
  1 

Elena Simonchuk  

Class structures in comparative perspective (SLIDE 1). 

 

Class analysis, despite the polemics of the last decades about its status, remains a popular 

and highly specialized branch of sociology. Cross-national studies became very popular as means 

of stimulating the development of class theory, improving of tools for construction of class 

categories and accumulating of important comparative information. The international project 

European Social Survey gives wide possibilities on this matter. 

SLIDE 2. Ukraine took part in ESS for the first time in 2004/5 and last year our Institute of 

Sociology has published the book “Ukrainian Society in a European Dimension”. For this book, 

which is based on the second wave of ESS data, I have carried out the comparative analysis of 

class structures of Ukraine and the 22 European countries. 

SLIDE 3. For this purpose I have used alternative class schemes that are the most popular in 

contemporary sociology – EGP-typology, Wright’s models and Esping-Andersen’s scheme. 

SLIDE 4. For their construction I have used syntaxes from the article by Hakon Leiulfsrud, 

Ivano Bison and Heidi Jensberg “Social Class in Europe” recommended by the coordinators of the 

ESS-project for comparative class analysis. 

SLIDE 5. Applying these technical tools, I have compared the structure of class positions of 

Ukraine, the countries of Eastern and Western Europe with respect to each scheme and discovered 

both differences and similarities. Mastering and testing of these researcher tools was my purpose, 

too.  

 

SLIDE 6. I will start with the EGP-scheme. There are some SPSS-programs for the 

construction of empirical EGP-typology which are now developed: the versions of Harry 

Ganzeboom and Ivano Bison. I have used both of them but for this report I preferred Bison 

version. 

SLIDE 7. For comparative analysis I needed to aggregate 11 EGP-classes. For many years 

of application many versions of EGP-scheme were accumulated in scientific literature. For 

Ukrainian users of the ESS data I made the Table with the possible models of aggregation of 

EGP-classes, what have been used by different researchers. 

For my analysis I have used the aggregation of 4 classes from the Goldthorpe’s contract 

theory (it is “K” version in the Table). I prefer this version, where routine non-manual employees, 

lower grade are added to the working class. However, I have made one exception: in my opinion, 

it is vital for the analysis of post-socialist countries to distinguish between farm workers and 

manual workers (because the agricultural sector is much bigger than the one in developed Western 

countries).  
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SLIDE 8. Then I grouped 5 classes, and the farm workers class now consists of the farmers 

and farm labours. (I would like to note that the data in all the tables was weighted by both design 

and population size weights in European countries and by design in Ukraine.) 

Comparative data of EGP-classes indicates a higher level of resemblance of the class 

structure of Ukraine with Eastern European countries than with the Western countries. However, 

Ukraine compared to other post-socialist societies has a smaller share of petty-bourgeoisie and a 

bigger share of agricultural working class. Besides the internal structure of farm workers class has 

significant differences in this countries. Farm labours are the biggest part of this class in Ukraine, 

and it is the farmers – in the countries of Eastern Europe (especially in Poland). 

Essential distinctions of Ukraine compared to the Western countries are in the small share of 

service class and petty-bourgeoisie and at the same time in high share of manual workers and farm 

workers (despite the deindustrialization processes and destruction of collective farms in the 

nineties). (Of course, there are great differences in the class map of Western countries, and this 

issue is analyzed in my article, too.) 

 

SLIDE 9. Many Ukrainian researchers remain the followers of Marxist methodology. They 

are interested in using Wright’s class scheme. ESS project provides possibilities for constructing 

both the exploitation model and the power/control model. The reconstruction of Wright’s class 

schemes for ESS was made by Håkon Leiulfsrud and Heidi Jensberg. They worked out three 

variables of Wright’s schemes.  

SLIDE 10. For my purposes I have used the exploitation model. Wright’s matrix of class 

locations is very indicative of the analysis and presentation of data according to three dimensions 

of exploitation (relation to means of production, relation to authority and relation to scarce skills).  

SLIDE 11. This data is an evidence of the fact that the working class (even narrowly 

defined by Wright as unskilled workers (in the slide it is set off in blue)) remains the most filled 

location in the class structure of both developed capitalist and former socialist countries, including 

Ukraine. Besides, a share of this class location is the biggest in Ukraine. And, by contrast, the 

owners sector (it is set off in red) is the smallest compared to European countries. Unfortunately, I 

don’t have enough time to analyze other dimensions of exploitation with more details. 

SLIDE 12. According to the Wright’s modificated matrix of class locations for employees, 

extended working class (which aggregates three locations – nonskilled supervisors, skilled and 

nonskilled workers) comprises most labor force in all countries.  

