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1. Social mobility in Iceland before 1850

The theme of the session is to test the claimdbaial mobility was much less in
traditional societies than in modern societieslalog is an interesting case for
consideration in this context because it is an gtarof a traditional society with a
relatively rigid socio-economic structure that irdpd occupational and social
mobility. This becomes very clear when contrastét early 20th century which was
a time of substantial socio-economic changes ilahckwith significant occupational
and social mobility.

Social mobility over time in Iceland has only rettg been studied by scholars,
and the research has concentrated mainly on thhadpatior to 1850. Much of the
research has been on the social background otplartioccupational groups,
specially local sheriffs (Icekyslumenpand the clergy. The occupation of their father
has been examined at particular points of timéénlt7th, 18th and 19th century. The
results show that the fathers of about two thirthefmen in these groups had
themselves been members of the very same group.ddelthird of the fathers had
been ‘farmers’ which indeed was a very heterogesigooup because the term
‘farmer’ includes poor peasants (sub-tenants amants) as well as rich landowners.
The same applies to the priests; many of them peoe while some of them were
well-off.!

These findings have been interpreted slightlyedéhtly. Some historians have
concluded that Icelandic society clearly was charéged by a relatively closed elite

that reproduced itself to a large extent over tirirecontrast to this, it has been

! Gudmundur Halfdanarson, Old provinces, moderronatiPolitical responses to state integration in
late nineteenth and early twentieth-century Iceland Brittany, PhD dissertation, Cornell University
(1991), pp. 53—4. Gudmundur Halfdanarson, ‘isldpjédfélagspréun & 19. 6ld’ [The development of
Icelandic society in the 19th centuri§lensk pjodfélagsproun 1880—-1990: Ritgefdihe development
of Icelandic society, 1880—1990: Essays], ed. byr@uidur Halfdanarson and Svanur Kristjansson
(Reykjavik 1993), pp 13-14. Harald Gustafsddallan kung och allmoge: Ambetsmaén, beslutsprocess
och inflytande p& 1700-talets Islafetween king and public: Civil servants, decisinaking and
influences in 19th century Iceland], Acta Univeaig Stockholmiensis, Stockholm Studies in History,
33 (Stockholm 1985), p 78. Loftur Guttormsséna sidaskiptum til upplysinggdFrom Reformation to
Enlightenment], vol. 3 oKristni & islandi[Christianity in Iceland], ed. by Hjalti HugasoRdykjavik
2000), pp 151-3.

2 Harald GustafssomMellan kung och allmoge 280 cf pp 313—14. Gisli Gunnarsshtgnopoly trade
and economic stagnation: Studies in the foreigdéraf Iceland 1602—1788krifter utgivna av



pointed out that the farmer background of one tbfrthe members of these groups
shows that there was in fact a way for some farnteget some of their sons into the
ranks of these mehHowever, if we consider circumstances in Icelandy the real
farmers — well-off landowning farmers — had the me#o have their sons educated
and these farmers probably were sons of officialgell-off farmers? Therefore,
looking back two generations for each individuag, presumably have relatively
closed elite of rich farmers and officials.

It has also been maintained that Icelandic sotiatiyunclear class division
and a homogenous culture because there was sombdlaveen occupational groups
and, thereby, chances of social upgrading. Simetiasly, however, these historians
have admitted that there were sharp differencegaith and in opportunities within
the ‘farmer’ group’ One historian has, moreover, said that the piatfiteeland in
the 19th century as a homogenous society is a fnyth.

Other studies throw a further light on this debatee social background of
sheriffs in Iceland in 1650, 1700 and 1750 has lee@mined a few generations
backwards in one study. The findings showed tha6®0 and 1700 the majority of
sheriffs were the descendants of the most wegtbwerful and prestigious families
in the country. Or they had come to power withdfeeof the Danish king in the
aftermath of the reformation in Iceland and hadrredrinto those families. This

Ekonomisk-historiska féreningen i Lund, 38 (Lund 19§817. Icelandic translation donopoly

tradeis Gisli GunnarssoJpp er bodid isaland: Einokunarverslun og islenskn&lag 1602—1787
[Iceland on auction: Monopoly trade and Icelandicisty, 1602—1787] (Reykjavik 1987), p 25.
Gudmundur Halfdanarson, Old provinces, modern natipp 50-55. Gudmundur Halfdanarson, ‘Hvad
gerir islendinga ad pj6d? Nokkrar hugleidingar yspruna og edli pjodernis’ [What makes Icelanders
a nation? A few thoughts on the origin and natdineadionality], Skirnir 170 (1996), p 26.

% Gunnar Karlsson, ‘islensk pjédernisvitund & 6pg@dim 6ldum’ [Icelandic national consciousness in
un-nationalistic centuries§kirnir 173 (1999), p 177. Gunnar Karlsson, ‘Syrpa um @jadumraedu’
[Miscellanea on nationality debat&kirnir 178 (2004), pp 172-3.

* Incomplete data on the fathers of sheriffs in &thtury suggests this (Harald Gustafs$deljan

kung och allmogep 79). The social background of those receivirapsdary education in 1850
confirms this (Bragi Gudmundsson and Gunnar Kanissppruni natimans: Kennslubok i islandsségu
eftir 1830[The origin of modernity: Textbook in history ofdland after 1830], 2nd ed. (Reykjavik
1997), pp 28-32.

®> Gunnar Karlsson, ‘islensk pjédernisvitund & 6pg@dim éldum’, p 177. Gunnar Karlsson, ‘Syrpa um
pjédernisumraedu’, pp 171-2. Two other historianssietake a similar view, see Adalgeir
Kristjiansson and Gisli Aglst Gunnlaugsson, ‘Félagshagproun 4 islandi & fyrri hluta 19. aldar’
[Social and economic development in Iceland inyed®th century]Saga28 (1990), pp 20, 21.

® Gudmundur Jénsson, ‘Sambd landsdrottna og I&igulifirvold skrifa um leiguéabid 1829-35’
[Relations of landlords and tenants: Administratigports on tenancy, 1819-35gga26 (1981), p
100 cf pp 63-106.



combined group formed the Icelandic aristocracyl 100 the situation was similar
apart from the fact that a few Danes, most of tleeiginally coming to Iceland as
employees of merchants, had become sheriffs. 10,®wvever, the situation was
different because very few sheriffs came from tlielcelandic aristocracy. Instead
most of them were of new families that were neitlhiealthy nor prestigious. The
causes are not clear but the main hypothesis dutier is that the turbulence of an
epidemic in 1707-09, where a quarter or perhapgtoreeof the population died,
opened the way for men, outside the Icelandic alie more obedient to the king, to
be appointed sheriffs.

