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Introduction

Until recently most of comparative research on social inequality relied on
stratification concepts developed by Western sociologists. Even the theoreti-
cal argument between their various approaches (neo-Marxism, neo-Weberi-
anism, functionalist theories) in this case is not so important, since all of them
have been developed to provide an explanation to the nature of social inequal-
ity in modern Western societies. And this is not surprising given the rather
intense development of social sciences in the West and their far reaching in-
fluence in the rest of the world.

The successful development of the capitalist countries of Europe and the
USA has gained a lot of sympathy in the world scientific community in favour
of those modernization projects, which enunciated the Western developed
model as the only best alternative. Even today the Atlantic capitalism, which
relies on an institutional ‘triangle’ market — private property — democracy, is
regarded as the comme il faut solution by most ideologists of the post-social-
ist transformation. Yet in spite of the reforms, which have apparently led to a
social and economic collapse in many of the post-socialist states, their rela-
tive success is still evaluated in terms of convergence of their social structure
with the social structure of developed societies. Moreover, the cultural and
historical roots of their current institutional systems have until recently been
regarded by those ideologists as minor (or completely insignificant) factors
among those that determine the adaptive potential of the transforming post-
socialist countries.

However, by accepting such a one-sided approach in interpreting the out-
comes of post-socialist transformation to analysis of social inequality one
would face a number of problems. In particular, it would raise a highly debat-
able issue of status inconsistencies and whether these inconsistencies tend to
resolve with transformation. Other highly popular arguments are the ‘middle
class’ problem and the problem of distinguishing ‘winners’ from ‘losers’ to
determine the rate of transformation success.

On the other hand, the character of social and economic differentiation of
population in some European countries of the former socialist bloc doesn’t
appear so marginal, if it is regarded within the framework of a different ap-
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proach, which allows for historical dependence of societal change and, thus,
a variety of co-existing social and economic orders that are matched to dif-
ferent civilizations, i.e. a civilization approach [Huntington 1996; Spengler
1991; Toynbee 1987; Danilevskiy 2003]. One of the attempts to conceptualize
this with a special reference to the issues of social inequality is provided in
[Shkaratan 2007a, b]. According to this approach a particular Eurasian civi-
lization can be distinguished, which is essentially different from European
(Atlantic) civilization with regard to its institutional structure and system of
values. Within this civilization there emerged a particular system with its own
rules of functioning and development, which is a parallel branch of historical
evolution of the capitalist industrial society. This system can be conceptually
referred to as etacratism (or statism), which has been seen as an alternative
mode of production by some other scholars as well. Unlike profit-oriented
capitalism, etacratism is oriented towards power maximizing: that is, improv-
ing the military and ideological capacity of the state to control and manipulate
the masses [Castells 2010a].

Apparently, in such a distinct setting of social and economic relations a
different system of social inequality would emerge, where the stratification
hierarchy and the structure of inter-group relations would also bear a distinct
flavour. The corresponding hierarchy is most likely to resemble a rigid system
of relatively isolated estates, which originate from power ranks, rather than
the hierarchy of classes, which originate from the general distribution of la-
bour and property relations. This is though a relative distinction, since exist-
ing societies, which may be extensions of both, European and Eurasian, civi-
lizations, share a similar socio-technological basis of late industrial and post-
industrial (knowledge-based) economies. But virtually the technological as-
pect of the modern occupational structure is not so important, as far as the
underlying system of social stratification is concerned. One has to consider
the socioeconomic aspect of labour distribution, since it shapes socio-occu-
pational stratification, which is commonly found in most of existing societies.
On the other hand, mediated by market and the system of real inequality it
serves as a source of class differentiation in Western developed countries.

In this case a possible co-existence and even an overlapping of two distinct
types of stratification may occur. The intensity of the corresponding forms of
stratification depends on the extent, to which a particular set of institutions is
rooted in different societies that are bound to different systems of civilizations.
This point of view has been clearly expressed by Vladimir Ilin, who also claims
that class differentiation as a dominating form of social and economic inequal-
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ity is an exclusive feature of capitalism [//in 2008]. The class structure, he fol-
lows, is a certain reflection of power distribution according to the logic of la-
bour and capital markets. The forming of social classes, thus, is an integral part
of amore general process of transition (return) to capitalism. On the other hand,
in the so-called etacratic societies occupations, which serve as sub-class units
in capitalist societies and are associated with a certain character of labour, are
less distinguishable with respect to their status characteristics. That happens
due to the fact that the latter to a greater extent result from the corporate nature
of professional organizations, which are particularly weak in etacratic socie-
ties (an especially comprehensive discussion of this issue with respect to post-
socialist transformation is provided in [Kivinen 2002, 2006]).

Following this line of argument I argue that a direct comparison of strati-
fication systems in countries, which are following different paths of social
and economic development, is inappropriate. At the same time various uncon-
ventional accounts, which recognize such nation-specific particularities, usu-
ally focus on certain countries and lie beyond the context of international
comparisons. Our own studies of data from a series of representative surveys
of Russian population in 1994, 2002 and 2006, for example, have provided
such evidence in favour of a peculiar structuring of social stratification in con-
temporary Russian society [Shkaratan, Yastrebov 2007b, 2010; Shkaratan et
al. 2009]. Precisely, by ranking various stratification criteria with respect to
their empirical significance we have already shown that sufficient criteria for
distinguishing homogenous social groups can most likely be reduced to dif-
ferences, which arise from unequal distribution of power and property, rather
than mere occupational stratification.

A more principal question though is whether such unusual type of social
relations is particular for the rest of post-socialist countries as a whole, and
Russia, in particular. In this paper I will attempt to test this assumption em-
pirically using a more broader set of data, which includes other European
countries and allows for a more or less appropriate comparison.

Concepts of social inequality in modern societies

The growing social and economic differences between highly skilled and
lower skilled workers in many developed countries have been closely ana-
lyzed by many Western and non-Western scholars, who more or less provide



similar accounts and claim that the decisive factor of differentiation results
from employment status of workers (i.e. the character of economic activity
and situation on capital/labour markets). Theoretically though this not a new
idea, since the fundamental explanation of this phenomenon has already been
given in the classical works of Karl Marx and Max Weber in the late XIX® —
the beginning of XX™ centuries.

According to Marx, the inequality in the form of distribution of people
into social classes is a reflection of their unequal situations and roles in pro-
duction. In other words, a more general basis for class formation is the social
division of labour, which distinguishes between the majority of manual work-
ers and those privileged few, who either supervise their labour, make trade,
carry out government functions etc. This clear distinction between the execut-
ing and supervising labour historically preceded the emergence of private
property and served as a basis for division of people into the exploiter and the
exploited throughout the human history: e.g. ‘masters’ and ‘slaves’ in an an-
cient society, ‘feudal lords’ and ‘peasants’ in feudal societies, etc. Yet accord-
ing to Marx it is only with development of a industrial (modern) mode of pro-
duction and the emergence of private property that certain functions, spheres
and types of activity become more or less strictly attached to different social
classes. With the emergence of the latter a person’s belonging to a certain so-
cial class determines the scope of professions (occupations), which he or she
can occupy, rather than the other way around. Thus, by recognizing the dis-
tribution of labour as one of the primary sources of inequality Marx has nev-
ertheless paid attention to a more fundamental criterion, which determines the
inequality of social positions: i.e. unequal access to the means of production
[Marx 1959].

As has already been mentioned, a further advancement of the theory of
social inequality, its sources, forms and meaning has been stipulated by the
works of Max Weber, whose approach to the study of social stratification has
become increasingly popular among the modern scholars. According to We-
ber, the Marxian model could be a source of fruitful hypotheses, but it was
regarded as rather simplified to explain all of the difficulties of stratification,
which is why Weber developed an alternative analysis that allowed for mul-
tiple sources of social hierarchy among people. Apart from its purely eco-
nomic aspect he also suggested to consider other aspects of stratification, such
as prestige and power, which along with the ownership of property were re-
garded as co-existent dimensions of social inequality in any society. Each of
these dimensions produces a corresponding type of stratification: economic
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classes in case of property relations; status groups based on prestige; and par-
ties as following from power [ Weber 1946].

Yet unlike Marx, who recognized classes as being real in the sense that
they have contradictory interests due to uneven ownership over the means of
production, Weber’s concept of class was less rigid, since it only referred to
an abstract group of people, who share similar life chances. The concept of
life chances is central to Weber’s analysis as it refers to probability estima-
tions of the span and quality of people’s life. Although Weber recognized that
the ownership of property is one of the key aspects that determine class situ-
ation (as well as life chances), a more principal aspect in his concept of class
is the existence of markets, which, he argues, is the central mechanism of
regulating relations in capitalist societies. Basically, what markets do is de-
termine ‘who is who’. Apart from property as a such they evaluate people’s
talents, skills, efforts, etc., in other words, everything that gives them an op-
portunity to generate earnings and acquire others goods from the market. Thus,
class according to Weber is made up of people, who share a common eco-
nomic situation: be it similar occupations, more or less equal incomes, amount
of property, etc. As a consequence the interests of a typical representative of
the class, rather than the group interests as in the case of Marx, serve as a
source of its homogeneity.

