*=Ng¢? C.'A. Price and ]J.

Zubrzycki discuss the index of homogamy in “The use of intermarriage statistics as an index of .

assimilation”, Population Studies, xvi, July, 1962; and L. Broom and F. Lancaster Jones at the Australian
National Umversnty, Canberra, are currently experimenting with its application to Australian marriage
statistics.

* 158, Hutchinson, tbid., pp. 152-153.
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shall see later, homogamy became more noticeable when ‘intermarriage was
related 10 specific single status levels. Here, as Table 5 shows us, homogary is
greatest at the extremes of the hierarchy—those born at the top-or the bottom
were more likely than anyone else to find a mate from within their own class.
Yet its incidence, as indicated by indéx -values of 0:30-0-40, remains un-
remarkable, though significant. If we look at the general pattern it is evident
that from category 1 down to, and including, category 6, homogamy decreased
regularly with declining status. Only the lowest, category 4, breaks the sequence.
In other words, with this exception, the lower a man’s status origin the more
likely he was to take a wife of status differing from his own; and indeed mate
selection among those originating in category 6 (with an index value of 0+095)
approached independence of status considerations altogether. This generalisa-
tion again resembles the pattern of indices of association evident in inter-
generational social mobility, to which we have already drawn attention, with
the modification that level of class self-recruitment showed: signs of rising at
category 6, one status category earlier than the counterpart on the range of

indices of homogamy.
As with social mobility- generally, one of the chief barriers to class inter-
marriage was that presented by the boundary- separating manual, from non-
manual occupations (although it was by no means insuperable). If we collapse
our seven categories of status to two, approximately equivalent to a manual/
non-manual dichotomy, the picture is that suggestéd by Table 6.
Approximately two men out of three, if they were of non-manual origin,
married within their own class. This Was a somewhat smaller proportion than
the equivalent among ‘those of manual origin, four-fifths of whose marriages

1

‘TABLE 6: Social status. origin of brides and grooms at marriage: the manual/non-manual
dichotomy (percentages)

Origin of groom

Origin of bride N (100%)
Non-manual © Manual - '

60-8 - 392 378
Non-manual 61-3 172 -
. 10 . ‘830 . 855
Manual 387 82:8 o
N (100%) 375 858 . © 1,233

Diagonal Ratio: 76-2. Index of homogamy: 0-44. . .
- Chi square significant beyond the 0-001 level. C=+40 (max. -866).
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were class-endogamous. As the diagonal ratio shows, some three-quarters of all
marriages were endogamdus on the basis of the manual/non-manual dicho-
tomy; and the index of homogamy reaches the highest value, (0-440) we have so
far encountered in the present analysis.Nevertheless, the position was less rigid
than mlght be expected, for although class endogamy estimated on this basis
was high in comparison with what we saw earlier, considerable residual
intermarriage occurred. On the other hand as our data on ‘“‘distance” between
bride and groom tend to confirm (as becomes more evident later), much of the
intermarriage took place at the boundary of the two classes, high-level manuals
marrying low-level non-manuals. A relatively small. proportion was accounted
for by marriages between persons occupymg pos1t10ns very remote from each
other. : AT .
Something of the relat10nsh1p emstmg betwcen class exogamy and soc1al
mobility generally began to emerge when we related indices of homogamy to the
husband’s mobility history. (Table 7). For this purpose, as- before, we deﬁned

TABLE 7 Indzces qf Izomogamy, related to /zuxband’s soozal mabzlzéy Iustory

" Husband’s' Husband’s present status relatwe to that qf lzzs '
Status category of = i ..o father - T L
origin. =~ —— —_—— —— All
: _Higher‘ o Same - Lower - /zusbands ‘
¢ oo = . . .o6or* - 0028 0-385*:7
2 f.0019 . Oxxg*c L 0420% 0 oraq7*
3 orrf. 1 o161*  ogge* . owoB*
4 0'183% . oapg* T oogr ' Torx8o* 7
5 —or058 0-213* . o1p2* 0-128%
6 - o072 .. .. 0137%. .. o00b7 .. .~ 00095*%
7 o-389* .. ogbg* .. — - 0°315*
N: : T 422 " 5oI o g0’ 1,233

*Chi square ;igx{iﬁcant Beyond the 0.-0_71> level.

T s s Y s 5 0025 5 .
class exogamy on the basis of differences i in the soc1a1 status of the husband’s
father and father-in-law at the time of the marriage. In estimating a man’s
mobility history up to the time he was  intérviewed in the course of the survey,
we compared his current social status with that of his father during the course
of the greater part of the latter’s working life. In Table 7 our sample of married
men are classified according to whether they had malntalned paternal status,
moved above, or fallen below it; and cross- clas51ﬁed accordmg to. paternal
status at the time of the. subject’s marriage (i.c.; the latter’s status orlgm)
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The indices of homogamy related to'this classification-provided in this way
some evidence of the inter-relatedness of class exogamy and general 'social
mobility. .

In interpreting Table 7 it is useful to regard as a basis of comparison those
men without a history of social mobility, indices of homogamy for whom appear
in the central column. We may then put the question: are men of equivalent
status origin more prone to select a- wife of a status differing from their own
—do they, in short, display greater class exogamy—if they are socially mobile
than if they merely maintain their paternal status? Is there evidence to support
the view that class exogamy is a common accompaniment, perhaps also in
some circumstances a means of furthefing, more general social mobility
(what may be called the “boss’s daughter* syndrome”)? The pattern suggested
by the indices set out in Table 7 offers an affirmative answer. With exceptioris
(to which we shall turn in a moment) indices of homogamy were higher among
men without a history of social mobility than they were among men who,
though of equivalent origin, moved away from their inherited status level.
This remained true whether they gained or lost status. Although in general the
differences are not large, they are consistent enough to make the tendency
appear a real one. Notable exceptions to the trend, however, occur in categories
2 and g of the status origin hierarchy. It will be noticed that, in these categories,
men who had descended to positions below their father’s social status wére
more prone to class endogamy if we compare them to-men of similar origin
who had retained their inherited status. The differences here are large enough
to suggest ‘that they reflect some social phenomenon ‘whose effect is felt par-
ticularly by these two status categones As to what it mlght be we can do little
more than conjécture.

It is plausible to suppose that special age and educational circumstances
impinge on the status categories in question. Both categories contain, relatively
to other categories (with the exception of category 1), a-high proportion .of
technical and professional occupations: which assume lengthy vocational
training. But professional qualification may not immediately lead to an
occupation of status equal to that of the subject’s father, even if it may ulti-

mately do so: a young, newly-qualified’ man may expect, to. step down a
category or two at.the outset of his career. Yet in view of the tendency, which
we sball see, towards- educational endogamy, and the subject’s reasonable
expectation (and the expectation of others) of rebounding, with the passage of
time, to his former social status or above it, he may well successfully seek a
wife from the status level at which he was brought up. A frequent repetition
of such events will increase the homogary rate among men recorded, in
terms of occupational mobility, as downward mobile. In so doing it must
simultaneously reduce the numbers-of the homogamous among those retaining
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their inherited status: and the relatively low values of the. indices for these
groups seem consistent with the hypothesis. For a given pair of generations,. of -
course, the position of categories 2 and g will be a temporary one: sons later
returmng to paternal status levels with their wives will increase the value of the
index in the “same” column, while reducing it in the- “down”. But in the

population generally, paternal mortality, combined with a renewed outflow of -

newly-qualified third generation sons, will tend to its perpetuation.’
The exceptions to the general pattern of indices in: Table 7, then, may ina .
sense serve only to reinforce our conclusion that class exogamy is significantly
interwoven with general social mobility: a conclusion, however, that does little |
more than lend systematic support to a familiar community belief. Marginal
in novelty as the conclusion itself may be, our data provide us with a useful
quantitative estimate of the frequency with which social ambitions are furthered
(or accompanied) by judicious marriage—or with which the unambitious seal,
or symbolise; their fate through the neglect of this possible means of social -
promotion. The percentages of Table 8, while more generalised than the indices
of the preceding table, present the quantltatlve plcture in part1cu1arly striking
terms. The diagonal nearly half the
sample of men followed in their personal mobility history the events of mate
selection. The socially static tended to marry women of their own origin, social
ascenders to marry “above”, and social descenders ‘‘beneath’, themselves.
Half the social ascenders married women of a status origin higher than their
own; only one in eight married beneath them. In sharp contrast, slightly more
than half the descenders took wives of status origin lower than their own;
only a fifth married upwards. Among the socially static who did not take a wife
from the same level as themselves, choice fell almost equally between wives
of higher or lower status. , :

TaBLE 8: Relative social status of groom ’s father-in-law, related to groom’s subsequent mobzlzty
hzstozy ( percentages )

" Groom’s mobility history

Relative stafusof . , o
JSather-in-law Ascender Static Descénder - All grooms

Higher than groom 490 . “27-8_, B £ 3 AR} O

Same as groom - 320" 447 " 836 37'5

Lower than groom 19°0 275 532 o 3rt
N (100%) e 501 ‘310 1,233

Chi square significant beyond o-0o1 level, C=34 (max. *913).. .
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We must now retrace our steps somewhat in order to look in more detail at
our earlier evidence of class endogamy. In Table 5 we saw indices of homo-
gamy relating to marriage to a spouse originating from any category of status
other than the subject’s own. We must now examine homogamy between
specific pairs of status categories. For example, it may be that men originating in
category 2 were less inclined to select' a mate from category g, compared with
the inclination of men from category 3 to marry ‘““into” the equally adjacent
(for them) category 4. Such variations could mean that, although overall
homogamy might be relatively low, there might be special circumstances in
which it reached a much higher level—homogamy varying, that is, not only
in relation to the subject’s own origin, but also in relation to that of potential
mates. We have already seen something of this in our discussion of ‘“‘social
distance” separating man and wife. Table g takes the matter a step further by
providing a matrix of indices of homogamy that relate in turn the subject’s
status origin to each status category other than his own. In other words,
each value of the index shows the strength of an individual’s preference for a
spouse of the same origin as himself when the alternative is a spouse selected
from one other single specified status category.

1

TaBLE 9: Indices of homogamy

Status origin

Status origin -
X 2 3 4 5 6 7

0443 0570 0643 0787 1000 095y

1
2 0418 0309 0634 0908 0891
3 0298 0353 0866 0804
4 0237 0429 0715
5 0-090*  0:304
6 0'225
7

All: 0385 0247 0208 0180 0128 0095 0315

*Chi square not significant at o-or level.