Further to this, a study on the selection of spewsnong the clergy in the
17th and 18th century concludes that women weeetal in accordance with not
only their social background but also on the bakisealth. In other words, the
findings show that there was not much differencerms of prestige, power or
wealth between families when a marriage was arcf§erthermore, contemporary
sources indicate that mate selection among therugypels of the social strata until
the 19th century was usually conducted by the pamfithe couple in question and
that it was based on interests and ‘proper’ sdm@akground rather than based on
mutual affection or lov& This evidence is in good harmony with a study shgwhat
the Icelandic elite did in fact look upon itselfasuperior group in the society. The
elite felt, for example, that its consumption slibrdflect this, and the elite was
somewhat irritated by occasional ‘luxury’ purchaséthe general publit?

Present studies on social mobility in the earlydera period and the 19th
century Iceland have focused mainly on the repribdoof relatively high-standing

" Gisli Gunnarsson, ‘Afkoma og afkomendur meiri &afolks 1550-1800’ [The conditions and
descendants of the aristocracy, 1550—188@nska ségupingid 28.—31. mai 1997: Radsteffitine
Icelandic history conference 28-31 May 1997: Regdoed. by Gudmundur J. Gudmundsson and
Eirikur K. Bjornsson, vol. 2 (Reykjavik 1998), pp8t31.

8 Gudran Asa Grimsdoattir, ‘Um islensku prestskonarigrri 6ldum’ [On the Icelandic wives of priests
in past centuriesKonur og kristsmenn: Paettir Ur kristnisdgu islaffd¢omen and Christian men:
Fragments from the history of Christianity in laed, ed. by Inga Huld Hakonardottir (Reykjavik
1996), pp 222-6, 233, 235.

® Ragnheidur Kristjansdéttir, Makaval islendinga 075900 [Selection of spouses among Icelanders,
1750-1900], BA thesis, University of Iceland (1994) 40-42.

2 Harald Gustafsson, ‘Hugleidingar um samfélagsdgiehdinga & arnyold’ [Thoughts on the
Icelandic social structure in the early moderngutilslenska sdégupingid 28.—31. maji 1997:
Radstefnuritvol. 2, pp 115-17. Lydur Bjornsson, ‘Hvad er patsdhofinu ofbydur?’ [What offends
the indulgence?Faga2l (1983), pp 88-101.



occupational or social groups, i.e., concentratedaxial upgrading. However, social
downgrading over generations was a permanent gafucelandic society. This was
because most people could not sustain a familyrgnzard have children) without
occupying a farm land. Since land was a limiteduese and each generation
reproduced more offspring than could maintain tpesition in the occupational and
social position of their parents, a portion of egeheration was pushed down the
social ladder, generation after generation. Faamse, a portion of the children of
peasants always became labourers, socially irdefthis characteristic of inter-
generational social downgrading is very evidentumerous family histories and
genealogical compilations that have a long traditiolceland!

2. The socio-economic transition of Iceland, 1880s to 1914

In the late 19th century and in the beginning dhag&ntury new developments set in
that radically changed the Old Icelandic regime pudthe society on a new track.
The main cause for this was a population increasied first half of the 19th century
and as a result, the use of land became more @xgiodten inferior land in some
ways) and the number and size of households rasgeter, this system did not
allow for ever rising population without a dropliving standards and a rise in the
number of labourers relative to farmers. The paparecould no longer be
accommodated within the farming sector which alstesed from sheep scab in the
late 1850s. Mass emigration to America became #etauhen it began in the 1870s
and it continued until ca 1914 with ebbs and fldtvs.

1 Gudran Asa Grimsdéttir, ‘Fornar menntir i Hitardgilitid um islenska tignarmenn og eettartolurit &
17. 6ld’ [Scholarly learning in Hitardalur: A fewords on Icelandic aristocracy and genealogical
compilations in 17th centurylNy sagar (1995), p 45. Gunnar Karlsson, ‘Syrpa um pjosemraedu’,
pp 173. Gisli Gunnarssollonopoly tradepp 13—-14, 22—23. Gisli Gunnarssbipp er bodid isaland
pp 18-19, 37-8. Gisli Gunnarsson, ‘Afkoma og afkodwue meiri hattar folks 1550-1800’, pp 132.

12 Adalgeir Kristjansson and Gisli Agist Gunnlaugs$bélags- og hagpréun & islandi & fyrri hluta 19.
aldar’, pp 12-25. Gudmundur Halfdanarson, Old proes, modern nations, pp 103—-113, 134-43.
Gudmundur Halfdanarson, ‘islensk pjodfélagsprou® ld’, pp 2027, 53-6. Gisli Agust
Gunnlaugssori-amily and household in Iceland 1801-1930: Studigbé relationship between
demographic and socio-economic development, stegj@lation and family and household structyres
Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia Historicasdlensia, 154 (Uppsala 1988). Gudmundur
Halfdanarson, ‘Addragandi idonbyltingar a 19. 6lddyvent of industrial revolution in Iceland in the
19th century])dnbylting & islandi: Umsképun atvinnulifs um 1880940 [The industrial revolution



By 1870, fishing had been practised in Icelandcfarturies in traditional ways.
Then the fishing sector began to develop in théd&8®itially with changes in the
ownership of fishing vessels. Capitalistic modeproiduction entered the stage and,
shortly after 1900, fishing methods were mechaniskedanisation accelerated very
much and new industries were born, including ses:id he infrastructure in the
country slowly grew as well as the educationalaystand the central administration
expanded, partly as a consequence of Iceland’saignty in 1918 and full
independence in 1944,

The 20th century saw the birth of a new and flexgwcio-economic structure
in Iceland which gave much more room for populatimrease in different
occupational groups. This structure was free ofym@aevious constraints and social
downgrading was in general replaced by social br social upgrading over
generationd? But we do not know much more about social mobititghe 20th
century, and we need a solid knowledge on when, drmhvin what way social
mobility changed in Iceland in the 20th centuryeTbllowing study is intended to

offer some indication of this.

3. A tale of two families: The research method

Nearly all previous studies on social mobility aeland are all based on a two-
generation comparison, i.e., an examination obdwipation of the parents (usually

the father) of individuals that form either theiembccupational group or a sample

in Iceland: Transformation of industries], Ritsafmg8fraedistofnunar, 21 (Reykjavik 1987), pp 24-32.
Helgi Skuli Kjartansson and Steinp6r Heidarsgeamtid handan hafs: Vesturfarir fra Islandi 1870—
1914 Sagnfreedirannséknir — Studia Historica (Reykj&0K3).

