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Abstract : 

Cross-national research into social stratification frequently makes use of occupational classification schema which are introduced externally and make little allowance for country-specific variations (for instance the prestige scales of Treiman, and the class categorisations of the CASMIN research).  In the CAMSIS project by contrast, occupational gradings are derived neutrally within countries, based upon patterns of social interaction between occupational title holders as exhibited by the frequency of husband-wife occupational combinations. Recent census and survey datasets across a range of countries have been used to fit statistical models to these patterns of social interaction, and, because of the intricate relationship between social interaction and social stratification, the project in turn represents an investigation into the contemporary occupational structure of social stratification across different countries. 

In the first part of this paper we discuss the derivation and structure of the occupation-based scales. We see a remarkable degree of consistency between countries in the core patterns of social interaction and stratification, namely the dominance of a single dimensional, distinctive hierarchical structure of stratification or ‘generalised advantage’. However we also detect some national specific variations in occupational locations which would be masked by an externally imposed occupational schema. 

Subsequently, we investigate the relationship between the CAMSIS derived occupational scores, other occupational schema, and a range of putatively related individual level characteristics, using the cross-nationally harmonised survey data resources of the LIS and LES studies and the ISSP programme. Early evidence suggests that the CAMSIS scores are extremely effective summaries of the social stratification location of occupations, and, given the relative simplicity and neutrality of their derivation, are in many cases preferable to alternative stratification measures. 

Contents



Page





1) 
Introduction : Social Interaction and Social Stratification 
1





2)
Theoretical and technical background
4





2.1
CAMSIS measures and theories of social stratification
4

2.2
The construction of CAMSIS measures
10





3) 
Structure of derived CAMSIS scales
13





3.1
Cross-national similarity in core dimensions
14

3.2
Cross-national differences in specific features
20

3.3 
Subsidiary dimensions and pseudo-diagonality
25









4) 
Analytic properties of CAMSIS scales
27





5)
Conclusions
29






Tables referred to in the text
30






References
45





1) Introduction : Social Interaction and Social Stratification

The CAMSIS project

The CAMSIS (Cambridge Social Interaction and Stratification Scales) project involves the estimation and dissemination of scale scores for occupational units across a number of countries. The intention is to produce measures which summarise the structure of social stratification within a country (and within a given time period), in a way which is cross-nationally comparative, yet also sensitive to local variations in both stratification structures generally and occupational unit definitions specifically. A method of scale construction that is theoretically consistent and pragmatically feasible is to model patterns of social interaction between the incumbents of occupational units. Any emergent structure to the pattern of social interaction between occupational incumbents can be regarded as, also, a representation of the relative locations of those occupations in a structure of social stratification. We discuss the reasoning behind making this link in section two, but the core contention is that a structure of social distances between occupations can be analysed in order to represent a realisation of ‘social space’, a theoretical entity which intrinsically reflects stratification structures.

Where previous approaches have schematised the (putatively) inherent properties of occupational units (such as ‘market’ and ‘work’ situations), the CAMSIS method scores occupational units only on the basis of the social behaviour exhibited by their incumbents. A significant implication is that the relative locations of occupations are not necessarily equivalent across populations. Indeed, separate scales based on social interaction may be derived within any distinguishable population grouping, in a way which carries implications for comparative research. 

In the CAMSIS approach we have so far advocated distinguishing occupational scales between different countries and, within countries, different time periods. Within a country and time period we also distinguish between genders, and differences in the level of base occupational unit information (for instance, basic occupational title groups or those utilising additional information on employment status). We have also considered distinguishing scales within ethnic, regional and age cohort groupings, though work on these topics is preliminary. Our claim would be that the derivation of separate scales for such sub-populations is desirable, in order to reflect the potentially different occupational social stratification relationships found within them (as well as, more practically, differences in the units of occupational information and the distribution of the populations into those units). By using a comparable scale construction methodology across all populations, however, the CAMSIS approach allows us to test whether the derived scales really do differ substantially, as in the examples considered in the sections below.

The different scales produced for different populations are referred to as different CAMSIS ‘versions’, and in this paper we emphasise similarities and differences between versions from different countries. It is also the case that version differences, within countries, are often a significant issue. Versions of CAMSIS scales for 22 countries are currently under development, but we would emphasise that the project is open-ended, in that the scales can be regularly updated and that interested researchers in countries not currently involved are welcome to take part. (Information on contact details and current participants is available from the CAMSIS project website, http://www.cf.ac.uk/socsi/CAMSIS ).

A practically important feature of the CAMSIS project has been the finding that data on the combinations of occupations of married or cohabiting couples appears, across the range of countries investigated, to be an adequate indicator of the distribution of distances within a ‘social space’, and hence of the nature of social interaction and stratification structures. We conclude this primarily because recent CAMSIS scale constructions, using data only on couples, have consistently suggested similar structures of stratification to those derived from other kinds of social interaction data (Prandy & Lambert 2002, Prandy 1990). For instance, the initial ‘Cambridge Scale’ construction, from which the CAMSIS project is descended, used information on the occupations of friends as reported by occupational incumbents (Stewart et al 1980). Friendship data has the apparent advantage that the occupational associations are empirically stronger, but the methods used in the CAMSIS project seem to be robust enough to detect the structure underlying weaker associations such as those between the occupations of partners. Alternatively, recent investigations have suggested that both inter-generational and intra-generational occupational mobility patterns can be used to elicit a social space between occupational units (see Rytina 2000, and Lambert & Prandy 2002 respectively), but again the structure derived is comparable to that found from data on partners. In section 2, we discuss further how all of these resources may be theorised as indicators of social interaction, social space, and occupational structures, and detail some of the practicalities involved in the CAMSIS use of partnership data. 