It is evident that the values of the indices, almost throughout the matrix, are
greater than those computed earlier (reappearing in Table g as marginal total
values). Values in excess of 0°40 are usual; those exceeding 080 are not un-
common, It seems, therefore, that our earlier analysis based upon Table g
mistakenly assumed a unitary view of exogamy that is now apparently belied by
the evidence of varying preferences. To a very considerable degree, of course,
such variations must be a function of social distance, for the index of homo-
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gamy increases steadily as the status of a.potential spouse becomes increasingly
remote from that of the subject. Thus, for an individual originating in ¢ategory
1, the value of the index.of homogamy. relative to-all other status.categories is
0+385. But in relation to persons originating in. category 5, the value. rises: to:
0+787; and it rises virtually to unity'in relation to-persons from positions lower
on the hierarchy. Among people born to. positions in the middle reaches.of the:
hierarchy (and who may be thought strategically placed to:seek a mate from
positions either above or below their own) the same principle applies, irre-~
spective of the direction we look: homogamy increases the greater the distance,
up or down from the subject’s own origin.-The more a potential spouse seems:
remote, from a status point of view, the more likely a man:or woman will in the:
end marry someone from his own level. The persistence of the relationship is
equally evident in the diagonals of the matrix, by whose means we imay compare:
“degrees of homogamy for socially equi-distant. pairs.of status categories:. As'
before, the values of the indices increase with social distance ; but we see‘also that
the values of the ‘index ‘tend: towards equahty for a glven soc1al d1stance
whatever the point of origin. ’ a4 T A
So that what immediately strikes us about Table gis the cumulatlve ev1dence
it provides that, in mate selection, it is social distance in status level terms that is
closely associatéd with class endogamy.. There is-a very substantial tendency for
‘a person occupying a status position more than two. categories removed-
from one’s own (whatever this may be) to be an unlikely choice as a spouse.
There are few indications of any more spec1ﬁc or caste-like, forms of discrimiina<
tion thr ough which certain assortative marriages are impossible or more than
usually d1scou1 aged, though there may be:a suggestlon of something of the sort
in the case of certain- mte1mar11age pairs. It is perhaps worth commentmg
briefly upon these. o
The intermarriage palrs in question (that is, pairs of status categones
between which marriage is theoretically possible) are composed of categories 1
and 2, 1 and 3, and 2 and 3. Subjects originating in category 1 appeared more
likely to display a preference for.a spouse. of their own origin when presented
with the alternative of marrying into categories 2 or 3; and those. originating
in category 2 more disinclined to marry into category g than is‘usual for social
distances of one or two categories. To this extent, therefore, the class endogamy
of ‘categories - 1 and ‘2 ‘appears to have been inflated beyond ‘the “‘riormal”
dimensions imposed by social distance alone’ (as measured by status categomes)
The other ‘special case; concertiing' the- 1ntermarr1age pair .comiposed of cate::
gories 5 and 6, differs from the pi eceding in that homogamy is virtually:absent:
Between these two categomes theres little significant barrier, whether of soc1al
distarice or of any other sort, to mtermarrmge—m other words, where marrlage
is concerned, the distinction between skilled and' semi-skilled is not- sharply
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drawn, if it is drawn at all (perhaps because semi-skill is popularly regarded
as an'apprenticeship to skill). But ‘these exceptions apart, the matrix shows
clearly that class endogamy increased directly with social: distance (rank-
difference correlation showed that p=0-'88). It does not tell us, however,
whether “distance” as such is the barrier, thus forming a caste-like system;
or if “distance” is an abstraction concealing the true sources of discrimination
which may lie, for example, in differences. of soc1a1 experience, education and
values.

We may first turn, then, to an examination of the relationship, if there is one,
between homogamy and birthplace. Are people prone to select a mate from a
birthplace similar in general character, or perhaps identical, to their own—
bearing in mind, in seeking an answer to this question, that such information as
we possess refers to a sample of adults now resident in Dublin, whether or not
their birthplace was elsewhere. It naturally seemed not unlikely that such.a
tendency existed; and Table 10.shows that.there is some statistical evidence for

TasLe 10: Groom’s birtﬁj)lace related to birthﬁlaoe of bride (percentages) .

Groom’s. birthplace.

Bride’s - e - All Index of
birthplace Dublin  Other = -~ brides  homogamy
large . Town  Village Couniryside
city
Dublin 797 419 379 304 24-8 64-5 0453
Other large o ‘
city 4°1 18-6 117 49 6-0 6-0 0-136
Town 65 137 282 1247 64 95 10217
Village, - 202 48 82 24°5 46 44 0227
Countryside 76 . 21°0 14°0 275 58-2 150 0410 °
N (100%,) 1,347 124 206 102 218 1,997*

Diagonal ratio: 65-3.
*Cf. footnote 8 above, p. 17. Because of fewcr non-responses to the present questions N=1,997.

v

it.~Overall similarity in birthplace, as indicated'by the diagonal ratio, was
considerable, two-thirds of our couples being-natives of similar areas of the
country. This is less evident in the indices of homogamy, which show us the
likelihood that persons of a given. birthplace chose a mate from within their
own ranks—and, by implication, of course, the likelihood that matés were
found outside them. None of the indices has -a high:value, and in only two-
cases does birthplace seem to exceed minor significance in' mate selection.
People who were born in the open countryside, on farms and the like, on the one
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hand; and people born in Dublin, on the other—at these extremes. of. the
rural-urban gamut, marriage partners. were more than usually found from
similar environments, the most rural and the most urban thus manifesting the
highest levels of homogamy. Butif, by and large, marriage was not unduly

influenced by unrefined considerations of birthplace, their impact seems to

grow more evident (Table 11) when we come to the considération of ‘more
specific cases—or, in other words, to the incidence of homogamy when alterna-
tives were spec1ﬁed The values of the indices now become notably greater than
most of those in Table 10; and there is considerable variation, for a postulated
individual contcmplatmg birthplace héeterogamy, in -the influence of local
origin on choice of mate. Generally speaking, the more remote in character
the birthplace of a potential mate from that of the subject himself, the less
likely marriage becomes: Judging from the indices, therefore, intermarriage has -
been least common (i.e., the level of homogamy was highest) between villagers
and natives of citics other than Dublin; and between the country-born-on the one
hand, and natives of country towns, or of Dublin on the other. Such results
are, of course, readily understood as the outcome of lack of propinquity; but
we are plobably mistaken in assummg the Whole explanatmn to he here

TAB;E 11: Indices of lzdrhogamy, related to birthplace

Birthplace
Other
v Aarge o g L
~ Birthplace ' Dublin - city _ Town  Village Country.” -
Dublin , 0253 . 0°842 . 0423 0559
Other large city, . , 0+272 - 0627 0420
Town A : S 0422 0592

Village . S - "ogbr.
Country L S

- Differences in life-styles and, more particularly, in education, associated with
birthplace may well be of equal, or perhaps greater, importance, expecially
where social mobility is involved. Moreover, the influénce of educational -
- background is likely to be profoundly affécted by the general tendency,-in

Ireland as elsewhere, for higher educational attamment to be typlcally accom-
panied by rural-urban migration. : TR , -

In our sample of 1,867 marriages for which we had. 1elevant 1nformat10n,‘
50 per cent of grooms had educational attainments similar to those of :their
brides, when we used (as we have done in Table 12) nine educational categorles
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The proportion varies, however, from one category to another quite re-
markably; and while part of this variation evidently arises from sampling error
(for some of the marginal totals are small) much remains after making allowance
for this. Among men who had received no education beyond the end of the
primary cycle, more than three-quarters married women of similar attain-
ments; but only slightly more than a third did the same if they had failed to
complete the primary course. Half the men who had reached the end of the
secondary cycle (but only a third of those who had given up before completing
it) married women of similar educational level. In contrast, a very small
proportion, about one in eight, of university graduates found wives of equal
attainments. '

It is not, however, merely personal choice that we see operating to produce
these variations: differences in availability were at least of equal significance.
Access to the several levels of education had differed between the sexes.’® More
men than women in our sample had had no formal education at all, or had
failed to complete the primary cycle. The same was true of technical, vocational
and university education, all of which were more common among men than

TaBLE 12: Groom’s educational level related to that of the bride (percentages)

Bride’s Groom’s educational level*
educational Total
level* 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7" 8
o — 06 — — — — — — — oI
1 — 388 50 28 19 19 oO04 — 7 65
2 — 466 87 535 449 351 140 74 14 499
3 — -~ 22 200 70 68 o5 g — o7 24
4 - "1 31 99 150 59 43 37 27 49
5 — 62 50 1977 150 356 236 222 264 147
6 — 45 60 70 155 210 504 593 480 188
7 - - or — — - 2 37 74 09
8 —_— - o1 — 10— 43 37 128 18
N (100%): Vi 178 466 71 207 205 258 27 148 1,867
Diagonal ratio: 49-9.
*o0: no formal education; 1: primary, incomplete; 2: primary, complete; g: technical and tional, in-
complete; 4: technical and tional, complete; 5: secondary, incomplete; 6: secondary, complete; 7:

university, incomplete; 8: university, complete.

1*The educational system and facility of access to it has undergone significant change during the
past 50 years. In so far as this has affected the general level of women’s education, the level of educa-
tional homogamy may be increasing. o
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women; yet secondary education, whether completed or not, was more usual

among women. Such differences alone-made parity of educational attainment
impossible for all couples, even had. they wished it. On the other hand, neither
were cducatlonally mixed marriages possible for a majority because (as we saw
in our discussion of class exogamy) opportunity for this becomes increasingly
attenuated as we -move towards: the. uppef levels.of educational attainment.
To take an extreme, but illustrative, example: of the 951 men whose schooling

went no further than .the primary level, only 40-could.have taken as wives
women with university education, for.that is all. there were (in fact, only two
men from this educational category claimed to have done so). A like discrepancy
was an evident obstacle to mixed marriages between men of primary-school
leyel and women of secondary level and above: 65:8 per cent of the men. fell
into the former, category; only 862 per cent of the women into the latter. In
short, therefore, differences between the; sexes.in access to formal education,
together ‘with differences in. the. size of the various educational categories;
themselves set insuperable limits to both, endogamy and exogamy based upon
educational considerations alone. - . e

Their effect is further demonstrated in the lower part of Table 13 (based
upon four educational categories, broader than those employed in Table 12)
where ‘the relevant matrix: of indices' of homogamy-is set ‘out: The plcture
suggested by this is by now familiar to us—the greater the-social or, as in this
case, the educational distance:separating two individuals, the less likely .was
marriage between them to occur. Homogamy was greatest among the uni-
versity—educated'if the alternative before them was intermarriage with those
of prlrnary, vocational or technical education. It was at its lowest, again
among the umvers1ty-educated in relation to mtermarnage with those of
secondary. education. But in general,\ as may be ‘seen, .intermarriage was not

infrequent: between persons of adjacent- educational ‘status: ‘it became less

common as educat10nal attainments- became more d1verse The indices_show,
nevertheless that of all educat10nal .categories . those- of primary level were
least inclined to take mates of education d1ﬁ'er1ng from their own (the general
index of homogamy for the category reaches 'a’ value of 0:568)—doubtless
partly from preference, but also because mates of different education were
simply’ not available for all membeis of this very ‘numerous category.