3 Magnus S. Magnussolteland in Transition: Labour and socio-economi@obe before 1940
Skrifter utgivna av Ekonomisk-historiska féreningdmund, 45 (Lund 1985). Sigfls Jénsson, The
development of the Icelandic fishing industry 190840 and its regional implications, PhD
dissertation, University of Newcastle (1980); gietlished in Reykjavik 1981 with the same title.
Halldér Bjarnason, The Foreign Trade of Iceland,@t&P14: An Analysis of Trade Statistics and a
Survey of its Implications for the Icelandic EcongrD dissertation, University of Glasgow (2001).
Magnus S. Magnusson, ‘Efnahagspréun & islandi 18883 [Economic development in Iceland,
1880-1990]]slensk pjodfélagsproun 1880-1990: Ritgerdip 112—214.

4 For general works on the history of Iceland in 20¢h history, see: Gunnar Karlsstegland’'s 1100
years: The history of a marginal soci¢tyondon 2000). Helgi Skuli Kjartanssds|and & 20. 6ld
[Iceland in the 20th century] (Reykjavik 2002).



from a populatiort® By contrast, the present study is based on thialsoobility of

four successive generations in two families. Neitesearch method is superior to the
other since the first offers a cross-sectionalysislat a given point of time while the
latter method is a case study stretching over tiogperiod of time. The research
methods do not give answers to the same set ofigneso they are not
interchangeable. Since the first one has dominatézklandic scholarship, it was
decided to use the second method for this stutgstahe merits of the method as
such. Besides, it was possible to ask differenstioies and get a different insight into
social mobility in the 20th century.

The sources for the present paper are two fanskpies or genealogical
compilations and the principal occupation of eaxhvidual was used as an
indication of his lifetime social clas8.To make the data comparable to international
studies on social mobility, the occupations wemesbwith the HISCO system which
was subsequently recoded to the HISCLASS systetheohasis of a recode file.
made by Ineke Maas and Marco van Leeuwen, Amsterdarvlay 2004. Before the
results will be discussed a few remarks on thecgsuand the method are in order.
Using family history or genealogical compilatiorssasource in this way is not
possible unless a) all or nearly all the descersdaawe been recorded and b) that
there is a consistency in the naming of their oatiop. Both of the family histories
used here fulfilled both requirements well enodgh.

The quality of findings where a family historyused rests very much on the
accuracy of the compiler of the family history whegording the occupation of each
individual. It is possible to take random examptesheck them but it can be very

!> The only exception is Gisli Gunnarsson’s studyk@ha og afkomendur meiri hattar félks 1550—
1800'. However, Gisli's presentation of the daselitis terse, the main emphasis being on the
interpretation of the findings, so the materialroairbe exploited any further.

'® The core of this research was initially made sdwarars ago, see Halldér Bjarnason, ‘Fra fateekt til
fiar: Athugun & faedingarstétt og samfélagsstodeimur settum’ [From rags to riches: A study on
social origin and social status in two familieNj; saga2 (1988), pp 60—66. The descendants were
classified mainly by occupational groups but fas faper, the research was made over again on the
basis of the HISCO and HISCLASS systems and theridat interpretation was also elaborated.

" The number of unidentified descendants, most ehtpassing the age of twenty, and living in
Iceland was five out of 114 (4.4%) for Kjartan J&ms and seventeen out of 125 (13.6%) for Bogi
Benediktsson. Some of these persons are natusallyded by long-term iliness or disability of some
kind while information are lacking about a few dasdants that took full part in the labour markdte T
majority of these unidentified descendants, howedied in their twenties or having just passed 30
years of age. In as much as this group had entkeddbour market, it skews the distribution of
descendants on social classes because they wbbhil @t in the lowest social groups.



time consuming. Therefore, quality or the accuraicthe occupational recording in
the source can usually not be verified efficienthfess with reference to the
researcher’s general historical knowledge of theetp at the time and the local
communities in question. If there are no conflicise must trust the accuracy of the
source, and the two family histories used for gaper were deemed trustworthy in
this respect.

Using ‘principal occupation’ in a person’s lifenas a meaningful indication
of his or her social class may at first sight seeninaccurate and a difficult
measurement to analyse social mobility. It woukbdle possible to use, for example,
the social position of the descendant at his mgeras criterion for the social
classification. However, in practice this would ueg that one had to check every
individual in marriage records for their positiartiae time, and this would make the
research far more laborious although most studiesocial mobility are in fact
laborious. Also, those who did marry long after @ioitation with their spouse started,
which was not uncommon in Iceland (and some neweried), would require still
more work. By the end of the day, this informatwould not necessarily provide
more reliable information on social mobility, ratttgfferent information on matters
such as future prospects at marriage/cohabitaae. of the merits of using principal
occupation as a criterion is precisely the savinignee albeit at the cost of, for
example, more accurate timing of movements in $oodility.

It goes without saying that any shifts in socialhitity can only be located on
a relatively long time scale, say 40 years, dependn average life expectancies. But
this is all right if the period of study spans sa@vgenerations as in our case, and if
we are probing for long term movements as in ogecather than short term
movements. However, using principal occupation astarion for a person’s social
class is not free of problems, for example, if peeson had very different
employments one after another or worked equallyg larthem; instances of this were
few. Those individual who proved more of a problere people who oscillated
between the lower class occupations, mainly pegssagant wife, servant/maid,
lodger (Icel.hismadur/huskonacottar (Icelbudsetumadyrand free labourer (Icel.

lausamaduy. Such fluctuations in occupational status wereumeommon, especially
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in the late 19th centuryf. This is a real problem and one can not, therefaretoo
much weight on proportional shifts between thesmipations which are anyway
close in terms of social class. However, my ruléhaimb was to sort this people by
the occupation they had longest been engaged intlogie lifetime and if in doubt, |
sorted by the occupation that gave higher or higbasal status. Nevertheless, even
if my classification is not always fully accuratemakes small margins of error for
my principal purpose which is to analyse the ovetiatribution of the descendants
across social classes.