Nevertheless, both of the mentioned approaches to defining classes are not
that much contradictory, as some Western scholars tend to perceive them. The
major argument between Marx and Weber rests in Weber’s denial of any po-
tential conflict between the positively privileged classes (i.e. the proprietors)
and the negatively privileged classes (i.e. the non-proprietors). This issue
though is of minor significance as far as the mere character of social and eco-
nomic differentiation is concerned. In fact, both approaches have largely ben-
efitted from the critique that has been developed by their relative supporters,
who had to find better ways of explaining the changing patterns of social
inequality in modern societies.

In particular, one of the most widely spread approaches to analysis of so-
cial inequality in contemporary sociology is a particular extension of a neo-
Weberian approach according to British sociologist John H. Goldthorpe, who
along with some of his colleagues promotes a class model of society based
on differences in employment statuses. These differences emerge in an indus-
trial society, which is organized according to the principles of economic and
technological exploitation [ Erikson, Goldthorpe 1992; Goldthorpe, McKnight
2006].



Goldthorpe claims that market mechanism, which lies behind the distribu-
tion of people in the system of social division of labour is the core reason of
emerging inequalities. According to this three basic class positions are distin-
guished: employers, employees and self-employed. Employers buy labour
from employees and thus gain some power over the latter. This forces em-
ployees into selling their workforce, while self-employed are relatively au-
tonomous and can be assigned neither to employers, nor to employees as
such.

Yet according to Goldthorpe the more important aspect of inequality in the
context of social differentiation is that it emerges among the larger group of
employed. Here the author brings in a new criterion, which is directly related
to the character of labour relations — the type of labour contract, which regu-
lates the employment. The conceptual foundation rests on the fact of weight-
ing potential risks faced by employers, who hire workers and offer them em-
ployment contracts. Particularly these are the lack of complete control over
workers’ activities due to their specific knowledge and skills, the value of
which in some types of employment rises proportionally to the duration of
employment contract. Thus all these terms are accounted for by employers
and determine the appropriate character of employment contract.

Goldthope also claims that ‘his’ classes differ in their specific opportuni-
ties and constraints, some of which directly affect economic security, stabil-
ity and prospects, as well as intragenerational and intergenerational social
mobility of individuals.

Yet the more common argument among Goldthorpe’s critics is that he, un-
like those, who support Marxist theories, neglects the particularity of the so-
cial group of larger proprietors and puts them into the same social class with
higher grade professionals and managers. In this respect a more serious alter-
native of Goldthorpe’s views on the class model of society is the neo-Marxist
approach developed in the works of Erik O. Wright [Wright 1997; Wright
1985].

Wright stresses the fact that the more fundamental reason of society’s di-
vision into social classes rests in unequal access to the means of production.
This division explains the rather common opposition of interests between
various social groups, which is why this dimension of inequality cannot be
neglected.

The relations of exploitation according to Wright have never become less
significant, let alone they have never faded away. Yet Wright extended Marx’s
ideas and gave a more detailed explanation of the character of differentiation

in a contemporary society. Precisely he claims that relations of exploitation
emerge from unequal possession of organizational skills and knowledge, as
well as autonomy of labour.

The inclusion of these additional criteria in the Wright’s model of exploi-
tation was a key to distinguishing the so called ‘middle class’, which occupies
intermediary positions between the traditional class of capitalists and work-
ers. Thus following from unequal autonomy of labour the traditional middle
class has been distinguished, i.e. petty bourgeoisie, who, on the one side, act
as employers hiring additional workforce or self-employed in the case of in-
dividual labour, while, on the other, they cannot be assigned to larger propri-
etors, whose decisions often have far-reaching consequences, if not contradict
the interests of minor proprietors. Similar logics applies to explanation of con-
tradictory class locations (which is, in fact, Wright’s term) of professionals
(experts) and managers, i.e. the representatives of the so called new middle
class’. The fact that they possess various specific skills and knowledge deter-
mines the relative similarity of their interests with the interests of proprietors,
which is different in the case of their employment status.

Table 1. Major contemporary theoretical approaches to the nature of social inequality

Theoretical Source of Major classes Character of | Key problems
approach inequality relations
Neo-Weberian | Market Self-employed, working class | Intra- and Segmentation
(Goldthorpe) | relations (skilled or unskilled), middle | interclass of life chances,
(labour class (“service class’ and competition | social mobility
market) intermediate class)
Neo-Marxist | Possession Bourgeoisie, working Social Class struggle,
(Wright) over means | class, other classes (petty conflict exploitation,
of production | bourgeoisie, new middle class) | due to proletarization
exploitation

Thus, the notion of ‘social class’ among the scholars of social inequality
has yet no single definition due to existing differences in opinions of how so-
cieties are organization and what forces drive its development. The more uni-
versal thesis, which is shared by most researchers, is that people unequal one
way or another, and that this inequality depends on how society is organized
economically as well as socially.

Yet, in spite of conceptual divergences between Wright’s and Goldthorpe’s
schemes (see Table 1), there are reasons to claim that Western scholars seem



to have more or less similar views on the structure and hierarchy of social in-
equality in their societies, since both of these conceptual frameworks reflect
the principles of social division according to the logics of social reproduction
of capitalist societies, which are constituted from two basic elements — mar-
ket and private property institutions.

The most common feature of most contemporary approaches to analysis
of social differentiation is the consensus over the most elementary units of
social classification — i.e. occupations. The latter serve as a construction ma-
terial for various national and international (e.g. ISCO-88) classifications,
which are usually taken as moderated class models of society, where the is-
sues of distribution of power, property, life chances and social inequality per
se are usually neglected. They are most commonly used for policy-making to
deal with the issues, that concern certain categories of population, and are
therefore a powerful tool of governing social and economic processes at the
state level. The structure and sense of national classifications to a larger ex-
tend rely on particular social and economic organization of countries and re-
flect the style of their government. In other words each country has a particu-
lar approach to collecting and arranging the appropriate statistics in order to
make qualified decisions.

National socio-occupational classifications are usually based on three ap-
proaches: 1) classification of occupations per se regardless from formal train-
ing requirements; 2) classification based on differences in actual training and
qualification; 3) classification based on statuses assigned to certain occupa-
tions (position in occupation)'. Yet the standard objection of scholars against
the use of such classifications is the absence of a comprehensive methodol-
ogy as well as theoretical justification of their deduction. And this is not sur-
prising given that the primary goal of these statistics is not the analysis of so-
cial and economic problems, rather than the routine description of certain fact
of the social and economic reality. The official statistics can be regarded only
as one of the possible tools of applied sciences.

Scientists who tend not only describe, but systematize information about
the social environment, have to find ways of explaining the regularities, which
lie behind the differentiation of various social groups according to their level
and way of life, economic and social behaviour, etc., rather than just provide

' These conclusions are drawn from analysis of a number of European national socio-oc-
cupational classifications, which have been discussed in the special issue of Sociétés Con-
temporaines («Enjeux et usages des catégories socioprofessionnelles en Europe», No 45-46,
2002(1-2)).
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measures of the extent of these inequalities. In this respect most official data
on social and economic situation of workers in various occupational groups
and/or industrial sectors cannot provide enough material for a full-scale study
of reasons of social inequality. At the most it may help reveal certain ‘symp-
toms’, yet they would most likely be insufficient to provide an accurate ‘di-
agnosis’ of the social situation.

And yet study of stratification based on socio-occupational differences has
a strong conceptual foundation. This can be resumed from the recent theo-
retical debates on social inequality [Goldthorpe 2000; Grusky, Weeden 2001,
2002; Rueschemeyer, Mahoney 2000; Scott 2002; Sorensen 2000; Wright 2000].
According to American authors D. Grusky and K. Weeden the contemporary
class analysis has to revitalize itself through introduction of a more compre-
hensive analytic category, i.e. occupational groupings, which is basically an
extension of Durkheimian tradition. The authors claim that the latter become
the fundamental units of exploitation, which occupy the intermediary posi-
tions between the state and individuals. Neglecting the many arguments against
the substituting of traditional ‘big class’ analysis with these more disaggregate
categories, it has to be concluded that the logics of the American sociologists
tends to rest on the common ground with some theoretical arguments of Eu-
ropean tradition, where social classes aggregate from occupations.