What relationship, then does educational intermarriage bear to that degree
of class exogamy on which we commented earlier? Do men. who, from the
viewpoint of their class origins, many above themselves tend, also to marry.
their educational superlors? Or do they offer compensation; ‘as it were; for

their social shortcomings in the form of higher educational attainments? Are-

men who socially ~marry “beneath” ‘them of lower’ educatlonal ‘attainment
than their péers? The answers to such’ questions may. reasonably be sought in
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a table relating status origin to éducational attainment for man and wife—that
might show, for example, some degree of identity (or the reverse) in social
status and educational levels. Such an analysis as that presented in Table 14,
however, does not entirely fulfil such expectations. Only 244 couples, or 21 per

TaABLE 13: Groom’s educational level related to that of the bride (percentages) based upon four
“educational categories; and indices of homogamy

Groom’s educational level

Bride’s
educational Technical
level Primary and Secondary University  Total
vocational
Priinary 84-1 49'3 24-4 2:9 56°5
Technical and
vocational 47 205 6-3 34 7'3
Secondary : 10°9 - 20°5 66-3 754 33'5
University .. 03 047 30 183 2+
N(i00%): ~  g5r” 278 463 175 . 1,867
Diagonal ratio: 64-1.
‘ Ina.'ice;“qf homogamy
: * Primary Vocational . Secondary University
Prlmary . ., 0814 0-619 0-898
Technical and vocatlonal o 0382 0-822
Secondary o T ' _ 0°245
All: o - , 0568 0211 0399 . 0°gII

Chi square significant throughout beyond the o-co1 level.
cent, showed identity on both counts, that of class origin and educational attain-
ment. But a much’ greater proportion (66+9 per cent) was matched on one or
other variable—was, that is to say, either of the same class origin or of the
same educational level-so that only a third of our couples manifested one or
other form of heterogamy When we turn to an examination of coincidence
in “direction” of movement where class or educational intermarriage occurred,
the. data suggest a definite; if not a marked ‘trend.: Men who were. of a social
origin inferior to that of their wives showed some tendency, on the other hand,
to surpass them in educational attainment. Conversely, men marrying down-
wards socially seemed somewhat more likely to be below their wives education-
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TABLE 14: Relative social status and relative educational aitainment (percentages)

2 Groom’s education relative to bride =
Groom’s social .

. Higher ~ Same - Lower Total .

origin relative to bride

Lower 357 . 312 29°5 31°6 -
28'4 . 502 264 367 5

Same - 36-1 41:2 DR800 869

- ~203 - 7 569 1. .. 228 429

Higher 28-2 276 - 407 31°5
o186 448~ - 3866 366 :

Total: 241 207 ) 592 ' 510 329 283 . '1_'.:-{‘ 1,162

Chi square significant beyond 0-001 level. C=-14 (max. -913). .

ally. These results lend some support to the supposition that in mate selection
social origin and educational attainment can be mutually compensating.
Relatively few husbands (7-4 per cent) married upwards in both the educational
and the class sense; and although the proportion who, in both senses, marrled
beneath them is greater (115 per cént), it remains small. Nor, perhaps, dare
such results surprising when we note that although for Table 14 chi-square
is significant beyond the o-oor level, the low value of the coefficient of con-
tingency (0-14) shows the overall relationship between relative class origin -
and relative educational attainment of man and wife to be after all quite slight,
almost negligible (though undeniably statistically significant). Moreover,
there was no significant difference in indices of homogamy related to educa-
tional attainment when these were calculated, respectlvely, for grooms whose
brides were of a higher, or a lower, social origin. In short, therefore, ther,c is
little in Table 14 to support the view that, in mate selection, identity or
diversity in social origin is normally accompanied by like or compensatory
features in educational level. : «

II

Our data have therefore revealed a number of significant variations in
the incidence of class and other forms of endogamy among the populatmn of
Dublin. In his study of Dubhn, Humphreys tells us:17 ' :

While artisan mothers are _]ust as determined -as their own mothers that a
daughter should not “marry beneath her”, today they are prevalently optimistic
about their daughtcr s chance of improving her social position by marriage, and
at the same time they are active in working towards that end. Where her own
parents judged a daughter s suitor on his character as indicated to a grca.t extent

174, J. ‘Humphreys, New Dubliners, London, 1966, pp: 168-g.
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by his family background and on his ability to provide her daughter the same
standard of living as their own, the artisan mother today prevalently desires the
suitor to be a lad with a higher occupational and social position, either actual
or potential, than her husband’s. Character is still a basic qualification for
eligibility, but of almost equal importance is class standing or opportunity . . .
daughters prevalently outstrip their mothers in their marital ambitions.

While it is hard to be certain of the weight to be given to this conclusion, and
even more difficult to know how far to extrapolate it to cover other sections
of the population, nevertheless we have seen that in only slightly over a third
of Dublin marriages were husband and wife of the same social origin. It has
to be emphasised, on the other hand, that the size of this proportion is in
part dependent upon the number of status groups that we distinguish—the
greater their number, evidently, the fewer marriages will appear endogamous—
with the result, for example, that when only manual and non-manual categories
were distinguished, the proportion of endogamous marriages rose to more
than 75 per cent. This is not to say that the more discriminatory classification
necessarily failed to reflect social reality, for this is an issue on which we
have little empirical data for Ireland; and it is a common observation that
class and status distinctions are very often popularly drawn with more care
and detailed discrimination than those usually employed (for practical reasons)
by a social investigator. But neither is the manual/non-manual dichotomy
an unreal one, for our data show that one of the bigger obstacles to class
intermarriage. was the barrier erected by this distinction. The fact is that
individual decisions on mate selection appear to have been affected by so
many considerations (whether acting directly, or at second or third remove
through the operation of personal preferences, it is impossible to say) that
overall rates of class endogamy and the like are quickly drained of meaning.
It is for this reason.that it appears possible to appeal to such global values
as witnesses to the seeming contradiction that class endogamy characterises
simultaneously a minority and a majority of the married population.
Reservations as to the value of overall proportions in the discussion of the
incidence of assortative mating also undermine our faith in attempts at the
estimation of the relative importance in mate selection of this factor or of
that—whether, for example, class differences are more influential than educa-
tional differences; and like comparisons. On the basis of our data it is a
simple matter to rank certain factors in the apparent order of their importance
in bringing about endogamous marriage. In Dublin about 66 per cent of
couples were natives of the “‘same” geographical environment: 50 per cent
were of the “same” ‘education; about g8 per cent were of the “same’ origin.
From such figures it seems natural to draw the conclusion that the importance
of these three factors should be ranked in the same order—birthplace being
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more 1nﬂuent1al than educatron, Wthh is in- turn more 51gn1ﬁcant than
class origin, in mate- selection.; But apart altogether from cons1derat1ons of
mutual - intercorrelation (evidently - ‘important. considerations .where these
specific variables are’ concerned), we are effecuvely prevented from drawing
such a conclusion by the difficulties’ posed by problems of classification. By
dropping the earlier (Table 12) distinction drawn between complete and
incomplete courses at each educatiorial level, the proportion of educatmnally
endogamous marriages is raised ' to 64 per cent (Table 13)-“a ‘proportion rot
significantly different, statlstlcally, from-the corresponding proportion relating
to birthplace. A more dlscrlmlnatory classification of birthplace than the -one
we have used can be expected to reduce the latter proportion to a level below
that for education, or eéven that -for social- origin.' It is“therefore apparent
that different classificatory conventions could well modlfy, or reverse, the
rank order: of i 1mportance that is- suggested by the first set of proportions we
cited. Nor is:it easy to imagine how this difficulty can be overcome, if com-
parisons of this sort are desired, except by the expedient-of -employing. equal
numbers of categories in the classification of all variables. This expedient, it
is true, would ensure that the number of marriages recorded as endogamous
would -not be affected d1ﬁ"erent1ally by merely’ procedural matters. However,
it would not ensure that we remained sufficiently in touch with a social reality
in which events might not‘be normally’ categorlsed in- this: eonvenlent way.18

If we are- precluded for the reasons we have mentioned; from reaching'a
conclusion on' the relative importance ‘of birthplace, éducation and-social
origin in determining the incidence of homogamy, it: remams true that a large
proportion of married couples in ‘Dublin: showed agreement on one or other,
oron a comb1nat1on, of these characterlstres But! wh1le class and other. forms
of homogaimous marrlage seemed on this 'basi§' common “enough, the weight
of its-incidence varied, as we have seen; from one category of the population
to another. Indeed; it is these group deTerences rather than doubtful estimates
of overall incidence that offer the moré ‘interesting - ‘outcome “of -our study,
and in considering ‘them we have thé ddvantage that they are less subject to
distortion’ arising” from ‘problems ‘of classification. For’ example, our finding
that class endogamy in Dublin is more" commonly found in the upper than
among the lower ‘status categories is likely 'to" be less ‘affected by variations’
in the number'of status catégories employed,even if-variation may be expected
to result in fluctuation in the size of the differences. (e

18Blau and’ Duncan concluded that ' there is apprec1able assortment w1th respect to parental
occupational status, but . . . 2 much closer approach to' homogamy in the educational attainment of
the spouses themselves . ” : The American Occupational Structure, New York, 1967, p. 354. This is similar
to our own prehmmary conclusmn Howevet, the classifications on’thé basis of which thése authors’
correlations were calculated (and. on-whose differences’ their conclusion is based). appear to have
been composed of 17 categories relating to occupation, but only 10 relatlng to education. The poss1b111ty
that degree of correlatmn cotiild be affected by differences in class1ﬁeatlon is ‘not discussed.
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This may be true; but the doubts raised by differences in classification are
not thereby entirely laid to rest. Much of the exogamous marriage that we
observed took place between individuals who (on the scales employed), while
they were not of identical, were. of similar origin. Half the class-exogamous
marriages involved -people of adjacent status categories; only a tiny propor-
tion concerned persons very widely separated on the scale of status. Indica-
tions of a similar pattern relating to educational attainment, though some-
what masked by sex differences in access, and by the dominance. of primary
education in the population generally, are nevertheless. evident. It is easy,
moreover, to-imagine that marriage partners:from:geographical environments
that, in terms of our classification; . were diverse were viewed locally as
originating in adjacent sections of the “same’ environment; or if not adjacent,
may ‘have been locally regarded as similar (as, for example, “Dublin’® and

“other large cities”;. or “countryside’” and “village™). In short, these-doubts,
together with those earlier ones concerning category boundaries, raise in an
insistent form the question of how far a study of assortative mating based upon
externally imposed classifications, however numerous these may be, can be
held to reflect the reality of social life. How often are marriages, classified on
such a basis as exogamous, so regarded by the participants, their relatives and
friends? A negative answer to this question does not itself show the investigator
to have been mistaken; just as a geneticist presumably may be justified, in
terms of his own research interests, in classifying as exogamous a marriage
between a brown-eyed groom and a blue-eyed bride that, in terms of the
community in which it occurred, was self-evidently endogamous.

In considering the incidence of endogamy and its variations it is therefore
essential to make clear what is at issue. Do our data reflect the community’s
own view of events, or result merely from certain externally-imposed concep-
tions that may not (and may not be designed to) coincide with reality as it
is socially interpreted? On the answer to this question depends very largely
the feasibility of offering an explanation of the data in terms, say, of social
function and its change. The authors of a recent French study?® showed that
variations in homogamy in the area under examination flowed from changes
in family function that were themselves the outcome of rural-urban migration,
and the decline of a specialised local industry. Only among the farming
population (cultivateurs) did they find endogamy retaining much of its tradi-
tional function of economic alliance and maintenance of family wealth.
In reaching this conclusion, however, the authors had the advantage (which
we do not share) of facts and interpretations accruing from earlier socio-
demographic research in the same area, thus providing a basis from which

M. Segalen and A. Jacquard, “Choix du conjoint et homogamie”, Population, vol. 26, mai-juin
1971, PP- 487-498.
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" they could reasonably argue. As this is not our case, one might také the view
that the variables upon which our preceding analysis is established were, in -
the sociological sense, chosen' on- an arbitrary assumption that it is in such
terms that Dubliners define assortative mating, misalliance and-homogamy.
The argument draws our attention to the limits of interpretation that restrict -

our data: for these do not necessarily illustrate the working of social rules of

prohibition or injunction governing marriage: -and the choice of partner. They :
may suggest the form such rules may take in this society; but in’ the absence

of intensive studies of the community we cannot assert their: ‘ex1stence Our

data, on the face of them, do no more than demonstrate how far the variables -
we selected are associated with the choice of a marriage partner; and the
fact that this association (as we have shown) is often quite high may be evidence'
equally supporting the hypothesis of individual preference, according to which'
like spontaneously prefers like, as the' alternative hypothesis of the existenice
of social regulation’ designed to prevent mlsalhance deﬁned in terms of class
origins and educatlonal attamment IR o




i

Observations on Age at Marriage in Dublin, related to
Social Status and Social Mobility

general decline in mean age at marriage in the Western world: people are
marrying at ages earlier than were usual in the immediate past. Ireland

has proved no exception, for although this country has been (and indeed
remains) outstanding in the European context for its high mean age at marriage,
available statistics show that Ireland is following the general fashion for younger
marriages. A comparison with the relevant figures for Denmark and the
Netherlands (selected for comparison because of certain similarity to Ireland in
population size and economic charactcr) shows a decrease during the years
1959-1967, of roughly two years in mean age at marriage in all three countries.
The roughly parallel rate of decrease has, of course, meant that Ireland has
maintained her position as the country with the latest marriages in Europe. Yet,
as will be seen (Table 1), Irish mean marriage ages in 1967 were approximating
fairly closely to the Danish and Netherlands means of nine years earlier.
However, it cannot be said (on the basis of these data) that, in Ireland, the
decline in mean age at marriage has been accompanied by a marked change
in unanimity of choice among the marrying population. While it is true that
Irishmen marrying in 1967 were on the average 23 years younger than their
counterparts in 1959 (and the women on average 13 years younger), there

THE years since the Second World War have been characterised by a

TABLE 1: Mean age at marriage: Ireland, Denmark and the Netherlands, 1959-1967

Denmark Netherlands Ireland
Year

Groom Bride Groom Bride Groom Bride
1959 284 247 28-2 256 312 271
1gbo 28+g 24-6 28-g 25°4. 30°9 271
1961 28-0 244 28-0 252 307 269
1962 277 242 278 249 303 26-7
1963 274 239 276 248 302 26-5
1964 272 238 27°5 24-6 29-8 26-3
1965 26-8 237 271 243 204 26-0
1966 26+7 237 26-8 24'2 29'0 257
1967 * * 265 24°0 28-9 25-8

*Not available.
Source: UN Demographic Yearbook, 2oth issue, 1968, Table 27, pp. 526, 530-532.