In the classification process, the only significaroblems or major decisions
to make concerned women who worked at their hofiest, the majority of these
women were married and to make the outcome ofdbearch more useful, | put these
women in the same occupation group as that of thesbands instead of putting them
in their formally ‘correct’ occupation group, thafta housekeeper (22420). Second,
some of the women working in their homes were umniexdand called matrons (Icel.
bastyraor radskond but they were in fact conconbines when they Haldien with
the head of the household. This was in fact quitarnon in Iceland? In such cases,
they were sorted as married women since their th&tion to the household was that
of a wedded woman and they were not waged. Onttiex band, those matrons that
did not have any child with the head of househaotdendeemed as truly waged house-
keepers and were classified in accordance withfaleis

All descendants that moved abroad were obvioustiuded from the research,
and descendants born after 1910 were excludedhalaly and practical reasons.
The focus was put on the shift from the traditioiaaming-based economy to the new
economy of urban based industries rather than edaitd later developments.
Therefore, it was not necessary to go beyond c@ 96y research and it was in fact
difficult because the sources did not cover veril the occupations of the late 20th
century descendents in the two families studiedoBytting one member of the fifth
generation for the sake of simplicity, the reseanctuded this way four generations

in both families, 217 persons in total (108 and f68sons in each family).

'8 Several instances of this can be found among &fjalénsson’s descendants, examined below. See
also Guomundur Halfdanarson, Old provinces, modations, p 140.

19 Ragnheidur Kristjansdoéttir, Makaval Islendinga,3ip-4.
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The outcome of this research is mainly statisticahat the social position of
these individuals is simply presented in a takds<slby class, generation by
generation. Therefore, the tables doe not tell idroinstance, were the parents of
those who moved down or up the social ladder frgraréicular position to another,
or vice verse. The source material was sometinuekest closer to discuss this aspect
in the text but the tables simply show the distiitiuof descendants across social
classes as percentages of each generation. Taghmgthle main trends in upwards
and downwards mobility all major movements (netineen generations are indicated

with inserted arrows.

4. Intergenerational social mobility in the family history of

Kjartan Jonsson, sub-tenant

The forefather of the first family examined forglpaper was a peasant and a sub-
tenant all his life and lived in the southern pHriceland. His name was Kjartan
Jénsson (1775-1856), son of a peasant and podesaht® Kjartan had 13 children
that were born alive, 3 of whom died in early chddd?* This number of children

was not exceptionally large but the mothers wese Which was more than usual. The
explanation is that Kjartan married twice and he tlaildren before his first marriage
and in-between marriages. He also had one chitd &o extramarital affair. The
social background of two of the mothers is obstwrethe three other mothers were
daughters of farmers/peasants and Kjartan’s fathdesv lived on land which was

valued above the averaffe.

% The value of the tenant lands (Idgjaleigur) he held ranged from 6 to 14 hundreds (new vaojti
while land of medium value was of ca 12 hundred®e Gundred in value meant that the land could
feed one cow (or six ewes). S&; jardabok fyrir island.. [New land register for Iceland]
(Copenhagen [1861]), pp 28 (Gléra and Krokur), B&{durborg). Einar Laxneskslandssaga—h
[History of Iceland a—h] (Reykjavik 1995), p 213.

21 J6hann Eiriksson, ‘Nidjatal fra Kjartani Jénssyanba ad Kroki i Villingaholtshreppi, Arnessysiu’
[Descendants of Kjartan Jonsson, peasant at Krékllingaholt commune, Arnes county], in
AEttarpeettir... [Family histories] by J6hann Eiriksson (ReyifalQ75), pp 279-391.

22 J6hann Eiriksson, ‘Nidjatal fra Kjartani Jonssypp, 281, 354-5, 363—#ly jardabok fyrir island
pp 21 (Stori-Klofi), 24 (Vatnsleysa).
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Table 1
Descendants of Kjartan Jénsson (b. 1775) by HISCLASS

Intergenerational distribution of social class

Generation 1st gen. 2nd gen. 3rd gen. 4th gen.
First and last year of birth 1797-1831 1831-70 1880-1906 1893-1910
Median of birth years: 1810 1843 1883 1906
Time of adult years (ca 20 to death) 1830-60 1863-98 1903-1943 1926-73

1 Higher managers
2 Higher professionals

3 Lower managers 10% 12% 21%
4 Lower prof. and clerical, sales 3%
5 Lower clerical and sales 4% 3%
6 Foremen 2%
7 Skilled workers a4 4% 3%
8 Farmers Kjartan 50% 33% ,/ 16% 7%
9 Lower skilled workers \ \ ) 6% 17%
10 Lower skilled farm and fish. workers 40% 52% ,/ 29% 21%
11 Unskilled workers 10% —> 22% 24%
12 Unskilled farm workers 5% 4%

100% 100% 100% 100%
Number of descendants 10 21 49 29

Source: J6hann Eiriksson, ‘Nidjatal fra Kjartani Jonssyni ..." [Descendants of Kjartan Jénsson ...],
in Attarpeettir ... by Jéhann Eiriksson (Reykjavik 1975), pp 279-391.

The children of the peasant Kjartan Jonsson wene between 1797 and 1831
with 1811 as median year (equally as many bornrbefwat year as after; Table 1).
Most of them had were full participants in the labmarket nearly twenty years later,
around 1830, and granted the estimated averagexifectancy at the time for 20 year
old people, they could expect to life until abo860%* As was anticipated, Kjartan’'s
ten children almost wholly remained in the samaat@tass as he belonged to or they
moved down the social ladder. Five or 50% of thewalmne peasants (as their father
had been) or wives of peasants. Four children (48%wed down and became lower

skilled farm or fishing workers (Icelinnuhjior sjomaduj or wives of thosé?

%3 Life expectancy was estimated on basis of datauidn@ndur Jénsson and Magnuis S. Magnisson
(eds),Hagskinna. Icelandic historical statisti(Reykjavik 1997), p 199.

24 The authors of the family histories or genealogitathpilations used for this research speak of
sjomadurwhich is more of a 20th century term in Icelandrti9th century term. The occupational
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The only child of Kjartan Jénsson who moved updbeial ladder was a
daughter (10%), and she became a housekeepingmgbted bustyraor rddskonag
of a peasant. Although it was common for matronsé@tand to become the peasant’s
concubine, Kjartan Jonsson’s daughter was a mataper and did not have any
children in her life so there was no offspring frber that could have kept themselves
in the upper layers of the social strata.

The second generation from Kjartan Jonsson wasibhdt831-70 with 1843
as median year. Hence, most of them were on tlotabarket from about 1863 until
the end of the 19th century. The percentage ofgmtsadgell because only one third of
this generation (7 out of 21) became peasantsasadjhad been and the rest of the
second generation slid further down the socialéad@ihey became lower skilled or
unskilled workers (or wives of those), either ie ttountryside or in the small hamlets
that were growing by the seaside. It is difficaltell exactly to which HISCLASS
these descendents of Kjartan Jénsson best fitendassification in the bottom band
(groups 9-12) in Table 1 should be taken with rest@n? In more concrete terms,
these descendents were servants in the farmingrgéml. vinnukonaand
vinnumaduy, made their living from fishing as cottars or werban labourers (Icel.
verkamaduy. Wives of fishermen often took part in the figlring among other
things while wives of urban labourers presumabbktall kinds of jobs, including
unloading and loading freight ships for town merusé’

After two generations of either equal social staiusocial downgrading, the
descendents of Kjartan Jonsson the peasant begimboup the social ladder. The
third generation from Kjartan was born in 1880-190# 1883 as median year. Thus,

term of these men in 19th century was usuyalisrablidarmaduror tomthdsmaduyri.e. ‘a man living in
an empty house’, empty meaning without milk (covewes).