Thus, the occupational structure, which represents the whole variety of
occupations and correlates the system of social relations to the economic ac-
tivity of individuals, can be regarded as a hierarchy of various social positions
of the economically active members of society. The most important charac-
teristic of such socio-occupational structure is that it is a sort of projection of
social differentiation on the processes of economic activity, since it determines
the relations between individuals, which emerge in the process of production.
Precisely it establishes the similarity as well as differences between various
occupational positions as a particular form of social differentiation. The so-
cial differences emerge from the differences in special training and various
statuses, which is why the whole system can be regarded as a hierarchy of so-
cially ranked workers. At the same time each group of occupations similar
with respect to their social characteristics can be regarded as a formal statis-
tical ‘frame’ for a rigid social class, since it is, on the other hand, distinguished
through a particular set of social values, norms, interests, lifestyles, etc. that
associate certain individuals — members of that class. In the case of social mo-
bility new norms and values are adopted through industrial social networks,
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communication with neighbours, etc., which requires a certain period of ad-
aptation.

Yet the only thing which is directly reflected in segmentation of occupa-
tions themselves is the technical (functional) division of labour, rather than
its social heterogeneity. That explains frequent cases, where the carriers of the
same occupation or individuals, who engage in similar economic activities,
may relate to different social strata. For that reason the use of occupations as
an empirical indicator of social inequalities often requires additional criteria,
which may have different significance in different contexts. One should also
keep in mind the limited lifespan of certain occupations, which is subject to
economic and technological change (e.g. one would barely claim that machine
operators in the 1930s and in the 1990s would occupy the same social posi-
tions). Thus, it can be suggested that social classes may change their content
in the course of societal development. Nevertheless, in spite of all these doubts,
sociological classification of occupations based on direct operationalization
of generic features of certain labour can be rather accurate in reflecting the
social and economic inequality of a relatively static society.

Data and method

In solving the task of determining the criteria of social and economic dif-
ferentiation in contemporary Russia in my earlier publications? I relied on the
data from a series of representative surveys (1994, 2002 and 2006), which
were initially designed to provide an accurate and multifold information about
the post-Soviet system of social stratification. The focus of these surveys made
it possible to construct the required system of social attributes that covered
almost all existing dimensions of inequality, such as human resources, occu-
pational and employment statuses, economic behaviour, cultural consumption,
status in power, asset ownership and many others.

Yet the comparative context, which distinguishes current research from
my earlier tasks, has urged me into searching for a new source of information,
which would, on the one hand, provide me with the more recent data on the
similar set of social attributes, while, on the other, holding for their compara-
bility across a series of national samples. For this reason I referred to an in-

2 The results of this long-going research on social stratification have been summarized in
the recent co-authored monograph, see [Shkaratan et al. 2009].
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creasingly popular set of social data on European societies — the European
Social Survey project (a detailed description of the survey, including all sets
of data, are available on-line, visit www.europeansocialsurvey.org).

Another important feature of this survey, which is also crucial for this kind
of research, is that the coding of most required variables has already been
conducted in order to facilitate all possible cross-country comparisons (in-
cluding stratification research): i.e. a system of indicators which can provide
accurate information about respondents’ employment statuses, their situation
in the system of labour relations, the level of their relative autonomy at work,
the complexity of their labour, their sources of income, etc.

In order to represent various systems of social and economic differentia-
tion according to certain theoretical views researchers develop class schemes,
which serve as a means of modelling real inequalities that emerge in a soci-
ety. The quality of those schemes is determined by their capacity of produc-
ing empirically homogenous social groups, which could further be claimed
as real’. In a mathematical language, provided a certain operationalization of
classes, this would mean that the factor variable (the class variable) is ex-
pected to correlate strongly to other variables, which commonly describe
classes in terms of typical living standards, lifestyles, social and economic
behaviour, etc.

The general theoretical context of my research situation allows for exist-
ence of various principles of social and economic differentiation in societies
that happen to be a part of different civilization systems. I further hypothesize
that the existence of the social classes, which are characteristic to the struc-
ture of modern capitalist societies, can be questioned with regard to those
countries, which lie farther away from the core countries of the capitalist
world-system (i.e. Eastern countries as in the ‘East-West’ dichotomy, or South-
ern ones as in the ‘South-North’ dichotomy). In other words, I expect that the
corresponding social groupings (be it in Goldthorpe, Wright or any sort of
socio-occupational scheme) would empirically be less homogenous due to the
weakness (or even absence) of the institutional mechanisms that match these
class situations to specific sets of resources and achievements.

One of the more comprehensible criteria for assessing the empirical ade-
quacy of stratification models could be tests for homogeneity of the corre-
sponding groupings. Yet these tests alone are still insufficient. For researchers

3The conceptual definition of the notion of real (homogenous) social group, including some
implications for its further use in empirical research have earlier been discussed in [Shkaratan,
Yastrebov 2007a, 2010].
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who study societies regard ‘social class’ as a highly capacious tool for explain-
ing a whole set of social phenomena that concern unequal distribution of re-
sources within a society, variability of behaviour patterns, life settings, etc.
Thus, it is necessary that ‘social class’ is defined not only through a feature
of homogeneity of its characteristics, but through a feature of its distinguish-
ability from other existing classes as well.

If a researcher is to test theoretical schemes and try to derive the unbiased
grouping criteria from the whole set of all possible descriptors, one relevant
mathematical solution can be entropy analysis. Generally, the principle, on
which this method is based, can be described as follows. By selecting such
combinations of possible criteria where the measure of entropy (i.e. the un-
certainty of distribution) of observations is minimal we should expect these
criteria to produce groupings with higher homogeneity of their inner structure.
The method of entropy analysis basically tests the hypothesis according to
which the set of individual social attributes is subject to some form of depend-
ency. By understanding social inequality as general dissimilarities of individ-
uals (observations) within the whole set of social variables, entropy analysis
helps ranking various subsets of descriptors to define those, where there is a
certain order of distribution of observations. Thus, it is assumed, an unbiased
solution for discovering differentiating factors of social heterogeneity — cri-
teria of social inequality in a given society — can be achieved. The more ac-
curate description of this method along with its application in empirical re-
search has been several times provided in earlier publications [Shkaratan,
Yastrebov 2007a, 2009, 2010; Sergeev 2002; Taganov, Shkaratan 1969]. The
shortened description is provided in mathematical appendix.

How could the results of entropy analysis be interpreted, when it is applied
to the task of assessing the validity of stratification models in general and their
constructing criteria in particular? Let’s take some combination of n variables,
which represent some meaningful dimensions of stratification. What would
mean the ‘more dense’ distribution if observations within this #-dimensional
space? In a metaphor, where this space is regarded as a ‘house’ with many
‘apartments’, all possible combinations of variables’ values (given they are
limited, i.e. non-interval) represent the number of these ‘apartments’. If peo-
ple (respondents) are more or less equally distributed across these ‘apartments’,
in terms of entropy analysis this would mean that the ‘house’ is homogenous-
ly populated, i.e. different people tend to avoid living in same ‘apartments’
together. Yet if for some reason a few of these ‘apartments’ become so popu-
lar that they start attracting more people and become more crowded than the
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others, this would mean a decrease in entropy since already some regularity
of distribution appears. The stronger this regularity is in a space that is repre-
sented by a set of social inequality factors, the more reason to consider its
‘apartments’ as cases of potential ‘social classes’.

A better representation of the method can be given with the following ex-
ample. Let’s assume there is a hypothesis to be tested, according to which the
efficiency of a labour market in a highly developed society is higher compared
to less developed societies (such as in “post-socialist’ states, for example). The
efficiency (or rationality) of national labour markets is operationalized in terms
of their ability to match people’s qualifications to certain occupations and re-
wards. Since most social surveys contain data on respondents’ current income,
education and occupation status, we only need a measure of matching between
the corresponding variables across the whole set of observations for each
country. And this measure (n-dimensional contingency coefficient) is derived
from entropy analysis.

The task of determining whether in some post-socialist countries there has
formed a particular type of social inequality could thus be reduced to a test of
hypotheses about the universal nature of social and economic differentiation,
which is advocated by many contemporary theorists.

Exploring the results

Most comparative stratification research today relies on the model of anal-
ysis, the goal of which is to critically assess existing classifications and sug-
gest their further specification for more accurate international comparisons
[Bergman, Joye 2001; Leiulfsrud, Bison, Jensberg 2005]. This model suggests
that ‘social classes’ are first constructed according to key criteria, which have
a certain theoretical foundation, and then used as key integral indicators for
social and economic situation of individuals. It is characteristic of this ana-
lytical model that resulting classes are further regarded by researches as re-
ally existent, i.e. the major problem of research lies in determining their pro-
portions and content across various societies, rather than establishing their
real validity.