4.1
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was little apparent change over this period in dispersion about the mean.t In
other words, although people were marrying earlier, there was by 1967 little
indication obtainable from these figures that it was becoming:moreifashionable
than before to select certain conventional ages for doing so. A conventional
age had always existed (though subject to change) ; but it seemed that more -
were not adhering to it. Among the grooms, dispersion, from 1959 to 1964,
remained almost unchanged at about 8-4 years, only thereafter showmg a
slight dechne. 'Among brides even limited change is barely dlscermble (Table
2). In some other European countries, however, there was v151ble, by 1967, a
tendency towards the concentration of marriage, ages nearer the rean. In
slightly more than half the marriages contracted that year in the N etherlands
Denmark, France, England and Wales, and Scotland the age of the groom
lay between 20 and 24 years (Table 3). In Ireland no such marked concentra-
tion is ev1dent age at marnage for grooms bemg more wzdely dlspersed 2

TABLE 2: Mean age at mamage dzsperswn, and’ ds ﬁ”erenoes between mean ages of brzde
AR ami groom (Ireland) S ‘ e

e Dyﬂrence

Year . .. S Mean age. | ... o (_years)
- Groom o Bnde ' ta e
1959 Coosr2n B = SR B T SO
1960 . 30°9. 84 27T 67,7 .38
1961 507 B3 0 abgl U ie8 ¢ U gg
1962 - ' ‘303 ¢ CeBig o by T RGBT g
19637 - 302 By 226°5: e 66,0 8
1964 29-8 83 263 6-8" 35
1965 . 294 8o, 2bo .66 .34
1966° © 2g0 C o8 ST AR X gy b
1967 289 80 - 258 - I 31 -

Source.j UN Demogmphr‘c Yearbook, 29th issue, 1968, Table 27,_ pp. 530—1.

It appeared that while Ireland was moving towards a modal ; age at marr1age
more in line with a general European pattern; ‘she had not yet achieved: it,
still retalmng a notable, 1f dechmng, preference for later rnarr1ages We shall ’

.

*However, an exammatmn of age at marriage by single years  rather than, by age~groups (on whxch
the means in this paper are based) gives a rather different picture, from, which'it is apparent that dis-
persion’shows signs of falling, and a new lower modal age at: marmage in Ireland asserting itself. See
Brendan Walsh, “Trends in age at.marriage in post-war Ireland Demograph v, May, 1972. -

2Yet Ircland’s legal minimum age for marriage (14 years) is the lowest in Europe with the partlal
exception of Spain. It is equalled elsewhere only by Swaziland, Guba, Honduras and 'sit or seven
Latin American republics. But Scotland, for example (w1th a hlgher minimum age), had in. 1967
four times the Irish.proportion of grooms aged:'15-19. e R R R R C R R TRN

T
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TABLE 3: Percentage distribution of grooms by age group, 1967: Ireland compared with
selected European countries.

England
Age Group Ireland ~ Netherlands  Denmarkt  France and Scotland
Walest
15-19 30 38 44 37 8y*  1r6*
20—24 33-2 504 547 538 502 516
2529 326 31-2 23°'5 23'4  20°5 203
30-34 145 67 69 7'5 7'0 6-2
35-39 74 26 3'5 37 37 30
40 and over 93t 53 70 79 99 73

'|'1966 IIncluding ages not known (o4 per cent).
*16-19 years.
Source: UN Demographic Yearbook, 20th issue, 1968, Table 27.

of the Irish pattern of late marriage, which has been the subject elsewhere of
much expert examination.? We shall be merely examining some data relating
age at marriage to social status, and to movement (or social mobility) from
one status position to another, among the population of Dublin. In so far as
these data reveal significant relationships between the several factors they
possess their own inherent interest. But we may go further. To the degree
that the existing status structure in Ireland is undergoing change, it may be
ultimately possible to foresee future trends in age at marriage. We naturally
do not suggest that considerations of social status are unique, or perhaps even
dominant, in their influence upon the age at which marriages are contracted;
nor can status be regarded as in itself a “pure” factor (at any rate, not in the
terms by which we have been obliged to define it). Many matters associated
with ‘social status, or forming part of the concept, may be equally or more
crucial in influencing a decision to marry, among them level of income or of
education—or, more generally, the prospect of an adequate means of liveli-
hood.* The status categories we have employed in the analysis go somewhat
beyond the simpler economic and occupational considerations, and include a

3Notably, of course by K. H. Connell, The Population of Ireland, 1750-1848%, Oxford, 1950, and Irish
Peasant Society, Oxford, 1968. References to the problem may be found in the Report of the Commitiee
on Emigration and other Population Problems, Dublin, 1955. G. M. Arensberg, The Irish Couniryman, New
York, 1937, and A. J. Humphreys, New Dubliners, London, 1966, both comment upon it. In Europe
the phenomenon of late marriage is not confined to Ireland. J. K. Campbell, Honour, Family and
Patronage, Oxford, 1964, pp. 82-83, gives figures for a Greek peasant community that suggest a mean
age at marriage in the early sixties of 29-7 years for grooms and 26-5 years for brides. These values
are close to the Irish means for the same period. Williams also notes a pattern of late marriage among
the populatlon of Gosforth: The Sociology of an English Village, London, 1956, p. 45.
. men marry late because they cannot ‘afford’ to marry young: they have to wait until they have
a hvchhood a farmer until he acquires land, an apprentlceshlp and so on. It is temptmg to see in this
feature a key to the umqueness of the European marriage pattern. ...” J. Hajnal, ‘European marriage
patterns in perspective,” in D. V. Glass and D. E. C. Eversley, (eds ), Population in History, London,

1965, p. 133.
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status (or so-called “social class™) 1ngred1ent——although we. cannot claim-to
have isolated this, if it can be isolated, from the other factors w1th which 1t is
always so closely associated. A

The data themselves are derived from a sample of male adult residents of
Dublin. It is immediately evident that such a source sets limits to the analys1s
that can be undertaken. The figures cited above are of marriages occurring in
single calendar’ years.- Corresponding ﬁgures are beyond the means provided
by our sample of Dubliners. It follows therefore, that when we find our data
showing that mean ages at marriage vary in relation to some aspect of social
status, we cannot accept such variations entirely at their face value. Since
status categories of the population vary in their composmon by age, the valués
of the means can be influenced accordingly. Th1s arises naturally from the
likelihood that, the more remote the date of marrlage, the older (as we-have
seen (Table 2) for marriages in the years from' 1959 onwards) the partners
will have been. We shall see that sampling limitations made control by subject’s
age possible on the basis of only the broadest of age-groupmgs. “"Moreover,
in drawmg our conclusmns, we must bear in mind the source of the sample.
There is evidence of a marked urban-rural dlﬂ'erence in. ‘modal age at
marrxage——late marmage as might be expected ‘being part1cularly common
in the rural, .especially the farming, populat1on of the country. Our sample
data, therefore, reflect a situation applicable to Ireland generally only to the
degree that the Dublm populat1on contains a rural-born contmgent whose
marmage patterns remain of a rural. type. We shall have an opportunity to
examine more closely the eﬂ‘ect of blrthplace

The influence of various factors may be seen at Work in the overall dlS-
trlbunon of age at marriage among the sample of Dublin males when we
compare this with the correspondmg distribution for Ireland as a whole in
the year 1967. Somewhat unexpectedly we ﬁnd the two distributions and their
means to be falrly s1m1lar. The mean age of marr1age in Ireland generally
during 1967 was ev1dent1y somewhat higher than the mean calculated from
the sample of all Dublin men (though the stat1st1cal 31gn1ﬁcance of this differ-
ence is somewhat vitiated by sampling error)—presumably because the former
figure is influenced by the rural population. On the other hand, the difference
was a small one, largely arising from an incidence of very late marriage (at
ages 40 and over) that was greater in Ireland generally than in Dublin. Table
4 shows that, with this exceptlon, the components of the Dublin sample had
tended to enter into marriage at somewhat later ages than'those marrying
in Ireland as a whole during 1967.- This apparent anomaly is, of course;
immediately disposed of., The national ﬁgures refer exclus1vely to, marrlages

5For a descrlptlon of this sample see, B. Hutchmson, Inter- generatwnal Social Mobzht_y in Dublm, o[]
cit., pp. 2—4. .
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contracted during 1967. The Dublin marriages cover not only those of that
year, but also an indeterminate period going back to 1918, or earlier. In
other words, the expected rural-urban difference is masked by differences in
date associated with differences in modal marriage age. The Dublin. sample
contained a larger proportion of late marriages (compared with the national
figures for 1967) because they took place in earlier years when they were
more usual. :

TABLE 4: Peroentage distribution of grooms by age at marriage: Ireland (1967) campared
with a sample of Dublin male adults .

Age at marrz'agel Irelandt (196%) _ Dublin sample
I5-19 3'0 ‘ 2°1

20-24 . 832 283
25-29 - 326 372
30-34 . 145 18-9
35-39 74 79

40 and over 89 54

Not known 04 ’ 02

Mean Age: o 28+9 years © 280 years
N (100%,) 17,788 2,010

tSource: UN Demographic Yearbook, 1968, Table 27, p. 530.

For this reason the undifferentiated figures of Table 4 tell us little, Thirty
per cent of the male adult sample had been born outside the city, however;
and these we might expect to have maintained something of the rural tradi-
tion of later marriage, irrespective of their age. But they were also older
than natives of Dublin—on an average, five years older; and there were
(Table 5) far fewer of them in the youngest, and far more of them in the oldest

TaBLE 5: Current age of Dublin male adults: natives compared with immigrants to
the city (percentages).