% The twofold HISCLASS division in lower skilled vsnskilled and general workers vs. farm and
fishing workers is clear enough. However, the aatisgtion of individuals is problematic because
Farm Servants (62120) fall in HISCLASS 10 (Loweitlsl farm and fish. workers), while General
Farmer-Workers (62105) fall in HISCLASS 12 (Ungkdllfarm workers). There does not seem to be
much difference between these two groups and iaride people sometimes became what can be
called general farm workers (Icélismenjatfter they had worked for many years as farm servants. |
Icelandic context this was more of an upwards ntbae downwards because it meant more slightly
independence but in HISCLASS, they ‘fall’ from gpoliO to 12. Apart from that, in both instances the
people was equally unskilled, i.e., with no forrraining of any sort.

%6 For a lucid description and analysis of the lisépeople in urban nuclei in the late 19th centamy
early 20th century, see Finnur Magnussime hidden class: Culture and class in a maritireisg
Iceland 1880-1942North Atlantic Monographs, 1. Aarhus 1990.
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most of the people of this generation were onabheur market by ca 1903 and was
fully engaged there until ca 1940. In contrasti®first and second generation, some
members of this generation (49 in total) managdaetmme lower managers, lower
clerks and salespersons. Among these were ownéishfg ships, supervisors or
foremen in production firms (Icelerkstjor) and a finance clerk (Icel.
innheimtumadur. All these jobs were in urban localities. Othesmbers of the third
generation did not climb up the social ladder auktup jobs on the same social level
as their forefather, some of them also in an udsting. For example, one became
foreman in road construction (Icgkgavinnuverkstjoyiand two became skilled
workers, one a shoemaker and another a furniturelsierer.

The dramatic shift from farming occupations toamtbased occupations in
Iceland is evident in the third generation fromga Jénsson. Compared to the
second generation, the percentage of farmers emdito fall in line with exodus of
people from the farming sector and rising produtgtivn the sector. In the same vain,
the percentage of seamen and labourers was muleérhiyiso, people with other
urban occupations in the third generation couléblb@d, for example a lorry driver
and a sewing woman. Cutting across these bordsylihe percentage of those in the
bottom band of the HISCLASS groups — lower skiléadl unskilled workers and
wives of those, both in urban and rural areas (@®t12) — fell only marginally
from the second generation, from 67% to 61% adtbken arrow in Table 1
indicates. In contrast to this stasis at the botmieh of the social strata, there was also
a conspicuous upwards trend in social mobilityhie third generation. Clearly,
Kjartan’'s descendants were reaching new heightseisocial ladder while
simultaneously reaching a kind of saturation pairthe bottom.

The fourth generation from Kjartan Jénsson was w1893 onwards but
1910 was the last year included in my researchdiothem were born late in this
sub-period of time as the median year 1906 indscatlembers of this last generation
examined here (29 persons in total) were usuafiyvgrup by the mid 1920s and were
in the labour market until ca 1970. It is shors&y that all the same trends were at
work among Kjartan Jonsson’s descendents in faetteration as in the third
generation. The social climbing in the upper lewélthe strata continued with greater

success because a far larger portion of the gemer@7%) reached the second top
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band (social group 3-5) than in the third genenati®%). Most of these men were
owners of fishing ships and supervisors or foremgroduction firms as in the third
generation. One men was a skipper, another starecterk and third a shoemaker. A
small but clear witness of the new times was thataf the women of the fourth
generation married a musician.

This upgrading was mainly at the expense of thd tteand (group 6—8) where
the percentage of descendants in these levelsyfeliore than half (from 22% to 10%)
and the percentage of farmers fell equally as nffroln 16% to 7%). Meanwhile, the
percentage of the bottom band of the HISCLASS ggd@@do 12) remained onwards
practically the same (62%) from the third generais the horizontal arrow in Table
1 indicates. The groups in question were loweteskiind unskilled workers and
wives of those, both in urban and rural areas.sEakility in the proportional size of
the lowest band in the social strata for three geiwas is quite remarkable and it
possibly is a coincidence. However, their origiharmged over time and the upwards
trend on the social ladder for Kjartan’s other @estants is no coincidence; both of

this is discussed below.

5. Kjartan Jonsson’s family history in context:

Poverty and partial social upgrading

Social downgrading was a fact of life in the Oldlandic regime, and Kjartan’s
family history in the 19th century is one more s to this. However, a priori one
would assume that the ‘new’ urban Iceland in thi 2@ntury changed all this and
that social upgrading was the general rule forTdlls assumption is based on the
general interpretation of Iceland’s history in #@th century saying that the shift
from farming to fishing and other urban based itdes lifted previous restrictions on
the socio-economic structure. For instance, alli&iof industries proliferated in the
20th century compared to the 19th century, and lpexquld freely migrate and
engage in industries where there was a demantiéarlabour. These changes along

with the building up of infrastructure and educatiexpansion of the civil service and
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rise of living standards, to name a few causesgmadm for a population increase at
most levels in the socio-economic structiire.

This assumption about social upgrading in the 2@titury applies to a part of
Kjartan Jénsson’s descendants in the third andHaeneration who advanced
substantially up the social ladder (HISCLASS 3-8)augh they did not reach the
very highest layers of society. The socio-econarh&nges described above were
clearly the main reasons for this advance becdugse tvere relatively small changes
in the economic wealth among most of Kjartan’s dasants. Also, from the start
there was small symbolic og cultural power, usirggre Bourdieu’s terminology, in
general in the family. By contrast, the percentafghose in the lower social classes
(HISCLASS 9-12) remained very much the same irthilvd and fourth generation.
Moreover, the percentage of the descendants irb#trid of the social strata was only
marginally smaller than in the second generation.