In reality though it is barely necessary to claim the realism of such classes:
most collective actions in Western Europe have a distinct class flavour (e.g.
trade union strikes), just as self-identification is often exercised in terms of
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association with ‘white-‘ vs ‘blue-collar’ labour. On the other hand, this situ-
ation is less characteristic of East-European countries, where the relative in-
activity of the major social groups (even against the world financial crisis and
their increasing social and economic ill-being) puts class origins of their so-
cieties into question. Yet it has to be underlined that the formation of class
consciousness as well as the study of class interests lie beyond the scope of
this research. The more important task in the context of studying the funda-
mental principles of social and economic differentiation in different societies
is the comparative analysis of regularities, which may exist regardless peo-
ple’s perception and reflect the functioning of certain institutions.

I will begin with the statement that there are no fundamental differences
between the theoretical approaches of neo-Weberians, neo-Marxists or even
functionalists, since all of these approaches can one way or another be reduced
to the factor of unequal distribution of people into socio-occupational posi-
tions. Empirically this is easily established by overlapping the corresponding
stratification hierarchies, which allow for various conversions from one clas-
sification into another. Thus, in spite of the differences in emphases, which
various researches set for different aspects of class situation, their primary
constructing criteria include the following: employment relations, through
which self-employed and employees are distinguished, and occupation, which
in its operationalization includes many important stratification parameters
such as education, skills, terms and the character of labor, etc.

An alternative to deriving stratification hierarchies from existing theories
(where the set of possible class criteria* is always known a priori) is a more
neutral method of discovering homogenous social groups via exploring the
actual distribution of observations in as much significant dimensions of ine-
quality as possible, i.e. the method of entropy analysis.

The contemporary stratification schemes (classifications), which reflect
alternative representations of social inequality, can be obtained via combin-
ing information about social and economic situation of individuals based on
a certain system of basic parameters. These systems can be decomposed into
elementary criteria, whose explanatory power with respect to other parameters
of ‘class situation’ can further be empirically tested. These criteria, or factors,
can be regarded as related to each other (as in the case of Marx’s statement,
according to which the relation to the means of production determine the scope
of' occupations that can be exercised by individuals) or totally independent (as

4 Or non-class situation in terms of the absence of classes understood as principal compo-
nents of social hierarchies in non-Western (non-Atlantic) societies.
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in the case with employment relations and the extent of qualifications). While
the latter aspect is very important for the specification of analytical model
based on regression analysis, there is absolutely no need in distinguishing be-
tween dependent and independent variables if entropy analysis is used — what
is more important is to determine, whether the distribution of people (respond-
ents) in a certain system of parameters is subject to some form of regularity
or dependency’.

From all possible sets of inequality factors I focus on those, which corre-
spond to the major theoretical approaches to contemporary stratification: the
neo-Weberian (J.H. Goldthorpe), the neo-Marxist (E.O. Wright) and the strat-
ification based on occupational groupings (ISCO-88). The corresponding sets
of inequality attributes are operationalized in terms of certain parameters as
follows in Table 2.

In order not to overcomplicate the procedure of entropy analysis, which is
quite sensitive to the number of space dimensions, I limit myself to a single
simple controlling indicator, which is commonly used to test the validity of
stratification models — the level of respondent’s income. In spite of all the cri-
tique about the use of such indicator as a measure for respondents’ material
well-being there is one strong argument I rely on. Just as any other research-
er | would prefer to have a more accurate tool of measuring respondents’ well-
being, yet I believe that by overcomplicating social information there is a far
greater risk of distortions that come from various manipulations of social
facts®. This, along with the lack of such information in the European Social
Survey data, has persuaded me to rely on subjective judgments about respond-
ents’ well-being’. It can be argued though that these judgments are subject to
a particular social and economic situation in the respondent’s country and thus
may lead to false deductions. Yet since in the case of entropy analysis we only
look at the nominal scales and look at the distribution of observations rather

>The more common instruments of measuring association between cases of different social
phenomena are various modifications of pairwise correlations, which in fact are many: i.e.
Pearson, Spearman, Kendall, Cramer, Chuprov coefficients, etc. The measure of heterogeneity
based on entropy as suggested in 1969 by 1. Taganov (for more detail see the Appendix) can to
a certain extent be regarded as a genuine coefficient for n-dimensional associations.

By such I mean procedures, which allow for a certain ‘straightening’ of information based
on various indirect indicators and estimated corrective coefficients.

"The corresponding question in the 3" wave of the European Social Survey in 2006 stated:
“Which of the descriptions on this card comes closest to how you feel about your household’s
income nowadays?”. The respondents were to answer according to the following scale: “1. Liv-
ing comfortably on present income”, “2. Coping on present income”, “3. Finding it difficult on
present income”, “4. Finding it very difficult on present income”.
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than the distribution of variables, this argument doesn’t apply. Anyhow the
subjective well-being scale is highly correlated to the interval income scale
even on the empirical level®.

Table 2. Major dimensions of social inequality in alternative stratification schemes

Conceptual approach | Major dimensions of Possible values according to European
inequality Social Survey original codings

based on ISCO-88, 1-digit scale

based on ISCO-88 occupation

level of education unified 5-class scale
based on type of contract «limited», «unlimited», «no contract»
Goldthorpe’s class
scheme employment status «employer», «employee», «self-employed»
level of education unified 5-class scale
based on Wright’s employment status «employer», «employee», «self-employed»
class scheme extent of authority comparable 6-class scale
level of education unified 5-class scale

Note: for a more detailed description of ESS variables included in the analysis refer to
Appendix.

The first system of parameters that I look at describes inequality in more
or less conventional dimensions of ‘occupation’, ‘education’ and ‘income’,
i.e. all of us identify ourselves through these key parameters in our everyday
life. It is also fair to say that the corresponding system of stratification ought
to be universal for all modern societies: since 1) they share a technological
order that determines the division of labor into occupations that require cer-
tain skills; 2) they all have a working institution of professional education that
provides individuals with this certain knowledge and skills; and 3) income is
also an important dimension of stratification as it reflects the character of eco-
nomic distribution in most societies.

The central problem of the research requires that I determine how the dis-
tribution of individuals within this system of inequality occurs in different

8 The Spearman’s coefficient of rank correlation between these two variables for the all-
country sample accounted for 0.577 (statistically significant at the 1% level). Although it has
to be noted that there is no single algorithm for coercing these country-specific scales to a
comparable indicator. In particular, in Russian and Bulgarian data there were only 5 income
intervals, while in most countries there were 12. A more detailed study of the documentation of
the survey has raised a number of questions as to how these income groupings were obtained,
not to mention their use in cross-country comparisons [http://ess.nsd.uib.no/ess/round3/field-
work.html].
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societies. Is there really difference in how their certain institutional mecha-
nisms provide matching between the level of individuals’ education and train-
ing with certain occupational and economic status in the system of function-
al division of labor?

The Figure I shows the results of calculating the measure of agreement
between the corresponding dimensions according to the entropy analysis (/).
The countries, which belong to various parts of Europe and hence theoreti-
cally are considered as carriers of different cultures and civilization specifics,
are flagged in certain colors.
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Figure 1. “Meritocracy” of social and economic inequality in European countries

Note: in terms of heterogeneity measures H, for “education — occupation — income”.

According to the results it is almost clear that there is no certain order that
reflects the extent to which the countries are separated from the poles of the
‘East-West-European’ continuum. Yet it is also apparent that the distribution
of countries according to the level of matching between ‘occupation’, ‘edu-
cation’ and ‘income’ is not at all accidental.

As seen from the diagram above, Russia (0.200) outmatched by Portugal
(0.186) alone is characterized by one of the lowest values of H,, which cor-
responds to the most random distribution of respondents in the given space
of dimensions. Such proximity reflects the similarity of labour markets be-
tween two countries, since they face obvious problems with development in
both Russia and Portugal (one of ‘the new sick men of Europe’). This can as
well be an empirical reflection of the certain similarity of social structures in
both of these countries, whose histories feature a decent record of authoritar-
ianism: i.e. the Soviet regime in the case of Russia and the ‘New State’ of
Antoénio de Oliveira Salazar in Portugal, which was the last authoritarian re-
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gime to fall in Europe as long as 40 years ago. No matter how symbolic this
tradition of authoritarianism can seem today, it certainly has an impact on
structuration of labor markets.

However, it is rather uncommon that Belgium (0.201) and to a lesser ex-
tent France (0.211), which in my theoretical model are categorized as belong-
ing to the core countries of the Western civilization and thus should demon-
strate more efficient labor market, feature such lower measures of agree-
ment.