Age group Dublin born Born elsewhere
21-30 26-4 159
31-50 426 39'5
Over 50 308 44-6
Mean Age A 422 years 47°3 years
N (100%): 1,743 771

Chi square significant beyond o-oo1 level. C=-15 (max. '913).
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age groups. Other things being equal; therefore, we may expect the migrant
population of Dublin to have married more commonly at an earlier date
when later marriages were usual—thus manifesting the combined influence
of rural tradition and the: conventions ‘of an earlier period. Their effect is
vividly evident in Table 6. Looking at the male adult population of Dublin

as a whole, and leaving aside the question whether or not they were natives

of the city, we see that mean age at marriage increases consmtently with the
number .of the gr oom s rural—born relatives.®

TaBrE 6: Mean age at marrz'age of Dublin’ males, related to degree of rural origin

Number of rural-born relatives ~ Mean age at’ ﬁarriage (years) = V.N:l
None or 1 - 262 1,109
20rg | T 283 . 391
4orn . " 304 180
6 © ' 308 _ 164
All Informants .. 280 - 2,010%

*The grand total is greater than the sum of the partial totals since the latter excludes subjects for
whom information on birthplace, etc., is incomplete.

The same ,phénomenon,is viewed from a different angle in Table 7 whe‘rcr

m'trriage age-groups are related to number of rural-born relatives. From this
table it is evident, for example, that among men marrying between the ages
16—2 5, three- quarters had no rural relatlves, or only one; but that in contrast,

TABLE %7: Number of mml—bam relatives qf grooms related -to."ages. - at. mamage

(percentages) -
. _ o Age?éz‘t i}zarriage R A o ’
Number of rural-born — — Total
_relatives , 16-25 26-30 31-35 36+

None or 1 7407 57°5 - 438 ' 38-2 60-1

2 or g : 166 242 241 245 21°2
4o0rs T 52 ... 101 © 139 ‘196 08

6 36 8-2 ~182 17°6 89 -
N (100%): . 730 636 274 204 1,844

Chi square significant beyond o-oo1 level. C=-30 (max. *935).

®In ascertaining a subject’s “degree of rural origin” we took into account his own birthplace,

together with that of his wife, his parents, and his parents-in-law. For the purpose of this study he .

was regarded as entirely rural in origin if all six were rural-born; and as entlrely urban if" there were
none. “Rural” birthplaces were those described by subjects as a “village”,.or “the;country”.
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nearly two-thirds of the men marrying later (at ages 36 and above) had more
numerous rural connections: nearly a fifth of these men, rural-born themselves,
had relatives all of whom were of rural origin. These are the extreme cases
drawn from a tabulation that shows, in its general tendency, that in Dublin
the younger a man had been when he married, the fewer rural connections
he was likely to have.

The matter is not a simple one, however. The blurring of a possibly direct
relationship between place of birth and age at marriage, caused (among the
sample survey results we are discussing). by differences in the periods when
they occurred, has already been mentioned. When we begin to-consider the
effect of social status matters are complicated still further. We have shown
elsewhere that in Dublin, a man’s current social status is not independent of
his birthplace.” Migrants to Dublin (including those born in other cities) are
of a higher average social status than their Dublin-born colleagues. Among
the rural-born, when these are separated out, the difference disappears: men
born on farms or in villages do not differ significantly in average social status
from the Dublin-born mean. Nevertheless, it remains true that four-fifths of
the lowest status categories in the city are -occupied by Dublin natives, who
are correspondingly under-represented at the higher levels of the status
hierarchy. We know from earlier studies based upon national samples (which
consequently avoid the problems arising from an exclusively urban sample)
that mean age at marriage bears some relationship to social status—upper
status categories, for example, tending to marry later than lower categories.8
Something of the same tendency is visible (Table 8) among the men who
composed our sample. We have calculated mean ages at marriage according

TaBLe 8: Mean age at marriage of Dublin males, related to social status of the groom’s
JSather now, and at the time of the marriage, and to the groom’s present social status

Status Of father at son’s

category marriage Of father now Of groom now
1 27'3 29'4 28-9
2 279 28+ 288
3 282 > 274 30°'1 > 29°1 287 > 285
4 2173 28-6 28-2
5 26+9 283 26-9
6 26:4 > 258 271 p 275 26-5 * 26-9
7 254 26°4 27°2

7B. Hutchinson, op. ¢it., pp. 7-9.

8Cf., for example, R. Mukherjee, “Social mobility and age at marriage,” in D. V. Glass (ed.),
Social Mobility in Britain, London, 1954, pp. 339—343. Historically, of course, the tendency has not
always been present. For general reference to this see J. D. Chambers, Population, Economy and Society
in Pre-Industrial England, London, 1972, pp. 44—50.
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to three criteria of status: the:status of the groom’s father at the time of his
son’s marriage; the status of the father, and that of the groom, at the period.
the latter was interviewed. It was to.be expected that, of these, the first would -
prove the most crucial, for if mean age at marriage is related to social status,
it is more likely to-be associated with a ranking contemporary with the event
in question, than with one at that time veiled in the future. In Ireland, as
elsewhere, status is not immutable ‘(only 40 per:cent of our subjects had
remained of the same status as their fathers), so that inherited status is by no
means an infallible guide to the future; equally, current status is not a reliable
guide to the' past. Moreover, a young man’s social status, his habits, friendships
and the like are likely to be more heavily influenced by his inherited status
than by the individual status-he is-in process of acquiring. Age at marriage,
if it is influenced by social status, is therefore likely to be most often affected
by contemporary- paternal: status. Table 8 bears out this supposition; but it
does so only marginally. Age at marriage falls with -decreasing social status
whichever of the three sets welook at; and the analysis by father’s contemporary
status does little more than point this tendency slightly more sharply. Differ-
ences between the means are not‘large, even when. they are persistent and
statistically significant; and they do not suggest, for example, that by them-
selves they could be expected to affect fertility to a notable degree. ¥
There are’ many people, however, who in. the course of their lives' change
their -social status for a higher or a lower one:than the status they inherited
from their fathers. As we have said, of our sample of Dublin male adults only
two-fifths had retained their inherited ‘social status at the time of being inter-
viewed. Much of this social mobility, we may assume,? took place subsequently
to marrlage Social mobility in itself can therefore only infrequently be
regarded as a p0531ble “‘causative” factor dctermlmng or 1nﬂuencmg age at
marriage. On the other hand, if age at marriage cannot be aﬂ'ected dlrectly
by events that still lie in the future (although it might be lnﬂuenced by one’s
expectation of them) the- personal. circumstances - and the character of the
socially ambitious, for example, may nevertheless lead to a postponement of
marriage beyond the population average; just as the lack of ambition or social
madequames of those “downwardly mobile” might encourage earlier marriage.
In Table § we show mean ages at marriage related to father’s social status
for three categories of grooms—those whose present status was higher, those
whose status was unchanged; and those whose status was lower than that of
their father. The differences across the columns in the means by paternal
status category are, as will be seen, neither great nor significant; nor do they
appear to form a standard pattern There is some suggestlon that men ‘subse-

°On the grounds that the longer the span. of active hfe, the greater the opportumty for change,
and that marriage typically occurs in early adulthood
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TaBLE 9: Mean age at marriage of Dublin males, related to paternal social status, and to
subject’s soctal mobility history

Relative status of informant

Status All informants

category _ Higher . .. _ Same _ Lower _

of father X o 1000 X o 1000 X o 1000 X ¢ 1000

X X X X

1 (highest) — — — 283 54 191 307 59 192 294 57 192
2 309 59 192 282 3% 132 283 45 1600 287 48 165
3 297 54 181 go2 55 181 304 61 200 301 56 187
4 287 55 191 292 60 205 278 58 20 286 60 208
5 285 52 182 281 66 235 285 62 216 283 63 22:3
6 271 50 183 273. 54 198 267 56 210 271 54 198
7 259 45 173 270 59 219 — — — 264 52 196
All: 27'2 53 192 275 59 _51-2' 280 6-3 222 280 55 198

quently achieving a higher status than they.inherited tended to marry some-
what younger; but the difference has little statistical significance. There are
interesting differences in dispersion, however; and in combination, therefore,
the two factors suggest that the upward-mobile may have married earlier,
and may have been more of one mind in their choice of age at marriage.
Men losing status married later and at ages less influenced by the mode. But
as we shall see, the relationships between inherited status, mean age at marriage
and dispersion about the mean, are. in some respects more systematic than
this, and con51derab1y more interesting. Employmg Spearman’s rank difference
correlation method, we correlated the three factors for the sample as a whole,
and for each of the three social mobility categories. The coefficients are pre-
sented in Table 1o. If we look at the sample as a whole, it is evident that there
exists a high degree of positive correlation between male age at marriage
and inherited social status: the hlgher the social status, the higher the age
at marriage. There is also a substantial relationship between mean age at
marriage and dispersion about the mean—but, it will be noted, the correlation
is a negative one. In other words, in the sample as a whole, higher marriage
ages tended to be associated with greater unanimity of choice; and this
phenomenon may have had its origin in a maximum age beyond which, it
was popularly believed, marriage was difficult to achieve. Dispersion is also
negatively correlated with social status in the sample generally; but this may
well be no more than a reflection of the probability of later marriages at the
higher status levels.

From the classification according to social mobility history it may be seen
that these overall tendencies are not necessarily repeated in all the mobility
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TABLE 10: Spearman rank-difference correlation cogfficients - ... .-

: ‘. Dispersion
Social status - """ - % " (cogfficient of variation)

Higher  Same  Lower  All Higker - Same  Lower .‘ All

Meanage at , - o
marriage 1:00% 067 .01  089* o079 =—039 —037 —057
Dispersion 079  —071* —0:89* —0'57 — e

*Significant at o~’o5 level

categories, when these are v1ewed separately Thus, we ﬁnd that the dlrect

relationship between age at marriage and 1nher1ted social status is more

reliable among men with a history of upward moblhty (p=1-00) than among
men who had lost status (p=o0- 71) or had merely retained the status of their
father (p=0°67). That is, mean age at marriage rises regularly with each
step in the hierarchy of inherited status only among grooms who were subse-
quently to show a history of upward mobility. The relatlonshlp is less marked

among the remainder. We.can only speculate -as to the reason for this, It

seems likely that the varying demands of education may partlally account
for it. We have argued elsewhere!? that

. it appears that in every status category those who ascend the status hrerarchy
have more, and those who descend it have less, education than those main-
taining their inherited status . . . upward mobility from any level tends to be
accompanied by an educational attainment superior to thatregarded as sufficient
in the class to which a man is born.-In the same way, those who suffer loss of
status tend to be those who have failed to attam thelr class educatlonal norm.

A man in full-tlme education has not, unt11 falrly recently, felt free to marry,
and even today the tendency to postpone marriage. until full-time. educat1on
is completed remains common. A connection, therefore, between longer full-
time education, upward moblhty and later marriage seems a not unreasonable
assumption.