SLIDE 13. Of cause, national differences in occupational and sector structure of the 

working class became evident after more detailed research. Differences in share of extended expert 

managers and owners class are obvious, too: Ukraine is lagging behind in setting up of respective 

segments of the class structure of a capitalist society.  
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SLIDE 14. To the best of my knowledge the Esping-Andersen’s class scheme is now 

undergoing validation in the European countries. The respective SPSS-program was developed by 

Gøsta Esping-Andersen and Ivano Bison. It is based on recoding Trento-version of EGP-classes. 

I would like to remind you that the Esping-Andersen’s post-industrial class scheme 

distinguishes between the three sectors of class positions: the primary sector, the fordist and the 

postindustrial hierarchies. It has 14 class categories. 

SLIDE 15. The correlation of the three sectors stated in the Esping-Andersen’s class 

scheme differs greatly in the mentioned countries. First of all, the essential differences of the 

Ukrainian class structure compared to the European countries are in the overrepresentation of the 

primary sector and in the insufficient development of the fordist sector (mainly clerical and sales 

workers) and post-industrial sector (primarily professionals and technicians).  

 

SLIDE 16. Having analyzed the peculiarities of the class structure according to each 

scheme, I was interested in presenting the summarized comparative picture of the class 

distribution. In order to achieve this, I decided to group a different set of class categories in each 

scheme into three basic classes of the capitalist society – the owners, the middle class and the 

working class. However, it was a difficult thing to do, because the authors of respective schemes 

treat and operationalize basic classes in different ways, so the share of these classes is relative, 

too. However, in my opinion, operationalization of the middle and working classes is of great 

importance, since essential conclusions regarding the level and nature of society’s development 

are drawn on the basis of respective data. 

SLIDE 17. ESS data is an evidence that according to all class schemes the working class is 

the most numerous social category in the class structure of all countries of Eastern Europe, 

including Ukraine (over half of all employees). Therefore they are the “working class societies” in 

the socioeconomic sense. According to Wright’s model, this conclusion is correct for Western 

countries, too. However, according to EGP and Esping-Andersen schemes the countries of 

Western Europe are “middle class societies”. 

 

SLIDE 18. Another part of my research was the analysis of the relationship between gender 

and class in the compared countries. Having compared the gender profile of three alternative class 

structures, I drew two conclusions. Firstly, all European societies, including Ukraine, are gender 

segregated: men are overrepresented at the top of class hierarchy (among owners, high level 

managers and professionals) and among the industrial working class; women are overrepresented 

in lower middle class (among routine non-manual employees and service workers). Secondly, the 

women’s share in the working and middle classes is relative and that has to do with the theoretical 

and operational ground of class formation chosen by the researcher.  
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SLIDE 19.  In conclusion, a few words about my doubts and perspectives.  

I clearly realize that all my results have preliminary character and they demand testing in 

many aspects. 

Firstly, it is the validation aspect. Ukrainian sociologists are interested in using the 

alternative class schemes (both Goldthorpe’s typology and Wright’s model as well as new 

European Socio-economic Classification (ESeC), but we know that the proposed classifications 

are not equally valid for every society. Therefore, the validation study of mentioned class schemes 

for the Ukrainian society is an urgent question. We must consider whether they are adequate for 

the analysis of class structure in post-socialist countries. 

Secondly, it is the measuring aspect. It is no doubt that technical tools for the construction 

of class schemes determine the data of class distribution. However, these tools are now in the 

process of permanent development. And I am looking forward to new versions of syntaxes 

constructing the alternative class schemes and new articles about methodological means of the 

class analysis. Choice of research tools remains open problem for me. In my opinion, ordinary 

users of the ESS data (like me) can not independently solve the questions, in particular: what 

syntax (Ganzeboom or Bison) is more adequate for construction of the EGP-classes? 

Thirdly, it is the aspect of conceptualization. The picture of class structure depends on a 

way in which a researcher conceptualizes and operationalizes of the working class and the middle 

class. Some years ago I investigated different aspects of working class in Ukraine. And the 

answers on the following questions (“What is the working class? What class categories does the 

working class consist of?”) were not obvious for me. The aggregation of class categories is an 

important question. 

All these aspects can significantly affect our knowledge about class structure. 

Finally, I would like to say that Ukrainian sociologists are very interested in participating in 

cross-national studies both for getting data with wide comparative perspective and for the 

expansion of the class analysis methods. The ESS is a unique project since it gives the possibility 

to construct the alternative class schemes on the basis of a single data set. Hence this enlarges the 

perspectives of class analysis for researchers with different theoretical positions and specific 

research purposes.  

 

Thank you for your attention.  

 

 

 

 