Yet in spite of these deviant cases (France and Belgium) the rest of results
already look less surprising. The rest of post-socialist countries, which were
included in the program of European Social Survey in 2006 — Estonia, Hun-
gary, Slovenia, Slovakia, Bulgaria and Ukraine — lie very close to each other
according to A, (0.214 — 0.222) as calculated from their national samples.
This proximity can be regarded as nonrandom given their institutional uni-
formity that partly owes to their socialist past. Besides, although most Central
and East-European societies historically resisted both, socialism and Russian
dominion, their institutional structure is yet less consistent with institutional
structure of the core Western countries.

At the same time it has to be admitted that the distribution of these coun-
tries according to the results of entropy analysis gives no serious reason to
claim that, for example, Ukraine (0.222), which is regarded as a semiperiph-
eral state in the world-system of etacratism, in this respect is more ‘etacratic’
than Estonia (0.214), which lies at its periphery. Spain, which appears to have
accidentally occupied its place in a row with East-European countries, nev-
ertheless, is a less deviant case since it is explained through a similar logics
as in the case with Portugal (more evidence will be given lower).

The case of a rather separately situated Poland (0.243) is more or less con-
sistent with the general hypothesis: this country lies at the very edge of the
post-socialist world and is an organic part of contemporary Europe today, just
as it has always been more liberal and market-oriented than the rest of the
‘socialist’ countries in the middle of the previous century.

And, finally, the more developed countries of the so called ‘Old Europe’
demonstrate the higher rates of agreement between the ‘occupation’, ‘educa-
tion” and ‘income’ of their citizens, which is also consistent with the theoret-
ical argument that has been put forward.

The general conclusion over the results that were obtained from the anal-
ysis of the system with the following dimensions — ‘occupation’, ‘education’
and ‘income’ — is that they determine the system of stratification in certain
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countries to the extent of development of their national labour markets (which
corresponds to the idea of distinguishing between the more developed West-
ern countries and their less developed post-socialist counterparts on Fig-
ure ).

Thus, the system of coordinates, which is used to analyze social inequal-
ity in the more developed Western societies in terms of income, human capi-
tal and socio-occupational status is more likely to lose its explanatory power
in those European countries, which fall under the influence of the Eurasian
civilization system. In other words, the probability of discovering real (ho-
mogenous) social groups in the corresponding system of stratification in eta-
cratic societies ought to be lower.

Let’s now take a look at one of the better known extensions of this ap-
proach — the class scheme by J. Goldthorpe, which is often used in studies of
social inequality and social mobility in European countries. The system of
key dimensions that corresponds to this theoretical approach can be decom-
posed into the following elements: ‘type of contract’, ‘occupation’, ‘employ-
ment status’, ‘income’ and ‘risk of unemployment’. The latter is taken to pro-
vide a more complete representation of Goldthorpe’s ideas, who claims that
it refers to one of the categories that reflect people’s ‘life chances’ determined
by class situation [Chan, Goldthorpe 2007].

0,39 -
0,37 -
0,35 -
0,33 -
0,31
0,29 -
sl
0,25 T T T T T T T T T T T T
& W@ 2 @ > L X Q2 QR € A @ LS X D
@2&@@%\,@@«, Q@OZO&&Q}G@Q Q‘}’ie‘@é\«?“os v"&\«\é ®¢~2~°\\§¢0“\é\\3‘*’:&l§®(—,\°ﬁc;“e’begé‘i::&é@

Figure 2. Association between Goldthorpe’s classification criteria (EGP)
in European countries

Note: in terms of heterogeneity measures H, for “type of contract — occupation —
employment status — income — risk of unemployment”.

The results of this analysis are given above (see Figure 2). As seen, Swe-
den, Dania and Switzerland — one of the better developed countries in old Eu-
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rope — feature the highest rate of agreement between the selected variables. The
proximity of the Scandinavian states is nonrandom in this case, just like in the
previous one (see Figure [): it seems that the working model of the socially
oriented economic development, which can ironically be referred to as ‘liberal
socialism’, stays in the better agreement with the logic of ‘life chance’ distri-
bution according to Goldthorpe than in other developed European countries.

On the other hand, we can observe the neighborhood of Spain, Russia, and
what is also characteristic, Bulgaria — where the measure of agreement (H,)
between the selected attributes is minimal. Spanish case in spite of all the sur-
prises could be explained through its marginal situation with respect to the
civilization of Western Europe. Precisely it is a part of Iberoeuropean civili-
zation just as it is the case with Portugal (see Figure I). As is known, the pe-
culiar feature of such ‘marginal’ civilizations (Russia, Latin America, Pyrene-
an and Balkan regions among them) is their cultural diversity. If applied to
their interaction with the core countries of the Western (Christian) European
civilization, this implies that they still have repercussions of the longstanding
influence of the neighbouring civilizations. E.g., in the case of Spain and Por-
tugal these are Arabic-Muslim culture and civilization; in the case of Balkan
countries — Turkish-Muslim civilization [lonov 2008; Shemyakin 2001,
2007].

In general, the results above show that the explanatory power of the
Goldthorpe’s stratification, which draws from his theoretical assumption that
inequality is mediated by labour market (to a greater extent) and employment
status (to a lesser extent) unlike the more simple system of stratification (ac-
cording to occupation and training), barely depends on the countries’ institu-
tional setup as determined by their location within the ‘East-West’ civilization
dichotomy. If, for example, Poland, Slovenia and Estonia more or less fit such
theoretical framework, same logic does not apply to Hungary, Ukraine and
Slovakia, because otherwise it would demand that the character of their social
inequality according to Goldthopre could be described by patterns similar to
those of etacratic countries (for example, Russia).

Finally, the third scheme, in which the situation of individuals in the sys-
tem of social inequality is determined in terms of a neo-Marxist approach as
suggested by E. Wright, operationalizes class situation in terms of such pa-
rameters as employment status, qualification in occupation and situation with-
in the organizational hierarchy. For the purposes of analysis the correspond-
ing space of dimensions has been constructed. The results of entropy analysis
are given in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Association between Wright’s classification criteria (EGP)
in European countries

Note: in terms of heterogeneity measures H, for “employment status — level of
education — extent of authority — income”.

According to these results unlike the first two cases nothing certain can be
said about the relation between the Wright’s scheme of social stratification
and the countries’ location in the ‘East-West’ dichotomy. The ranking of so-
cieties according to the measure of agreement between mentioned parameters
shows that they are not only chaotically distributed with respect to their civi-
lization origins, but the values of H,, in general, appear to be extremely high
(relative to the figures above): from 0.317 in Ireland to 0.474 in Hungary. This
situation is characteristic for the more dense distribution of observations, which
indicates the higher degrees of their clustering into classes within the selected
system of dimensions. This brings some empirical support in favour of Wright’s
(Marx’s) stratification system, which can be regarded more or less universal
for all societies that seem to follow the same path of capitalistic development
(i.e. independently of their civilization macrostructure).

Unfortunately, little can be said about the questionable results in the case
of Wright’s scheme verification. One of the possible reasons that might have
caused this lie in inappropriate operationalization of the class situation (here
I limit myself to the data that has been available from European Social Sur-
vey). The other more likely reason could be insufficient elaboration of the
‘class’ category according to E. Wright, which could have been better speci-
fied to be distinguished from a rather different category of ‘estates’, since the
latter are assumed to be the more appropriate definition for the real social
groups in an etacratic society. One of the key criteria to distinguish estates,
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according to our theoretical deductions (e.g. see [Shkaratan, Yastrebov 2008]),
is the situation of individuals within various power hierarchies (be it in a cer-
tain organization, or political system of society as a whole), through which
different privileges are distributed. As has been shown, Wright also has it in
order to determine class situation in terms of exploitation relations. Although
this terminological similarity does not appear to be so random: according to
a German sociologist W. Teckenberg, who closely studied Soviet societies,
under some circumstances estates may crystallize from socio-occupational
hierarchies. These circumstances, he suggests, shape under the state mode of
production, where social inequality emerges from bureaucratic and profes-
sional control over particular resources [ Teckenberg 1977, 1982, 19897]°.

Thus, there is reason to believe that in Wright’s scheme of stratification
class situation per se (as determined by relations to the means of production)
overlaps with socio-occupational situation (through differentiation according
to education and training) and estate situation (as determined by relation to
power within various power hierarchies). This, in turn, is probably the cause
of such unambiguous results. Anyhow, these ideas will have to be tested fur-
ther and should consider the non-class principles of social and economic dif-
ferentiation as well.

Yet in spite of all these calculations the European Social Survey data doesn’t
provide sufficient information to allow for a more accurate analysis of the
countries’ location on the scale of ‘late industrialism (or Western post-capi-
talism) VS post-socialism (or Eurasian neo-etacratism)’. For example, it is
almost impossible to capture the extent of respondents’ power as well as the
amount of their property, which are obviously one of the key factors of social
inequality. The only possibility was to rely on various indirect indicators, one
of which is the meritocracy of the social selection principle.