The upward-moblle aré atypical also in the degree of unammlty of ch01ce
of age at marriage. In the sample as a whole, as we have seen dlspersmn is
inversely related to mean age at marriage, and to social status. Among the
upward-mobile, this 1elat10nsh1p becomies posmve the greater the mean
age and the higher the inherited status, the more are actual ages at marriage
likely to be dispersed about the mean. The negative relat1onsh1p persists,
however, among those mamtalmng 1nher1ted status, or falling below it. The

10 utchinson, of- cit., p. 26.
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picture of marriage. habltS\among somal\ascenders that emerges from our data)
therefore, differs notably from our "picture ‘of ‘the habits of other men. As a
whole, the upward-moblle show a tendency towards earlier marriage, and
towards less variation in the age at which they contract it.. .. The classification
of these ascenders- accordmg to their:status origin (i.e., their father’s social
status) showed, on the other hand, that the age-at which they married was
more ‘subject t0 influence” from theéir inherited ' socxaI status. Wh11e in’ the
sample as a whole there was a tendency for marriage. to, be contracted later
the higher the status of the groom’s father, the:rclatlonshlp was :particularly
marked among social ascenders; and we have suggested that longer periods
of full-time education might offer an'explanation for this. Nevertheless, the
data give the general i 1mpressmn that social ascenders may be lcss subject to
convention in deciding when to marry; and this impression seems not incon-
sistent with certain psychologlcal charactenstlcs of the, ascender described: by
Hart and O’ Sulhvan -

IR DRI . S . :’_r . et

TABLE 11 Age qf groom relatwe to age qf brzde by groom s actual age at mamage ( percentages)

wé ti

N . £ T
RERe ©od R S

. _ ‘Reia’tivé’agé”"" I N
Age of groom ;at -marriage 11—t i -1 (100%,)
o Cow e, Older . Same,i ... Younger . . . .- .
" Underzo """"”’lio'-;sv’”).' SgreT T a8l T Ty _‘”
e go-g4 o F “ro564 0 42300 -0 @ob 0t 566
2529 SR vienbgeg w1980 10097 -y L 733
30-3¢ . ... - 80 | 10 - .56 . .375
35 and°"°‘ 3 84 74 b2 T 257
All Grooms:™ ~ - ;s . %700 S & 5 SR EENIA {15, ST &«Y /]

» Chi.square significant ’,beyo.nd 0001 level, C=-26 (max. ‘935).

i

We: now turn-to a consideration of relative age at marriage, comparing,
that is, the age of the groom with that of the bride: In only shghtly more than
a sixth of the -marriages recorded from our sample were the ages of bride
and groom the same;'%* and in only one in eight was the bride older than the
groom. A majority ‘preference for an age differential in favour of the groom,
of course, was only, to be expected But as Table 11 shows, the size of this
majority differed according to the husband’s age at marriage. Indeed, among
men marrying under the age of twenty only a mlnonty (though a large one)
was older than their, brldes. The proportlon mcreased regularly, however,

11]an Hart and Bemadette O’Sullxvanl‘ “Intergeneratwnal social mobllxty and individual dlﬂ'erences
among Dubliners”, Economic and Social Review, Vol, ii, No. 1, October 1970, pp. 1-18.

12Ages considered “the same” were those of - equal total completcd years Incomplete years ‘were
not taken into account.
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TABLE 12: Percentages of grooms older and younger than, or of the same age as, thezr bndes
o by social mobility hzstory (percentages) . : o

_ Mobility history - "~ : — (Ioo%)
e o T Older “Same age** Younger
Fathcr and ; son both non-manual é 719 . 166 ,«;('»‘,;,11 ‘5 487}" ,
Father and son both manual ' 69+6 g6 T 128 1 ,089
Father non-manual, son manual BT AR €1 IR 3/ S 152““';”' :
Father manual, son non-manual 682, r200 B o480
All Grooms_; 751 T 1,973 )

SR P ST L R L R D S SR R AT NS R T

£ e e
f

 cni s'qu";}e not' sigr‘liﬁél{r{t‘ht‘ o-i"o’ 1ev,<¥i.‘ 'c;-o4‘(xﬂa£. 5956)-.“‘ P

with i 1ncreasmg age, ‘until‘at’ marrlage ages ‘of 35" “and over it became rare forf
grooms to be of the same age as their brides; and. even rarer for them to be .
younger, The -percentages show little fluctuation (Table 12) in relat1on to
social status and social mobility hlstory, although itis p0551ble that a connection
has been veiled by the necessity to collapse the seven status categories to two,
manual -and non-manual. The absence of significant fluctuations was borne -
out by indices of association between age of bride and groom, which showed
little significant dlﬁ‘erence between the four, mobility categories.. Slgmﬁcant'
variations become more evident in the data: relating to the magnitude of the
age differences (Table 13), the most evident feature of these data: bemg the .
overall'one that, if age of bride and groom dlffered the dlﬁ'erence ‘was hkely
to be greater if the groom were older, than if he were younger ‘than h1s bride.
The mean difference was 4-6 years in the former case; only.2+4 years in the
latter. It will be noticed that the social status of the groom’s:father was not
generally related to mean age difference ‘(if‘respectiVe"of whether the ‘groom -

TABLE 13 Mean d ifference (years)’ “betteen age of bride’ and groom, related to soozal statux
R quroomandqfhzsfatker R PR AT S I AR R T

“Groomolder - . - i i Groomiiyounger - S e

Father's = o R :'Fa't'h}ejr’&."‘ ! ' T S
‘status © " Groom’s status” Al © |7 status Groom"sl'j'statu': s An

Lo Non- R Ly -' , ,Non-. e
: manual - Manyal . | : : manual Manual L
Non-manual - 503 ' 469 493" "Non-manual’ "~ 2- o5 " 264 “'2:38
Manual 4'6‘6 L 423 441 Manual 2 28 " 254 24T

All Grooms .. 485 446 © 458 “All Grooms ey g 59 239
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was ‘older or yourger than his brlde) if grooms were not further:differentiated
on the basis’ of theif ow status; Theré was one’ exception, however. ‘Where
a groom comirg from’ a non-manual paternal background married 2 ‘woman
younger than' himiself, the difference was gréater than the average: it did:not
occur if-his bride weré older ‘than himself. The relationship with the groom’s
achieved social status is more marked Where the bride was youngér, 'the age:
difference was greater if the groom. were of non-manual status. Where the
bride was older, the age difference was greater if the groom were of manual
status.

Our view of the influence of social mobility has been somewhat foreshortened
by the nécessity for working with no more than two status categories, though
this disadvantage may be counter-balanced by the probability that a manual/
non-manual dichotomy may record only the more emphatic changes in social
status, which are as a consequence more significant. In any case, the implica-
tions of Table 13 are similar to those emerging from some other analyses of
the influence of social mobility.’® That is to say, some characteristics of the
mobile population appear subject to influence from both inherited and
acquired social status. It can be shown that in the case of fertility, for example,
families of social ascenders are at the same time smaller than the mean size
of families in the status category they vacate, yet larger than the average
family in the higher category they attain. We find matters arranging them-
selves in a similar way here. Let us look first at grooms older than their brides.
Among men of non-manual origin, the age difference between them is less
if he subsequently falls to manual status than it is if he retains his inherited
status. Among men of manual origin, the age gap is greater if he rises to non-
manual than if he remains of manual status. The age gap is at its greatest if
a man is born to non-manual status and retains it; least if he maintains an
inherited manual status. The mobile fall between these extremes. Turning
to grooms who were younger than their brides, we find the converse happening.
The age gap between man and wife increases if a man falls to manual status;
decreases if he rises to non-manual status. In brief, that is to say, the effect of
upward mobility has been to increase the age difference between man and
wife when the husband is older; to decrease it when he is younger than his
wife. The effect of downward mobility has been the reverse. We may therefore
inquire what the net effect of social mobility on marriage age differentials is
likely to have been. In the male adult population of Dublin in 1968 the upward
exceeded the downward mobile by slightly over twelve per cent.l* We have
seen that 70 per cent of grooms were older than their brides. Hence, we

18For example, J. Berent, “Fertility and social mobility”, Population Studies, vol. v, No. 3, 1952.

B. Hutchinson, “Fertlhty, social mobility and urban migration in Brazil”, ibid., vol. xiv, No. 3, 1961.
1B, Hutchinson, op. cit., Table 20, p. 17.
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would expect the net: 1nﬂuence of social mobility .to have bcen in the dlrectlon, :
of a: widening of the age-gap between older husbands and ;younger, wives;,
and hence to- have. widened. it -in .the, majority, of marriages.; But the,net
effect is unlikely to have. been large,: and, indeed; may well:hayve been compen-
sated. by . other, social .influences  tending: ; towards..a, narrowing; of.; ithe,age,
differential.




' First Employrierit; Social Status and Mobility in Dublin_

market for the first:time may, if he wishes, take any job.open to him,. of what-

ever.sotial status or degree of skill, confident that this will not affect s1gn1ﬁ-
'.cantly his su,b.sequ,ent career, On-this view, that is, the character of, ﬁrst' employ-
ment does not necessarily limit a man’s reasonable hopes for his future. Oppos-
ing this, however, is the.contrary belief that a man establishes his public persona
Jargely through the employment. he takes up; and that the manner of first
entering the labour market must be,. in consequence, the subject.of careful
consideration by a young man ambitious for his future.. On either view, of
course, ‘the reference is more to the “nature” of the employment than to a
position w1th1n it—to the differences, for example between manual and non-
manual; skilled -and unskilled, ‘“clean” and “dirty”’, occupauons, less to the
difference between operative and foreman, or junior and senior clerk:

Evidently such hypotheses are not readﬂy tested by methods short’of inten-
sive case-study:- Too many of the ideas whence they emerge are quahtatwe
imponderable iones not open, or at any rate not meaningfully open, to
measurement. Nevertheless, in the course of the Dublin survey the opportunity
presented itself to collect some preliminary data on first employment and
to pay particular attention while doing so to considerations of social status
and-social- mobility. We defined first employment as “the first paid, full-time,
employment” a man had taken. Such a definition, it will be noted,:removed
from our purview such unpaid or part-time occupations as a youth may
ichoose, ‘or -be “parentally - obliged, to take:.uip. while. still at school, or at-a
university. It: does notexcludé; on the other hand; tempprary .employment,
for to- have  attemptéd’ this 'would have led:to: difficult; perliaps -insoluble,
ip‘roblve’ms “of “deﬁnitioﬁ ! a"p'os'tf taken "“temporariIY” may prove. permanent

IT :ds not.uncommonly; supposed. that a young, man. entering the labour

however, the re51dual category of Qccupatlons on which’ 1nformat10n was
sought was ‘composed of jobs: we considered more likely to contribute signi-
ficantly to a-man’s-ultimate social statusthanjuvenile employment on a paper-
round, or'-unpaid boyhood. assistance. in' the hayfield, 'would have done. We
placed no lower limit to'the age at which a job, to be considered “first employ-
ment”’, might be taken. Statements of informants to the effect that they had
been in’ full-time employment. at ages below fourteen years were accepted at
their facé value (the majority of such cases ‘were of employment taken when
the 'subject ‘was thiiteeni years old), the number:in full-time employment at

35
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ages below this being small: 26 in a sample of 2,499; or shghtly over 1 per
cent. By the age of twenty, seven men out of eight had ‘been in full- t1me
employment, mean age at first job falling in the- nelghbourhood of 161 years
(Table 1).