The explanation for this has probably somethinddavith the fact that most
members of the third generation were growing ugnres (in the 1880s and 1890s)
when formal schooling in Iceland was little. Theshiecause primary education was
not compulsory until 1907 and in 1903, for instgrar@dy a quarter to more than a half
of the children in the age groups 7-12 went togieschools or had temporary
visiting teachers (Icefarkennaraj.” Therefore, schooling depended on the initiative
and means of the parents. Presumably many farmeassdpts had the means to offer
their children minimum education and this gave ttegtwantage for life. But for the
members in the lowest social groups who were gépgraorer, these circumstances
put their children at disadvantage from the sWfith no family fortunes to depend on
in most cases, this people took up available jelbsoan as they could work, and they
stayed in the labour market until retiring arou®dQ. This story is reflected in the
fact that two third of the people who were in teiatively low social classes 9-12 (in
the third generation) were the children of peopléhe very same classes. Moreover,

in this figure we excluded people who were thedrkih of farmers (in social classes 8)

%" See, for example, Gunnar Karlsstreland’s 1100 yearsand Helgi Skuli Kjartanssofsland & 20.
old.

28 Gudmundur Jénsson and Magnis S. Magnisson teaiggkinna p 846. Ingolifur A. Jéhannesson,
Menntakerfi i moétun: Barna- og unglingafreedslaslaridi 1908—-1958 [Making of an educational
system: Primary education in Iceland, 1908-1858), thiesis, University of Iceland (1983), pp 5-6.
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some of which were so utterly poor that the parktés divorced and received
communal assistance for the upbringing of the c&ild® To put it differently, those
who entered these lowest classes in society weirdyahildren of people who could
ill afford to offer them any primary education aaifter school, most of them had to
settle for unskilled and lower skilled jobs.

Circumstances for the fourth generation from Kgartmainly growing up in
the first two decades of the 20th century, werganeral better than for the third
generation. Primary school was now compulsoryifiggtom 10 to 14 years of age.
The length of the school year was six months irutt@n nuclei and two months in
the countrysidé® After school and if family circumstances allowéen to finish
their school, they started to work to help the p&# In the lifetime of the fourth
generation, circumstances in the labour marketeghifery much from one time to
another. After having worked for several years,Dlepression started in Iceland in
1930 and there were often difficult times in th&Qa9. The Icelandic economy
boomed in World War I, and in spite of ups and dewn the economy into the
1960s, living standards were generally improving.

The substantial upwards trend for the descendanit® upper levels of
society is the most conspicuous evidence for beiteumstances for the fourth
generation than for the third generation. But nfax®urable circumstances can also
be discerned for the lowest classes because of thaocial classes 9—-12 ‘only’ 55%
were the children of people in the same classe&state the ratio was 67% for the
third generation. This change indicates that pewplee lowest social classes (in the
fourth generation) had significantly better chanwesiove upwards in society than it
was for people in the same groups in the third ggioa. The education factor is
perhaps not the only explanation for the overaltams trend in social mobility, but

it probably is the most important one.

29 J6hann Eiriksson, ‘Nidjatal fra Kjartani JonssySiee, for instance, pp 326, 340. A similar case is
discussed in Gudmundur Halfdanarson, Old provinoesiern nations, pp 140-2.

% Ing6lfur A. J6hannesson, Menntakerfi i métun, p 7.

31 Sigurdur Gylfi Magnisson, ‘Kynjasogur & 19. og @ei? Hlutverkaskipan i islensku samfélagi’
[Modern fairy tales of the 19th and 20th centuriBgPe division in Icelandic societyfaga35 (1997),
pp 157-63.
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6. Intergenerational social mobility in the family history of

Bogi Benediktsson, landowner and mercantile manager

The forefather of the second family that will bedaissed here was Bogi Benediktsson
(1771-1849¥% He was of landed gentry, received education iiskadp school in
Iceland, and at the age of 32 he was employedw@anager in Iceland for an
established merchant house in Denmark which hatthes in Iceland. The business
prospered and Bogi’s wealth grew over time. Atdge of 55, after 23 years as
manager, he retired and lived for over twenty yearscentrating on literary studies
with books and manuscripts he had acquired. Bogiiathonce and his wife was a
daughter of a priest, presumably moderately wélEbf

Bogi Benediktsson had eight children all of whielched their mature years.
Two of his sons moved to Copenhagen, Denmark, @idup residence there. They
married Danish women and engaged in mercantilesiniés, both of them became
prosperous wholesalers and they put up merchaotsekavhich had branches in
Iceland. They were both wealthy and their descetsdeceived education, took on
entrepreneurial activities an mixed blood with slogial elite in Copenhagen. These
two sons and their descendants were of coursendoidied in my research since they
lived most or all of their life outside Iceland.

The remaining six children of Bogi Benediktssone ®on and five daughters,
all lived in Iceland and were born in 1799-1823tW1i811 as median year most of
them entered their adulthood around 1830 and bedhey probably had better
chances of higher life expectancy than the gemenralic, they were active at work
until about 1865 or even longer. In line with tleeisl position of Bogi himself and
the good fortunes of the two sons living in Denmaéke six other children reached
the top layers of Icelandic society (Table 2). Diné/ son became a well-off merchant
as the father, keen on literary studies and paifaultural activities. One daughter
married a merchant, another daughter married axygast, and three daughters

%2 His descendants have been recorded in Jon PjetyBtadarfellseett.. [The Stadarfell family
history] (Reykjavik 1966), pp 5-57.

% Hannes borsteinsson, ‘Zviagrip Boga Benediktssai&tadarfelli’ [Biographical outline of Bogi
Benediktsson at Stadarfell], Btadarfellseetby Jon Pjetursson, pp 78—-84.
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married top officials in Iceland: a bishop, a hurt judge, and a governor (Icel.
amtmadu). Therefore, two third (four out of six) of Bogithildren in Iceland

reached the top layers of society and the two etivere very well-off.

Table 2
Descendants of Bogi Benediktsson (b. 1771) by HISCLASS

Intergenerational distribution of social class

Generation 1st gen. 2nd gen. 3rd gen. 4th gen.
First and last year of birth 1799-1823 1821-55 1852-96 1875-1910
Median of birth years: 1811 1835 1872 1902
Time of adult years (ca 20 to death) 1830-65 1855-90 1892-1932 1922-68
1 Higher managers 17% 29% 18% 11%
2 Higher professionals / 50% g 41% 23% \ 26%
3 Lower managers Bogi 3% \ 9%
4 Lower prof. and clerical, sales 33% 12% 21% 15%
5 Lower clerical and sales 5% 7%
6 Foremen 2%
7 Skilled workers 3% 4%
8 Farmers 18% 21% 9%
9 Lower skilled workers 9%
10 Lower skilled farm and fish. workers 2%
11 Unskilled workers 8% 7%
12 Unskilled farm workers

100% 100% 100% 100%
Number of descendants 6 17 39 46

Source: JOn Pjetursson, Stadarfellsaett ... (Reykjavik 1966), pp 5-57.