One of the best and most complete typologies of existing stratification sys-
tems in contemporary literature have been provided by D. Grusky. According
to his typology the class system of industrial society is eventually replaced

1t is peculiar, for example, how Teckenberg reinterprets the Weberian concept of status
groups literally as ‘estates’, i.e. an archaic term for defining social groups that distinguish
their members through various privileges. Basically he defines ‘estate’ as a clique that restricts
membership for outsiders through developing particular life styles, imposing certain quality
of education, etc. This substitution of meanings owes to the fact that the Germans (and Weber
himself, of course) use a single word for referring to statuses and ‘estates’ (der Stand or Stinde
for plural). Nevertheless, I distinguish both to refer to ‘estates’ as a more rigid concept of social
groups that represent the basic elements of a certain type of society and may interfere with, or
even distort, class differentiation.

24

with ‘advanced industrialism’ (or post-industrialism and even ‘information
(network) society’ as proposed by other theorists). Unlike the class-based in-
dustrialism, where the key resource is represented by economic capital (means
of production), this new system puts more emphasis on human resources (such
as education, knowledge and training) [Grusky 2001].

It is apparent that such approach to dynamics of contemporary societies
implies a certain change in elite formation. While in the class society elites
are determined through their ability to control the means of productions, the
leading positions in advanced industrialism (information society) are occu-
pied by those, whose achievements are most valued by the whole society (such
as creative contribution to innovation processes). Another famous sociologist
Manuel Castells referred to such elites as informational workers. In this sys-
tem the traditional class hierarchy overlaps with the hierarchy of human and
cultural capitals. This means that in contemporary information age such fac-
tor of inequality and elite formation as people’s ability to adopt information
and apply their intellectual capital in the process of labour becomes the driv-
ing force of societal development. Thus, the social hierarchy begins to line up
with the scale of possession not just over economic, but intellectual capital as
well [Brooking 1996; Castells 2010a, b, c; Castells, Himanen 2002; Waller-
stein 1999].

All of the above applies to post-socialist countries to the extent the latter
can be counted as post-capitalist, although most of these features are yet to be
found in the USA and some of Western European developed countries only.
As for the post-socialist world, which lies in direct focus of the current re-
search, it is assumed that in such countries as Russia and other neo-etacratic
states the role of the meritocratic principle of social selection is weak. More-
over, it is weak enough to be perceived as such by society itself, which is re-
flected in subjective judgments about the meritocracy of rewards according
to individual achievements and personal qualities. Both of these measures,
subjective judgment together with actual performance of the meritocratic prin-
ciple, are sufficient to determine a country’s location on the scale between
information (network) and neo-etacratic societies. That is why I further ex-
plore the European Social Survey data to enhance my analysis with subjective
judgments about social rewards.

In spite of some difficulties that occurred with empirical verification of the
principle of class differentiation according to different theoretical approaches,
some evidence on distinguishing between European and Eurasian civilization
inequalities has been brought, which is particularly clear in the case of stratifi-
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cation within dimensions of ‘occupation’, ‘education’ and ‘income’. Yet these
results seem to look even more convincing if enhanced with data on subjective
judgments. In order to do this I refer to the information, which is provided by
the following question from the European Social Survey data set 2006: “To what
extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? — Considering
all my efforts and achievements in my job, I feel I get paid appropriately’. We
have calculated the share of the positive answers (Agree strongly and Agree)
for each country and have overlapped the resulting scale with our ‘meritocracy’
scale, which has been calculated above as a measure of matching between oc-
cupation, education and income. The results are given in the Table 3.

Table 3. The correlation between and objective and subjective scales of ‘meritocracy’
according to European Social Survey 2006

Group of Countries Share of positive answers | The measure of agreement
countries to the question on whether | between the dimensions of
respondent’s income is occupation, education and
adequate to his/her efforts, | income (according to results
achievements and success of entropy analysis)
Western European | Switzerland 37.6 0.309
countries Norway 36.9 0.268
Denmark 33.6 0.296
Austria 32.3 0.232
Sweden 322 0.240
Holland 31.7 0.228
Ireland 30.9 0.248
Belgium 30.0 0.201
Great Britain 27.7 0.230
Spain 253 0.217
France 23.7 0.211
Germany 23.0 0.247
Finland 22.8 0.238
Portugal 14.7 0.186
Post-socialist Slovenia 22.4 0.220
countries Estonia 183 0214
Slovakia 17.8 0.220
Bulgary 14.2 0.223
Hungary 12.1 0.215
Russia 10.2 0.200
Ukraine 10.1 0.223
Poland 9.9 0.243
Spearman’s correlation coefficient 0.554 (0.007)
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The correlation between two scales is quite strong and accounts for 0.554
(statistically significant with an alpha of 1%). It reflects (according to entropy
analysis) that the subjective opinion of respondents on how just the resources
are allocated within the society corresponds to how these mechanisms of
matching between the variables of income, occupation and education work in
practice. Moreover, these judgments as well as the real character of inequal-
ity differ with respect to the origins of different countries. For example, the
share of respondents, who more or less agreed that their efforts and achieve-
ment are appropriately rewarded, in post socialist countries accounts for 9.9%
(in Poland) to 22.4% (in Slovenia), while in Western European countries this
figure with the only exception of Portugal (14.7%) starts off with 22.8% (in
Finland) and higher.
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Figure 4. The rates of intergenerational socio-occupational ‘immobility’
in European countries

Note: in terms of heterogeneity measures H, for «respondent’s occupation — father’s
occupation — mother’s occupation»

Another important indicator that can be used to determine the character of
social inequality is the extent, to which the labour market opportunities of
children depend on the labour market situation of their parents'?. The study
of intensity of the intergenerational social mobility across the selected coun-
tries poses a great interest, since it can provide more empirical evidence on

107t is rather unfortunate that the use of this method requires that all included cases con-
tain no missing values, i.e. all cases with at least one missing value have been dropped from
analysis. For every national sample the share of such cases accounted for no more than 15%
of the sample.
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the estate nature of social inequality in neo-etacratic societies. This problem
can be also be solved with the use of entropy analysis.

To solve this task a certain space of dimension has to be constructed, which
relates the socio-occupational situation of children to the socio-occupational
situation of their parents. For this purpose [ will rely on aggregated categories
obtained from ISCO-88 (the aggregation algorithm is provided in Appendix 3).
The results are given in Figure 4 in terms of agreement between the follow-
ing variables: ‘respondent’s occupation’, ‘occupation of respondent’s father’,
‘occupation of respondent’s mother’.

The order of the selected countries in Figure 4 corresponds to the random-
ness, with which intergenerational social mobility occurs in the given society.
In other words, the lower the /, the less volatile the society is (i.e. children’s
chances are less dependent on their parents’ achievements) and vice versa.

According to the results Russia is once again situated near the utmost side
of the axis, yet surrounded by the same company of countries: Portugal, Hun-
gary, Bulgaria and Poland. The more general view of the situation gives an
impression that intergenerational socio-occupational mobility in the post-so-
cialist countries tends to be less volatile than in the developed countries of
Western Europe. The only exception is probably Estonia, where social mobil-
ity appears to be quite high. Anyhow the general result corresponds to what
we have claimed in the theoretical analysis.

The most expected argument against such interpretation of the results dem-
onstrated above is that the less predictable intergenerational social shifts orig-
inate from the substantial re-arrangement of the socio-occupational structures
in those countries, which have completed a transition to a post-industrial phase
of their development. This argument suggests a decrease in the share of em-
ployed in lower-status occupations (by large, physical labour), while at the
same time an increase in the share of higher-status occupations first of all due
to a rise of the tertiary sector (service sector). According to this it would fur-
ther be reasonable to suggest that the higher volatility of socio-occupational
statuses in the more developed countries occurs because of the fact that the
previous generation was more likely to be engaged in lower-status occupa-
tions. Nevertheless, the empirical analysis gives us a different picture (see
Figure 5).

As shown in the figure, having a lower socio-occupational status than that
of parents happens more often in the more developed countries of Europe
rather than in the post-socialist states, and two South European states — Spain
and Portugal, which has already been discussed above in the context of their
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particular social structure. As for Russia, it again demonstrates the least opti-
mistic results with respect to its regime of social mobility.
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Abbreviations: PT-Portugal, ES-Spain, RU-Russia, HU-Hungary, BG-Bulgaria,
PL-Poland, EE-Estonia, CY-Cyprus, NO-Norway, SK-Slovakia, UA-Ukraine,

UK-Great Britain, FI-Finland, SE-Sweden, DE-Denmark, AT-Austria, NL-Netherlands,
FR-France, BE-Belgium, SL-Slovenia, CH- Switzerland.