The significance of an overall sample mean is, of course, not partlcularly‘
great when we recall that the sample was drawn from a population: varymg
in date of birth and, presumably (smce conventlon may have changed) varyinhg
in the age at which the labour market was first entered. It is generally supposed
that full-time employment is entered somewhat later nowadays than ‘was the

TR

TABLE I: Age ‘at ﬁrst full—tzme employment

Age , " Number SR Péicentdge'
12 years or under 26. B o\ 303,
13-14 732. SR
15-16 S 705 , .
17-18 : 493 . 570,
1g—20 228.
2122 . 160
23-24 03 |
2728 - 11
29—30 . 5
31 and over . , ‘ 7
Total: 2,499 e S 999

Mean=161 years..

case at the turn of the century. We must not fall 1nto the- ‘€TIor, therefore, of o
.confusing the sample ‘mean of 16+ years with' the mean age at which con--
temporary adolescents are today- taking their- first’ full-time job. Yet, while
this confusion must be avoided, it will be seen that Table 2 reveals how 11m1ted
.after all has been. the change in the average amongst Dubhners now of ages -
20 and above. :

Median ages are remarkably constant throughout the perlod and whlle
the means fluctuate somewhat more, only two five-year periods seem. to"
reflect special historical cicumstances: that of .19g0g—1907, and .that . of
1g13—1917, ten years' later. The first of these constituted.the natal perlod of
‘men who were first to enter the labour market in the final year of the First
World War, and in the years immediately following its conclusion. It was.a
period in which the demand for labour was simultaniously at a high level; and
yet difficult to satisfy because of conflicting demand from the armed forces,
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: );TABL}E 21 Age at first full-time employment, related to date of birth

Age at first emplayn;érit

Date of - : — - N Mean Mea’zan
birth - 14 ahd 1520~ Quer 20 B " (pears) (years) -
o under b N . :

. per cent  per cent” per cent o ‘
‘Before 1903 - 341 516 142 ' 254, " 163 153
1903—07 T892 . B4l 67 o154 . 158 154 -
1908—-12 .. 305 558 137 235 165 - 155
1913-17 . 180 66-5 . 155 233 16:8 15°3
191822 ' 336 560 1044 .~ 250 16-0 152
192327 317 © 54'5 13:8 - " 268 162 - 15
1928-32 30'5." - 583 11'2:. ;259 16-0 15°1
1933-37 <331 .. 570 .99 . 263 . 157 152
1938—42 308 YA B S13 315 160 154

" 194347 262~ 664 72 263 157 153
Total: 30°5 57°9 11°6 2,494 161 153

Chi square siéniﬁcanf. at 0:001 level, C=-13 (max, >:949).

and the loss of manpower from military casualties. The response, as can be
seen, was a tendency to take employment earlier. In the second period, coverlng
those born between the years 1913—1917, matters were reversed—that is to
say, mean age (but not the median) at first job reachéd an unusually high
level. The divergence from the general average is more marked than that
apparent in the other anomalous period ten years before. Nor is this surprising.
Men born during the First World War were those who were to enter the
labour market during the years of depression and high unemployment of the
*thirties. These two events, then, leave their'mark on the record of first em-
ployment; otherwise the means are rather stable, and the medians notably
s0. Only amongst men born between the years 1943-1947, does the percentage
distribution hint at change: fewer were entering at ages 14 and under. The
median remains unaffected. This general impression of stability is unexpectedly
~ inconsistent with the belief that age at first employment has been showing an
upward tendency during the past half-century. Table 2 suggests that such a
tendency, if it exists; is of recent origin: but, because of the possible effects
of differential mortality, it does not demonstrate it. The earlier the date of
birth, the more the cohort has been diminished by mortality. Other things
been equal, the higher the social status, the greater the expectation of life.
If age at first employment is also directly related to social status, then the
figures in Table 2 may be progressively overestimating the mean as dates
of birth become increasingly remote. In other words, men who first entered
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employment ‘atva later than average age were more hkely to be 1nterv1ewed
because they were more l1ke1y to'be alive.

When we come to examine our analysrs of age ’at ﬁrst employment in
relatlon to soc1al status, the assumed: relatlonshlp is amply confirmed: the
lngher his father’s social status, the older a boy when he took his first full-time
job. If 1nformants were ranked accordlng to thelr present social status, a 31mlla1

the hlerarchy of status (category 7) chad on average, taken thelr first _]Ob at
14-8/ years. Men allocated to the hlghest status category had first ‘entered
' employment on average, at the age; of nearly, 22 years. The relat1onsh1p was
consistent through the intermediate: status ranks on the hlerarchy, and -as
we: presently discovered, notably 31mple and 1nescapable.
As Table g:shows, we clas51ﬁed each of the status categorles of 1nformants
accordlng to age at first, employment For each five-year, 1nterval we com—
puted the “mean social status of 1nformants fathers.~ '

TABLE 3: “Mean” Status origin related to informant’s age at ﬁrst emplqyment and to hzs
present. social status category SRR ‘

Present status category @F uyformant
Age at jurst b it PSP

employment 1 2" 3 4 B 6 7
j S I i AL i DR
=15 gy*  §o* 47 50 54, 59 Oz
‘16-20 30" 32 37 41 49" 55 58
21-25. 207 3T 340 39 49 49 58%
-26-30. 2°4 — 3% 48% —
ALl mformants 28 . 33 3-8 4:3. 52 57 61

o *N<ro

" The vertical columns of*Table 3, therefore, show us the average soc1al status ’
“of the fathers of our ‘informarits;’ class1ﬁed first, by the ‘latter’s present ‘status,
secondly by the: dge at ﬁrst employment $0 that reachng the means vertrcally,
‘we can see how these va1y 'in relation to the ages.’ Little Welght can be given .-
to ‘the individual results; both’ because of limitations’ imposed” by statistical
‘error, and because of the unreahty surrounding the concept of “mean” status
“However, we are not concerned with'them individually; and the vertical array
of values in Table 3' shows a tendency that is unamblguous Ttis that whatever :
a man’s social ‘status may be- today, the age he began employment remains
duectly related to his father’s social status Or, in other words, the lower a
man’s social origin, the earlier he was obhged to enter full—t1me pa1d employ-
ment in order to enjoy today a glven level of social status. As a consequence,
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we see, men in every category of current social status from ‘the highest to the
lowest who took their first job between the ages of 11 and 15 are of lower
status origin, on average, than their colleagues who, although of equivalent
current status today, were first employed at a later age.

This analysis draws our attention to the question-of intergenerational social
mobility, and to the possibility that changes in status as between father and .
son are in some way related to:the age at which the latter begins his working
life. We therefore calculated sets of mean ages at employment, specific to
each of the seven status categories, in order to see how far:the means differed
when we compared the socially mobile with the socially static. Table 4
shows, for each current social status, the average age at first employment of
men of the same status as their father, or of a higher or .Jower one. Once
more the tendency is unambiguous. Social mobility appears strongly associated,
in not unexpected ways, with age at first employment.

TABLE 4: Mean age at first full-time employment Jor each current status category, by
relatwnsth to father s soczal status ‘

Current Current status related to fat/ier’s
status : : All
category Informant ‘higher .Same Informant lower :
1* 210 . .22°3 ) — _ 21°4
2 X197 19°4 210 197
3 ‘ T 17 185 ‘ 18-8 181
4% 158 : 168, 1776 16-5
5% 14°6 , 15°4 16-8 154
6* 136 14°5 " 152 146
7 - 140 145 © 1473

*Chi square on original contingency table significant beyond o-oo1 level.

For the sample as a whole the direct relationship between attained status
and age at first employment is in evidence; and it is equally evident that the
relationship persists in each of the: social mobility categories (reading the
columns vertically). The matter takes on a somewhat different cast if we
compare mobility categories at single levels of attained status. Let us take,
as an example, the group of subjects whose current or attained status is that of
category 6. Mean age at first employment for the group as a whole was 151

.years. Men whose fathers were, like themselves, also of category 6 tended to

take a full-time job at about this average age. In contrast, men who had risen
from the paternal category 7 to'their present position in category 6 had begun
full-time employment about a year earlier, on.average. Men who had fallen to
category 6 from higher paternal status levels had started work, on average,
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some:six months later. A horizontal reading of Table 4 reveals that the same
pattern is repeated pretty consistently :at all status levels. Each status category
is partly composed of men who were born in-some-other category, some
having moved down from a higher status;:and.others having moved up from
a lower one.. The latter.group: is- notable in having: begun’ worklng life, on
average, one or two years.earlier than men who had lost status; and this remains
true whatever the status category ultimately achieved: (except at the extremes
where mobility.is: restricted to a. single direction). Our results therefore seem
consistent with a conventional picture of socially “successful”’;and “‘unsuccess-
ful”. men—the former keen, early birds:in the labour: market, getting the best
opportunities and. éxploiting. what they.get; the latter undynamic procrastina-
“tors missing the best jobs. There may be, howevér, a less satisfying explanation
for the variations:apparent in Table 4; having-its origin in'levels of education.
A man’s educational :attainment .is.‘directly :related . to ‘his father’s social
status; and a man’s own status is similarly related to his educational attain-
ment: adequate educational’ attamments compnse one of the most important
qualifications for membershlp of a given ‘category of social status. Downward
social mobility tends to occur when educational quahﬁcatmns sultable to an
inherited status position are not obtained. Men who move to a status above
that of their father tend:to have had more education than necessary to maintain
thelr heredltary status. Since onel_'who is in full—tlme educatlon cannot be
relative educational attainment may have operated to produce the pattern
we have noted in Table 4. If we analyse each of the mobility categories.accord-
ing to 'educational’ attainment, it should be possible to control the latter’s
mﬂuence upon mean.age at first. employment In other words, if we hold
educational  attainment. constant,  does-mean age..at.first employment. still
vary from one mobility group to another; and, if so, are the variations in the
same direction as before? The limitations imposed by the size of our sample
‘made 'undesirable’ the ‘furthersubdivision, by educational ‘level, of each of
the seven status groups used in: Table 4. We:were therefore obliged to restrict
analysis to’a more general classification: men‘who, irrespective of their point
of departure and.'of their: destination; -had risen:above, -fallen below or had
-remained -in -the’ status- category 'to ‘which"they- were-born. ‘This procedure
‘reduced considerably the sénsitivity 'of the subsequent-analysis, for it neglected
certain features of social;mobility, such. as ‘‘distance’ moved, and departure
and arrival -points;’ that: give ‘each’ type-of movemert-a special character.

-The tendencies ‘apparent - in ‘Table 5 ‘are perhaps less distinct than those .

that might have emerged from'a more detailed analysis; had this been possible.
- The columns’show the ‘expected variations in mean’ age at. first employmenit
related to educational level. These have:little beyond a:confirmatory. interest.
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TABLE §: Mean age at first:employment, related to -social mobility category, and to subject)s
educational. attainment ;

Ty

; .4 . Subject’s social status. relative to father
Educatzonal T r— e - -
attamment © 7" Highet = - Same' ' Lower
sPrimary: v 0 . o : St el :
;, incomplete 13:8): 13°9.) 136
.. pl140 14°0 1476
' complcte - 140 - L 41 i 14'9
“ Technical and - Vocational : ST ST
. .+incomplete 15°1.). 159 ) 158 ‘
e 158 164 16-4
comiplete ' 160 7 16 6 S 166)
Secondary: i R S
;. incomplete . 16:-2°) - 17 3 o 16-8
S e o (TS CorrnT 17-6
complete 18-1 ' 18-0 18 2
»University? Lo T o Th ;
o 'inct)mple'te- : Ig°L ' 19'7\¢ o : 18 :0
e e vy 2125," 211, S (208
complete 219 ) 21°5 o 215 )
All’sub_yects K 16 4 i i5 8 © 160 -

[ S AR RS P IATINE S

:Our: chief; concern here lies with.a; comparison of mean ages by educational
attainment, for each of the three mobility categories. It cannot be said that
in:controlling: the educational influence we have succeeded in eliminating the
«differences in jage at first: _employment that, were, originally evident as between
the‘.three moblhty oategones,,although some, of the differences may have
tended: to;have started the1r Workmg hfe a year or; two earher than thc down-
‘ward.mobile. The. tendency remains, as Table 5 shows us, among those with
primary educatlon (if completed), as also among.men who had, reached the
-technical and vocational level. The difference is somewhat reduced, it is true;
‘but-we seem justified in:suppesing that difference in.educational ‘a.ttal_nment
-does. not. éntirely. account,, at;thesc,,levels; for the difference in age at entering
-the labour, market. When.we come to those of secondary education, however,
.thé: matter is. more;open to:doubt, Indeed, if we look at secondary, education
.as,a; single; category-, (that is, if we do notiask whether the secondary course
‘was completed or. not) it is! apparent that mean age at first employment differs
Jittle from omie mobility. group;to the.other. Only among men who embarked
-upon;, but.did not complete,. a secondary course:does the tendency persist for
social ascenders to start.employment earlier in their lives, At the next educa-
.tibnal level, the university-level, a‘further.complexity-is added by the apparent
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. reversal-of . the general trend: social ascenders of umvers1ty level appear to

enter the labour market later rather' than’ eatlier. .