Granted the high social status of Bogi Benedikissohildren and children-
in-law, the social success of their children — Begrandchildren — was largely
repeated in the second generation. Its membersheenein 1821-55 and with 1835
as median year; they were on the labour market rarh855 to ca 1890 or 1895.
Two third of them (12 persons out of 17) enterexttip layers of society just as in
the first generation. The occupations of theseetatants in the second generation
and of the sons-in-law were governor general (laedshoéfding), sheriff and priest

(several of each), a medical doctor and a secorstdiyol teacher.
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In spite of the social success of the second géinarfrom Bogi, partial social
downgrading nevertheless started because 12% l@sldndower professionals (wife
of an archivist) and salespersons (wife of a merl@mpared to 33% in the first
generation (merchant and wife of a merchant). Eneaining 18% of the second
generation became farmers, the first ones amongsBadgscendants. Although the
value of the land they used for their farms watmo out of three cases well above
medium sized land, one farm was only marginallyaié This fact and the farmer
position shows the social downgrading which wasr @and parcel of the Old
Icelandic society and not even descendents obiinéaters of society could escape it
in the long run.

The third generation from Bogi Benediktsson markexdbeginning of a more
widespread social downgrading. This generationevdsring the labour market
mainly in the early 1890s and retiring in the ed®30s. The social downgrading was
evident in that ‘only’ 41% of this generation readtthe top levels of the social ladder
compared to two third in the two generations befbtest of these descendants and
sons-in-law were sheriffs, priests and medical aiactNearly all of the members of
this generation who fell down to the second banthénsocial classification — and
became lower managers, lower professionals, loleeks; and salespersons (social
group 3-5) — were sons and daughters of those wtdoken in the first band in the
generation before. Partly therefore, there wap@tional increase of descendants
in the second band from 12% in the second gener&di@9% in the third generation.
There was also an increase in the number of thmodeeithird band compared to the
second generation, and most of them came fromettensl band groups. Finally, for
the first time descendants of Bogi Benediktssorevterbe found in the fourth and
bottom band, obviously descended from the groupseabrhis pattern testifies that
the social downgrading in Iceland was usually gehduthat individuals fell step by
step (or band by band) downwards from one gener&i@nother rather than in large

leaps.

% The land of these descendants was valued at 14&ad 38.1 hundreds (new valuation) while land
of average value was ca 12 hundreds.Serdabok fyrir island.., pp 65 (Gvendareyjar), 68
(Arnarbeeli), 113 (Naust). Cf Jon PjeturssBtadarfellsaettpp 7, 20, 36, and Einar Laxness,
islandssagaa—h, p 213.
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Social stratification in the fourth generationfr@ogi Benediktsson
continued to witness social downgrading but onlyhie lower levels of the social
ladder. The fourth generation was born in 1875 ade/avith 1902 as median year
which means that most of the members of this génaran my examination reached
their adulthood in the early 1920s and were orlaheur market until the late 1960s.
The percentage of those in the two bands at theftte social ladder in the fourth
generation was about the same as in the third geoer Also, there were only very
small changes in the percentages between thedeamas. The first band was almost
as high in the fourth and third generation, or 39d 41% respectively. The
percentage of those in the second band in thelfgemeration was slightly higher
than in the third generation, or 31% and 29% reasgady. It is as if these social
groups had a water-tight line between them andbémels below them but in fact
some people crossed the line and either moved dpwen.

In contrast to this relative stability in the fitevo bands, there were significant
changes in the two bands at the bottom. The pexgerdf those working as foremen,
skilled workers and farmers had fallen from 24%hia third generation to 15% in the
fourth generation while the percentage of the loslkdied and unskilled workers (the
bottom band) had risen, from 8% to 17%. Therefeoejal downgrading was at work
quite forcefully in the lowest social groups in fioerth generation of Bogi
Benediktsson.

The occupations of both third and fourth generatiom Bogi were very
much characterised by the new urban society thatgnawing fast in Iceland after
1900, especially in the latter generation as mighéxpected. Thus, we find among
the descendants and their spouses in the third@terea manager of production firm,
(Icel. forstjori), schoolmasters, a photographer, an organistokanpoffice clerks, a
shoemaker, and labourers. In the fourth generatverfind occupations such as the
manager of Road Construction Office (loetgamalastjép, manager of the
Statistical Bureau of Iceland, manager of Ship éasipn Office (Icel.
skipaskodunarstjd)j state treasurer (Icalkisféhirdir), manager of the Reykjavik gas
station, an electrical engineer, a ship’s engingeentist, a lawyer, a policeman, a
furniture upholsterer, a builder, a lathe operatadjo mechanic, and blacksmith to

name a few.
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7. Bogi Benediktsson’s family history in context:

The importance of social capital assets

The family history of Bogi Benediktsson down to 2@h century cannot be
understood properly without appreciation of hisrallesocial position and
background. This rich landowner and mercantile rganavas of prestigious landed
gentry for generations, and Bogi proudly publishdabok in his lifetime about his
forefathers which was very unusual at the titidis noble ancestry — in Icelandic
context — no doubt was an important symbolic capaiahim, in addition to his
economic capital. Bogi was also esteemed for tesdliy interests and his father had
in fact been educated in a bishop school in Iceamlwas also keen on scholarly
studies® This gave Bogi and his family an additional asgeich was cultural capital,
both inherited and built on by him. Granted thigre is small surprise that Bogi’s son
in Iceland became a patron of cultural activitied earning in his community. Also,
the governor of Iceland, the high court judge, tebishop of Iceland, all men of
substantial learning, were Bogi’s sons-in-law. Tlaéding of this cultural capital, in
addition to his symbolic capital, gave Bogi’s fayrél prestige and aristocratic flavour
that was perhaps equally as important as the maeaith in attaining the very high
social status that so many of the descendants giftiga over four generations.

In spite of the overall social success of Bogamiily, there was a marked
social downgrading among some of his descendariei@0th century. One
explanation for this is that social downgradingsiyris an inevitable part of
intergenerational mobility in every society. In etlwords, it would be impossible for
every descendant to either keep the social positidhe parents or move upwards.
The reason could be either a lack of interestlack of capabilities to do so. This is a

very plausible explanation that can be supportéld m&ference to common sense and

% Bogi BenediktssongEfi-Agrip Fedganna Jons Péturssonar, Benedikts JormssBoga
Benediktssonar og Benedikts Bogasdiaographical outline of Jon Pétursson, Beneddkisson,
Bogi Benediktsson and Benedikt Bogason]. Videy 1823

% Bogi Benediktsson, ‘Fedgazevir’ [My forefathers]Stadarfellsaetby J6n Pjetursson, pp 107, 110—
11.
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in general with examples of this kind. But this kexyation probably does not tell the
whole story.