Figure 5. The intensity of downward intergenerational
socio-occupational mobility (as a share (%) of respondents, who possess
lower socio-occupational statuses rather than their parents)'!

Against the background of the earlier results, according to which the so-
cial stratification in the more developed Western countries is a more merito-
cratic process that is mediated by an efficient labour market, the relative so-
cio-occupational ‘immobility” in the larger part of the post-socialist states does
not appear as a random fact; moreover, it can be regarded as a clear evidence
of the ‘estate’-like character of their social inequality.

"' The occupational statuses of respondents and their parents were aggregated into three
significantly distinct socio-occupational groups as follows: the upper middle and upper class
(higher-grade professionals, semi-professionals, managers and administrators), the intermedi-
ate class (office clerks, salesmen and lower-grade technicians), the lower class (agricultural
and industrial workers, various elementary occupations). For a more detailed algorithm see
Appendix 3.
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Implications for further research

In this first attempt I have tried to analyze the differences in the character
of'social and economic inequality of some post-socialist states, including Rus-
sia, and compare them to Western countries. In particular, the results of this
research have shown that the specific character of social inequality, which
emerges from interference of underdeveloped elements of class differentia-
tion with an ‘estate’ hierarchy, is not random: it appears to be a very charac-
teristic feature of countries, whose social structure has a track of influence
from what has conceptually been referred to as etacratism — a particular mode
of social and economic organization of society. On the other hand, it is clear
that the stratification process, which occurs in the more developed Western
countries, is based on industrial (or post-industrial) class-based differentiation
(i.e. based on division of labour and differences in employment status).

Yet these results are to be regarded only as preliminary steps towards the
more grounded evidence of diverging stratification processes in Western and
Eastern Europe. There is still much work ahead to provide more accurate ac-
counts of the findings that were discovered with entropy analysis. My future
work in this direction would be concentrated on producing particular tests
based on multivariate analysis of a series of corresponding models. Neverthe-
less, I do consider the rather unconventional method of testing validity of clas-
sification schemas via entropy analysis as a practical and useful tool for di-
agnosing potential clusterings of cases in multidimensional systems. This is
especially true for sociological research, where the scholars often deal with
variables that represent nominal scales, to which this method is particularly
appropriate.

Also after getting introduced myself to the empirical capabilities of the
European Social Survey and developing further theoretical reasoning of the
principles that govern the processes of social inequality in various societies,
I have developed a number of secondary hypotheses that could be tested in
future studies. The general idea, which lies beneath them, is a suggestion that
in societies based on modes of production other than industrial or post-indus-
trial (statist, traditionalist, etc.) the greater share of social and economic dif-
ferences among the population would emerge from non-class principles of
differentiation (gender, race, ethnicity, etc.).

At the same time it has become evident that European Social Survey data
has certain limitations with respect to a more advanced research of social
stratification. By these particularly I mean the absence of data on such impor-
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tant aspect of social reproduction as intragenerational dynamics of socio-oc-
cupational status (career mobility); the rather poor data on the ownership of
various economic assets and private property (estate, means of production,
various financial securities, etc.); and little information about the inclusion of
individuals into social networks that provide access to other forms of resourc-
es, i.e. social capital, that is a particularly important aspect of stratification in
Eastern societies.

References

Bergman M.M., Joye D. Comparing Social Stratification Schemas: CAM-
SIS, CSP-CH, Goldthorpe, ISCO-88, Treiman, and Wright. Cambridge:
2001.

Brooking A. Intellectual Capital: Core Asset for the Third Millennium.
London: International Thomson Business Press, 71996.

Castells M. The Information Age: Economy, Society and Culture. Vol. I:
The Rise of The Network Society (2nd ed.). Cambridge, Oxford: Blackwell
Publishers, 2010a.

Castells M. The Information Age: Economy, Society and Culture. Vol. II:
The Power of Identity (2nd ed.). Cambridge, Oxford: Blackwell Publishers,
2010b.

Castells M. The Information Age: Economy, Society and Culture. Vol. I1I:
End of Millenium (2nd ed.). Cambridge, Oxford: Blackwell Publishers,
2010c.

Castells M., Himanen P. The Information Society and the Welfare State:
The Finnish Model. Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press, 2002.

Chan T.W., Goldthorpe J.H. Class and Status: The Conceptual Distinction
and Its Empirical Relevance // American Sociological Review. 2007. Ne 4.
Pp.512-532.

Danilevskiy N.Y. Rossiya i Evropa. Vzglyad na kulturniye i politicheskiye
otnosheniya Slavyanskogo mira k Germano-Romanskomu [Russia and Eu-
rope. A View on Cultural and Political Relations Between the Slavic and Ger-
man-Roman Worlds]. Moscow: Algoritm, 2003.

Erikson R., Goldthorpe J.H. The Constant Flux: A Study of Class Mobil-
ity in Industrial Societies. Oxford: Clarendon Press, /992.

31



Goldthorpe J.H. Rent, Class Conflict, and Class Structure: A Commentary
on Sorensen // The American Journal of Sociology. 2000. Ne6. Pp.1572-
1582.

Goldthorpe J.H., McKnight A. The Economic Basis of Social Class / Mor-
gan S.L., Grusky D.B., Fields G.S. (Eds.). Mobility and Inequality: Frontiers
of Research in Sociology and Economics. Stanford: Stanford University Press,
2006. Pp.109-136.

Grusky D.B. The Past, Present, and Future of Social Inequality / Grusky
D.B. (Ed.) Social Stratification (2nd ed.). Boulder: Westview Press, 2001.
Pp.3-51.

Grusky D.B., Weeden K.A. Class Analysis and the Heavy Weight of Con-
vention // Acta Sociologica. 2002. Ne3. Pp.229-236.

Grusky D.B., Weeden K.A. Decomposition Without Death: A Research
Agenda for a New Class Analysis // Acta Sociologica. 2001. Ne3. Pp.203-
218.

Huntington S.P. The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World
Order. New York: Simon & Schuster, /996.

1lin V.I. Modeli klassoobrazovaniya v postkommunisticheskom mire [Mod-
els of Class Formation in a Post-Communist World] // Mir Rossii. 2008. Pp.3-
21.

lonov I.N. Poskolonial’niy diskurs v tsivilizatsionnykh predstavleniyakh
Latinskoiy Ameriki i Rossii [Post-Colonial Discourse in Civilization Attitudes
in Latina America and Russia] // Obschestvenniye nauki i sovremennost’.
2008. Ne3. Pp.77-91.

Kivinen M. Classes in the Making? The Russian Social Structure in Tran-
sition / Therborn G. (Ed.) Inequalities of the World. London and New York:
Verso, 2006. Pp.247-294.

Kivinen M. Progress and Chaos: Russia as a Challenge for the Sociologi-
cal Imagination. Helsinki: Kikimora Publications, 2002.

Leiulfsrud H., Bison 1., Jensberg H. Social Class in Europe: European So-
cial Survey 2002/3. Trondheim: NTNU Social Research Ltd., 2005.

Marx K. Economic & Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844. Moscow: Progress
Publishers, 1959.

Rueschemeyer D., Mahoney J. A Neo-Utilitarian Theory of Class? // The
American Journal of Sociology. 2000. Ne6. Pp.1583-1591.

Scott J. Social Class and Stratification in Late Modernity // Acta Socio-
logica. 2002. Nel. Pp.23-35.

32

Sergeev N.V. Ranzhirovaniye stratifikatsionnykh kriteriev metodom entro-
piynogo analiza [Ranking Stratification Criteria with Entropy Analysis] // Mir
Rossii. 2002. Ne3. Pp.171-184.

Shemyakin Y.G. ‘Pogranichniye’ tsivilizatii planetarnogo maschtaba. Oso-
bennosti i perspektivy evolyutsii [Planet-Scale ‘Boundary’ Civilizations. Par-
ticularities and Prospects of Evolution] // Latinskaya Amerika. 2007. Ne7.
Pp.75-84.

Shemyakin Y.G. Evropa i Latinskaya Amerika: vzaimodeistviye tsivilizat-
siy v kontekste vsemirnoiy istorii [Europe and Latin America: Interaction of
Civilizations in World History Context]. Moscow: Nauka, 2001.

Shkaratan O.1. The Russian Transformation: a New Form of Etacratism?
/ Lane D. (Ed.) The Transformation of State Socialism: System Change, Cap-
italism or Something Else? Basingstoke and New York: Palgrave Macmillan,
2007a. Pp.143-158.

Shkaratan O.1. K sravnitel’nomu vliyaniu tsivilizatsionnykh razlichiy na
sotsial’niye protsessy v postkommunisticheskom mire [On Comparative In-
fluence of Civilization Differences on Social Processes in a Post-Communist
World] // Sotsiologicheskiye issledonvaniya. 2007b. Ne10. Pp.15-25.