There is therefore some evidence that the overall variations .in age at
employment that became apparent in Table 4 had’ part of their origin in
differences in educational history. As we have seen, some of’ the _variations
were reduced others eliminated and another reversed, when ‘we “subjected
educational attainment to control. Yet the relationship between social ascension
and earlier employment by no means entirely disappeared as a result of" this
analytical procedure; and one seems Justlﬁed in asking whether, had a more
detailed analysis been possible, more definite and more interesting concluswns
might not have been open to us. In partlcular, the assumption-that all status
movements in the same direction are the “same’ > phenomena (for example,
that all men who have ascended the status hierarchy have undergone the

‘same experience, sociologically speaking) really begs a very significant question ..

in mob111ty studies. Indeed, some of the figures in Table 5 can best be, explalned o
on grounds that assume the nature of social mobility to be largely dependent .
upon a man’s point of departure in combination with his destination. A man
who moved up the entire hierarchy, from the lowest, unskilled manual status
to the highest profess1ona1 category exper1ences something entlrely d1ﬁ‘erent '
from the experience of one who moves from.the semi-skilled to the, skllled,
manual level. In the preceding analysis both are nevertheless classified as-
ascenders; and some loss of sens1t1v1ty of undcrstandmg s S to be expected asa
result, e . FOTIHNENE Lttty

However, there is no reason to suppose that ﬁrst employment lacks s1gn1ﬁcance R

for a man’s social mobility history. There is no. strong'association; except at -
the higher status levels, between inherited’ social’status and'that -achievéd
through the first full-time job'(for the sample as a-whole'the index of association

is 1-74). Less than a third of our subJects -entered: employment at the same

status level as their fathers: as was to be expected, a- ‘majority ‘started at‘a
lower one (Table 6). Indeed, the “mean® status:of first employment proved
to be 56, compared with:a paternal‘mean’s'tat“us of 4‘g. In other words;: for
a large majority of men first entry into thelabour market: proved to “be
simultaneously a first exercise in ‘the process of social moblhty—domlnantly
in the downward direction. There remains, it is true, some degree of class self-

‘recruitment at all levels; as the indices of association démonstrate; but this’is

really notable only among men inheriting status category t from their fathers. :
How far, then (to return to the question we raised in our opening paragraph),
does the status of a mans first full-time employment determine ‘his future
career? Is he condemned, by and large, to remain at the level:at which he
finds himself at the dawn, as it were; of his employment ‘history? Table 7
relates the status of first-employment to' the present social status’ of 'our-in-
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formants. Mean status has now risen to 48, equal, in fact, to the paternal
mean; and in order to achieve such a rise in average status nearly three-fifths
of the men had in the intervening period moved to. employment of a higher
status. A rough preliminary measure of the status-determinant effect of
first employment may be seen in the proportion, nearly 45 per cent, who had
failed to move up from their first level, or had even fallen below this.

We must not be deceived, however, into allowing too much. weight to this
figure: the incidence of social mobility depends initially upon the number of
opportunities for a change in status that are open. An entirely rigid status
structure, if it allows mobility at all, permits it only in the form of simple or
multiple exchange of positions. The index of association (or ratio of observed
to expected yalues in the “same” cells of the contingency table) is therefore a
more useful indicator here. The overall index of association for the entire
sample, 2-14, suggests a fairly low association between initial and subsequent
social status. On the other hand, it will be noted that the index varies markedly
according to the level at which first employment was taken: the relationship
is in fact a direct one, higher status at first employment carrying with it a
greater likelihood that subsequent mobility will not take place. A very high
degree of status immobility is particularly evident among men whose first
employment had taken them into the two highest status categories, 1 and 2.
At the other extreme, men first employed at category 6 level (index of associa-

TAaBLE 6; Status category of sub_]eot at first employment, related to paternal status

Subject’s ; , ‘
status Father’s status category Index of
category : Total Per associa-
.at first 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 cent tion
Job :
I 21 8 9 12 6 56 23 1338
2 .9 I1 14 18 - 9 61 25 g69
3 <5 1 22 I5 12 I 66 27 388
4 19 47 84 143 102 14 16 425 173 197
5 2 12 23 6o 137 23 36 293 119 1-31
6 11 21 43 106 <335 108 103 727 296 1-22
7 2 10 16 65 272 153 309 827 337 1-98
Total = 69 120 211 419 873 299 464 2,455 1000 174

Per cent 2-8 49 86 171 356 122 189 1000

%

First employment status higher than father: - 16+2
» s 5 the same as father: - 30°6
» » s lower than father: 532

N=2,455
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TABLE 7: Status category of subject at first employment, related to his p(ese{zt; status,.

Status ‘f " Present status’category ; " Index” o
CCcatégory it el Mt v DT o s P J?Per i associa-tY
at first »Iaﬁ; ve2eecnige 4 e e .8 raciisTotal  cent twnu;_;.,
Cogob o Soondhr ooy D e el s oo b

‘i‘ "54‘.:‘ ‘ )2 e 56‘ ! '20-07);‘
G 18 igg o vigeny ' S <) ,4, 12:38
18190 182 200, - 66a. '

23;, .47, 121 200  Ig "I 7, 428 172,

R SR - 15 61" 165“" “‘25“ : 296" 1148
: 11 12 7 24 1121774091 . 1 g8

R '2';}'3“4146 - ,78 - j238.,

11329 1.855,.:34'3, 4«2304u

| N oo R

Total ' 120" 129" ‘212’ 463" , 831 1%26 414 2,497 "160°0" 2'14”
Pcrcent © 48 52 85 186 333* ‘13-0 166 1000 Yt i it

Prcscnt status hlgher than at ﬁrst _]Ob T
* the same-as at first job:

S ::”' HoLs
. lower than ,, ,, - ,,

3.,

tion, 1-02) were almost entirély’ unaffected by this-initheir; subsequerit: hiStory:I

The margmal percentage distributions; showing heavy declines,in the. propor- -

tions of men in categories 6-and 7, suggestithat these are in some sense ‘recruit-
ment” levels in the labour market: levels that men enter in the expectation of
leaving thern'as soon a$ possiblé; nor is this surprising:since such levels of social
status are accorded mainly to unskilled-and semi-skilled occupations: -

These differences are reflected in ﬁgures relatlng 1o occupational moblhty
(Table 8). Among the sample as a whole the dverage number of JObS

TABLE 8: Mean number qf Jabs from ﬁrst entermg labour market related to social mobzhty
. history . .

S e -T:Suly'ect’s present sta%;zs relative to j:Jatemal’_J status : .
‘Social Status - = - — — — ~ . All Subjects
voof firstjob . Higher . - Same. ;.. .., Lower e o
2" 30 2 8 2-g% 2:9 -
3 31 2:6 2:1% 2:9 .
4 2:9 132 3L 30 .
5 43 473 49 42,
6. 4°4 45 LA 45
7 53 55 55 55
All subjects 41 : 46 4.6 e M4“1‘_ ‘
*N<1o. ) s

3',.6011 T35 . 20t L 102
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since first entering the labour market lay between'four and five; but :this was
influenced by the social status of first employment. Those entering the labour
market towards the top of the status hierarchy had changed their job less
frequently than those entering at the bottom. ‘Perhaps contrary to expectation,
social ascenders (i.e., men who had risen above the status level of their fathers
by the time they were interviewed) had changed -their job, on average, less
often than descenders or the immobile. But this overall sample mean is heav1ly
weighted by the numerical dominance of men whose first employment lay.in
status categories 6 and 7. As we rise above these levels there becomes evident
a tendency for the contrary to happen: ascendeis change their jobs somewhat
more often than “descenders. But it is “significant that the process’ of social
mobility, whether in the upward or the downward direction, seems in many
cases to begin very early in the occupat1onal career, It i is not by any means
certain that changes in social status between one generatlon and anothér
(compaung son. with father) are the culmmatlon of a lifetime’s effort. On
the contrary, Table 9 reveals that more than go per cent of subjects who had
fallen to a status pos1t1on below thelr 1nher1ted one made the descent with
their first employment, and had apparently remamed there. Of social ascendeérs,
two-fifths made their 1mt1al movement upward as soon as they entered the
labour market. It will be noted also that even the somally static show a more
than average tendency to take up first employment of a status 51m1lar to their
father’s. In other words, the meaning. ‘of Table g appears to be that toa s1gn1-
ficant degree a man’s future social status is reﬂected in the status of his first
employment; and in the case of those fated to be social descenders the first
job is very highly predictive indeed of what his fate i is to be.1 More spec1ﬁcally,}
the majority of future social ascenders enter the labour market at a status
level equal to or above that of their fathers; the majority of men who will
remain socially static take first employment at the same level of status, or
below, their fathers’; “and future descenders enter employment almost
unanimously, as we have seen, at a status level below the paternal one.
Summlng up, ther, it seems that the general tenor of our evidence supports
the view that how a young man first enters the labour market Has considerable
relevance to his future. Among the adults making up our sample, mean age
at first employment did not vary significantly with date of birth, except
perhaps for those born during the 1940s, and those affected by special economic
circumstances. However, there were factors associated with social status, such

1The National Manpower Service of the Department of Labour operates a scheme of re-settlement
allowances to induce workers to change where the interests of the national manpower policy make
this desirable (for example, to get skills to a new project, or to correct maladjustment in the labour
market). This scheme, initially little used, is said to be becoming more popular with workers. If such
continues to be the case, one of its consequences may be an attenuation of the tendency noted here,
since occupational mobility may be facilitated.
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TABLE g: Subject’s status at first. employment relative. to paternal status by subsequent mabzlzty
. . history ( jzercentages) S ,

Status of first job C ' Mobility history T
relative paternal e e — " All Subjects*
status < fAscender‘f‘- Static: - Descender S
Higher than father = 41° 5. o 45 S 18 162 -
Same ~ - g6’ 4201 65 , g30°6 "~ -
Lower than father ©o22-3 ‘ "534 T o9r7 © 532"
N (100%) . 85 g1z - 658 2455

Chi square signiﬁcant beyond 0001 level.,C= 54 (max.y-gl 3). .

as differential mortahty, that may have been partlally respon31ble for 'this
apparent stablhty But uniformity did ‘not extend to levels of social status:
the higher a young man’s inherited social status, the oldet he was when he-
took his first job; and social mobility also proved to be assoc1ated with age
at first employment. Men whose later history showed them to have been social
ascenders tended to have entered full-time employment earlier, and social
descenders later, than the average. Some of the overall variations in age at
first employment relating to status origin were accounted’ for by’ differing
educational commitments; but some of the main dlﬁ"erences by social mobility
history remained after controlhng by educat1onal attainment. Indeed for a
majority of the sample, entr}r into the labour market meant at any rate a
temporary fall to a level of status below the one they had inherited from their
fathers, class self—recrmtment becommg notable only at h1gher levels of 1nher1ted
status.

Social mobility became less l1kely the hlgher the status acqu1red at ﬁrstv
employment. Finally, and perhaps most 51gn1ﬁcantly, it appears that much
subsequent mobility hlstory may be predlcted from the nature of first employ-
ment: 1nter-generat10nal social mob111ty often takes place, if it is to take place
at all, at the begmmng of a man s career. | :
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