Additional explanation for the social downgradargong Bogi’'s descendants
in the 20th century could be that they now hadoimgete with descendants of other
families for the higher positions in society. Acdimg to a study on the high officials
in Reykjavik, signs of this can already be found910. In 1870, one third of them
had ‘farmer’ for a father and the rest of them wikesons of officials. In 1910,

‘only’ 64% of them were the sons of officials, ttest being of lower class origin:
sons of merchants (6%), farmers (34%), and evamiaa and labourers’ (11%). The
downwards trend was the same when other varialdes gxamined: social position
of the fathers-in-law of the high officials, thegition of the high officials’ sons and
sons-in-law, and the position of the fathers-in-tfvthe high officials’ childreri’

Most of these high officials had university educatand it is, therefore, evident that
in the wake of the social upheaval in Iceland méind of the 19th century and in the
early 20th century, better means and newly acquirealth was often used to provide
secondary and sometimes university education foctfidren. Also, close to the mid
20th century onwards young men who were lucky imgeof employment could raise
considerable sums of money with seasonal workerfifining sector and they
sometimes were used to get education. Thus, talgeeple of relatively low social

background could get education and compete withidseendants of the social elite.

8. Conclusions

The family history of Bogi Benediktsson suggests thiealth was decisive for how
people fared not only in the Old Icelandic regimhd@th century but also in the ‘new’
urban Iceland in the 20th century. In the 19th egnttwo third of Bogi’'s descendants
reached the very highest positions in societyh&20th century, ‘only’ ca 40%
reached the same levels of society. But the faméglth of Bogi consisted no less of

37 Gudjon Fridriksson, ‘Embeettismannaadallinn i Reyia[The high officials aristocracy of
Reykjavik],Ny saga3 (1989), p 61 cf p 52—3. Note that while Table tarrupted, Table 2 is correct.
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kinds of other kinds of capital, i.e., symbolic andtural capital, which are also
important for social stratification as Pierre Baetdhas argued. These kinds of
capital assets were no doubt very important forsti@al success of Bogi’'s
descendants.

In light of this conclusion, the question arisesvitypical Bogi’'s family
history is for the 19th and 20th century Icelarsbcial elite in general. Were the
other families equally as fortunate or was Bogimily rather unique in its success?
Since there exist no other studies on Icelandigli@srfor comparison we can only
guess, and my hypothesis is that Bogi’s family wagsually endowed with the three
kinds of capital Bourdieu has emphasised for s@tralkification. This hypothesis can
be tested against families, for instance, with se@nomic wealth but of prestigious
ancestry, or against families with economic wehlihof low social background.
Anyway, if seems safe to suggest that not manyli@snif any, were bestowed with
as much and diverse capital assets as Bogi's faménce, the social success of this
family for more than 150 years probably was rathareptional.

By contrast, poverty offered few chances and peaple had to work hard
and labour long hours simply to stay alive. Pegplpeasant origin, like Kjartan’s
descendants, either managed to remain in the sacred Eevel as their parents or they
fell down to the lowest levels of society over timghe 19th century. In the 20th
century, there was signicant social upgrading iartgn’s family but it was partial
because only some of the descendants managedto wliwards and they were
spread over a number of the mid range and uppé@l ssdasses. Concurrently, the
percentage of descendants in the lower levels@égo(the bottom band of the social
strata) remained remarkably stable for three gdioasafrom the 1860s to ca 1960s.
Nevertheless, the reproduction of the lower clabyatemselves diminished from
the third to the fourth generation indicating aoréasing social downgrading among
the higher classes which helped filling the lowlessses.

The reasons for these upwards trends in sociailityadomong Kjartan’s
descendants in the 20th century can not be astedthiere. But one of the reasons
and perhaps one of the most important probablywbgasmuch to do with education
and the introduction of compulsory schooling in 19@as no doubt an important step

in improving general education. Private school baen run for a few decades by then
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but only a part of the children could be sent toost because of poverty and other
causes. But even if the total amount of school tivas short by some standards and
the teaching had many shortcomings, this step @7 1&ly was an improvement over
previous circumstances. The descendants of Kjantdre fourth generation, at all
levels of society, no doubt benefited from this &etped them improve their
livelihood and prospects in the labour market.

Therefore, is seems safe to suggest that theyfdmsilory of Kjartan Jonsson
in the 20th century was typical for other familieish similar background. It is
interesting to note in this context that the Amanidistorian Harvey J. Graff has used
an interesting categorisation, based on autobidgecapsources, to explain people’s
different walks of life. His findings imply that fimal schooling is a very influential
variable to explain why people choose differenhpan life 3 That education is
important for social mobility is not new but Graffqualitative method is perhaps
more of a novelty and fits well with our researcéthod here.

On more general notes, the two different familtdries examined for this
paper can be regarded as showing the two endg abitial mobility scale and thus
indicating how social mobility in general was atft by the socio-economic
transition in Iceland in the early 20th centuryeTmdings with our qualifications
above no doubt are typical for many other famibaswe need to be cautious in our
generalisations. The two families need not necégdse representative of, for
instance, families in other regions in Iceland vehieshing was much less practised.
Therefore, the findings need to be tested with mesearch using different family
histories from other parts of the country.

Finally, the kind of research method used herdarmasy view showed that
family histories can be used efficiently to studiergenerational social mobility.
However, since the two families studied here wedevapart socially this method
possibly is less useful in examining families watmore similar background. Also,
the research period necessarily must span sevamnalagtions unless we use, for
example, social position at marriage/cohabitat®eriterion. Although the method

can be useful it needs further testing with momecgtudies, and it is important to use

% Harvey J. GraffConflicting paths: Growing up in Americ€ambridge, Mass., 1995. | owe this
observation to Sigurdur Gylfi Magnusson, ‘Kynjasbgul9. og 20. 61d?’, pp 164—6.
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traditional methods as well such as static sureéyse background of given groups
at given times. Qualitative methods also deserveeroonsideration. What is crucial
is that research questions fit the research methddhe source material, and,
therefore, diversity in methods and sources wiliniely produce the best results.
Fortunately, irrespective of research method hitgrare well equipped with
Iceland’s rich material of family histories, cenesisministerial books and other kinds
of genealogical sources. This is a mine of inforarafor research on social mobility

which has not been studied at much length in Icklan
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