Shkaratan O.1. et al. Sotsial’no-ekonomicheskoye neravenstvo i ego vos-
proizvodstvo v sovremennoy Rossii [Social and Economic Inequality and its
Reproduction in Contemporary Russia]. Moscow: OLMA MEDIA GRUPP,
2009.

Shkaratan O., Yastrebov G. Russian Neo-Etacratic Society and its Strati-
fication: Discovering Real Social Groups // Journal of Communist Studies
and Transition Politics. 2010. Nel. Pp.1-24.

Shkaratan O.1., Yastrebov G.A. Entropiyniy analiz kak metod bezgipotez-
nogo poiska realykh (gomogennykh) sotsial’nykh grupp [Entropy Analysis
as a Method for Discovering Real (Homogenous) Social Groups without Hy-
pothesis] // Sotsiologicheskiye issledovaniya. 2009. Ne2. Pp.52-65.

Shkaratan O.1, Yastrebov G.A. Rossiyskoye neoetakraticheskoye obsh-
estvo 1 ego stratifikatsiya [Russian Neo-Etacratic Society and its Stratifica-
tion] // Sotsiologicheskiye issledovaniya. 2008. Ne11. Pp.40-50.

Shkaratan O.1., Yastrebov G.A. Vydeleniye real’nykh (gomogennykh)
sotsial’nykh grupp v rossiyskom obshestve: metody i rezul’taty [Discovering
Real (Homogenous) Social Groups in Russian Society: Methods and Results]
// Prikladnaya ekonometrika. 2007a. Ne3. Pp.95-118.

Shkaratan O.1., Yastrebov G.A. Sotsial’ no-professional’naya struktura nase-
leniya Rossii. Teoreticheskiye predposylki, metody i nekotoriye rezul’taty

33



povtornykh oprosov 1994, 2002, 2006 gg. [Socio-Occupational Structure of
Russia’s Population. Theoretical Assumptions, Methods and Some Results
from Monitoring Surveys in 1994, 2002, 2006] // Mir Rossii. 2007b. Ne3.
Pp.3-49.

Sorensen A.B. Toward a Sounder Basis for Class Analysis // The American
Journal of Sociology. 2000. Ne6. Pp.1523-1558.

Spengler O. The Decline of the West. An Abrdiged Edition. New York:
Oxford University Press, /991.

Taganov I.N., Shkaratan O.1. Issledovaniye sotsial 'nykh struktur metodom
entropiynogo analiza [Investigating Social Structures with Entropy Analysis]
// Voprosy filosofii. 1969. No5. Pp.74-82.

Teckenberg W. Die soziale Struktur der sowjetischen Arbeiterklasse im in-
ternationalen Vergleich. Auf dem Wege zur industrialisierten Standegesell-
schaft? Miinchen, Wien: Oldenbourg, /977.

Teckenberg W. The Social Structure of the Soviet Working Class. Toward
an Estatist Society? // International Journal of Sociology (special issue). 1982.
Ne4. Pp.1-163.

Teckenberg W. The Stability of Occupational Structures, Social Mobility,
and Interest Formation: The USSR as an Estatist Society in Comparison with
Class Societies // International Journal of Sociology. 71989. No2. Pp.28-75.

Toynbee A.J. A Study of History (abridged by D.C. Somervell). New York:
Oxford University Press, /987.

Wallerstein 1. The End of the World as We Know It: Social Science for the
XXIst Century. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, /999.

Weber M. Class, Status and Party / Gerth H., Mills C.W. (Eds.). From Max
Weber: Essays in Sociology. New York: Oxford University Press, /946.

Wright E.O. Class Counts. Comparative Studies in Class Analysis. Cam-
bridge: Cambrdige University Press, /997.

Wright E.O. Class, Exploitation, and Economic Rents: Reflections on So-
rensen’s “Sounder Basis” // The American Journal of Sociology. 2000. Ne6.
Pp.1559-1571.

Wright E.O. Classes. London: Verso, /985.

34

Appendix 1. Entropy Analysis

The following edition of entropy analysis is given in complete correspond-
ence with its previous versions as provided in [Shkaratan, Yastrebov 2010; Ser-
geev 2002; Taganov, Shkaratan 1969; Shkaratan 2007a]. If we assume that some
n-dimensional space filled with cases meets some normalization requirement,
it can be regarded as a probability density of #-dimensions. The corresponding
probabilities can thus be defined as

_ it (1)

jod
m
where m represents the maximum capacity of the {K } statistic, while n,

is anumber of certain elements of this statistic, which reside at location {ij...1}.

Such definition of Py _, allows for automatic fulfillment of normalization re-
quirement.

According to Khinchin’s theorem the following value of entropy H, which
is a value for uncertainty of the n-dimensional probability density, can be used
to measure the uncertainty of distribution of cases (i.e. the vectors of {K }):

H = _jEIPyl log, ; , 2

It is trivial that value H reaches its maximum, when the distribution oc-
curs equally across the n-dimensional space, i.e. at the state of its complete
homogeneity:

1
P, 1= ; (3)

where 7 is a maximum number of possible cells. Thus, value H depends on
the maximum number of cells, which may differ if different dimensions are
used, since variables (dimensions) would certainly have different gradations.
To overcome this constraint in order to provide a comparable measure of un-
certainty for different sets of dimensions it would be reasonable to develop
some function of entropy that would not depend on the maximum number of
cells.

There are options as to how to obtain such function. However, here the
following adjustment is suggested. It is based on the idea of the relative de-
viation of entropy from its maximum value. The maximum value of entropy
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for the n-dimensional space, where each dimension is represented by a vari-
able with S, possible discrete values (i=1,2,...,n) equals to

Hmax = 10g2 1_[ Si (5)
i=1
The deviation of entropy from its maximum value H_equals to:
Hmax - H = logl_[ Si + E I)Ijl log })ljl (6)

=1 (..

The value of the relative deviation of entropy from its maximum value
(H,) or, in other words, the measure of heterogeneity, can be obtained from

(5) and (6):

logH S+ 2 B, jlogh; ,
H max i=1 (..l
N H n (7)
max log H S,

i=1

It is clear that the variation of H from 0 to its maximum values would oth-
erwise correspond to the variation of H,, from 1 (the completely regular dis-
tribution of cases) to 0 (the completely chaotic distribution of cases).
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Appendix 2. ESS Questionnaire
(questions and values used)

Variable Question Possible values (including additional adjustments)
occupation | the 1-digit ISCO88 LEGISLATORS, SENIOR OFFICIALS AND
code used to code MANAGERS;
occupations PROFESSIONALS;
TECHNICIANS AND ASSOCIATE PROFESSIONALS;
CLERKS;
SERVICE WORKERS AND SHOP AND MARKET
SALES WORKERS;
SKILLED AGRICULTURAL AND FISHERY
WORKERS;
CRAFT AND RELATED TRADES WORKERS;
PLANT AND MACHINE OPERATORS AND
ASSEMBLERS;
ELEMENTARY OCCUPATIONS;
ARMED FORCES
level of «What is the highest country-specific categories were reduced to the following
education level of education you | ones:
have achieved?» Not completed primary education
Primary or first stage of basic education
Lower secondary or second stage of basic
Upper secondary
Tertiary education
type of «Do/did you have a «...unlimited durationy;
contract work contract of...» «...limited durationy;
«do/did you have no contract».
employment | «In your main job are/ | «...an employee»;
status were you...» «...self-employed»;
«...working for your own family’s businessy.
extent of «How many people are/ |none;
authority were you responsible 1-10;
for [in your main job]?» | 11-50;
51-100;
100-500;
over 100.
income «Which of the «Living comfortably on present incomey;
descriptions on this card | «Coping on present incomey;
comes closest to how «Finding it difficult on present incomey;
you feel about your «Finding it very difficult on present income».
household’s income
nowadays?»
risk of «Have you ever been «Yes»;
unemploy- | unemployed and «Now.
ment seeking work for a
period of more than
three months?»
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Appendix 3. Recoding
of Respondents and their

Occupational Status
Parents into Single Scale

Original coding of occupational
status of parents

ISCO-88 coding of occupational
status of respondents

The upper and upper middle class

1 Traditional professional occupations
2 Modern professional occupations
4 Senior manager or administrators

1 Legislators, senior officials and managers
2 Professionals
3 Technicians and associate professionals

The interme

diate class

3 Clerical and intermediate occupations
8 Middle or junior managers

4 Clerks
5 Service workers, shop, market sales workers

The lower class

5 Technical and craft occupations, farmer
6 Semi-routine/manual/service occupations
7 Routine manual and service occupations

6 Skilled agricultural and fishery workers

7 Craft and related trades workers

8 Plant and machine operators and assemblers
9 Elementary occupations
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