Male-female couple data is, by comparison with the various alternatives, particularly easy both to obtain and to analyse. Moreover, other studies into the nature of husband-wife occupational relationships suggest structural consistencies – Bakker (1993) represents an early use of marriage data, which predates the CAMSIS project, but reaches similar conclusions; Mitchell and Critchley (1985), Hout (1982), and Laumann and Guttman (1966) all constitute empirical support for the expectation that marriage patterns accord with other forms of occupational stratification relationships
. Most interesting, in this regard, is early evidence that cross-national differences in gendered labour market systems (well documented in themselves, for instance Jarman et al 1999, Chang 2000), do not appear to impinge upon the ability of the CAMSIS approach to identify a ‘core’ structure of occupational stratification reflecting social space. For instance, we have seen that data from countries with very diverse gender regimes, for instance Sweden, Germany and Turkey, all exhibit similar core structures.

The simplicity of the necessary data sources has meant the production of a number of CAMSIS versions can be undertaken over a wide range of countries, since a great advantage in using data on the occupations of partners is that it is often readily available from censuses, micro-censuses, or large-scale official surveys. Such data-sets are usually very large and, almost by definition, fully representative. Some countries have public-use samples of the census (we have found the IPUMS international project, Sobek et al 2002 of particular value in this regard), while the census authorities in those that do not are usually able to supply the necessary cross-tabulation at relatively low cost. In the interests of maintaining respondent confidentiality, they may place some restrictions on the level of detail provided, but this is not usually a serious problem. 

The widespread availability of the data needed to construct a CAMSIS scale means that excellent possibilities are opened up for international comparative study. The fact that most countries differ in their occupational classifications means that making comparisons between them is usually very difficult, because there are inevitably problems in trying to achieve comparability between different occupational categories. One of the great advantages of the CAMSIS approach is that although it uses each country’s classification, it achieves comparability between them by scaling them all to a common basis of location in a social space. Prospective users might note that the CAMSIS project webpages contain sections providing information on the properties of national occupational schema and, when available, conversion files to link units between related schema. In many examples we also try to assign CAMSIS scores to the internationally standardised occupational unit classification, ISCO, (ILO 1990), although this is not always possible in all countries, and in any case, should not be regarded as a completely satisfactory schema for comparative research, since a degree of approximation in the transition from national specific titles is inevitable (see Elias 1997 for a review).

In addition to occupational title information, we also use, when possible, information on the occupational employment status of individuals (for instance, whether an employee or self-employed). In order to maintain adequate cell sizes in the subsequent cross-classification, we restrict the number of categories for employment status (typically to three, four or five categories). However, because different countries tend to place different emphases upon what is regarded as a significant aspect of employment status (for instance, in some countries status as a government or private sector employee is of great interest, but in others it is ignored), we find that parsimonious employment status schemes are seldom equivalent between countries
. In countries where employment status information is available, we usually generate two (or more) CAMSIS versions for permutations of the base unit of analysis: a ‘title-only’ version, which does not incorporate the cross-classification of title units by employment status, and a ‘title-by-status’ version which does. We believe that the finer degree of differentiation involved in incorporating employment status information leads to more accurate representation of the social order of occupations, although, as discussed in the sections below, most current results suggest that the differences between the scores for the several versions are relatively small. 

Table 1 summarises the CAMSIS versions already produced, and those for which we have concrete plans, in July 2002 (we would emphasise that the possibility of creating new CAMSIS version is always welcomed). Equivalent lists, along with access to complete versions and information on ongoing updates, can be found on the CAMSIS project webpages, http://www.cf.ac.uk/socsi/CAMSIS/. 

One of the more practically significant features of Table 1 concerns the base unit of analysis for which the scale scores were constructed, since this affects the ability to utilise the CAMSIS codes on other datasets. We do not describe the abbreviations used for the unit types at this stage although they may be familiar to readers who have had contact with data from the relevant countries. Interested users can, however, find extensive details on the CAMSIS webpages. 

The project website is also the primary source for the dissemination of the constructed CAMSIS scales. Relevant versions for each country in the CAMSIS project can be accessed through downloadable files on the webpages. At present, the format of those files includes plain text, SPSS data and syntax, and Microsoft Excel worksheets, which can all be used to link occupational unit categories on any given dataset with the appropriate derived CAMSIS scores. In addition, we also intend to encourage data producers to carry CAMSIS variables on their publicly available files: at present this has been achieved for the British Household Panel Study, the UK SARs, some cases from the LIS and LES survey projects (http://www.lisproject.org), and the Swiss Household Panel Study, and we hope to extend that range of studies considerably in the future. 

The remainder of this article consists of, first, a brief exposition of the theories and techniques used to construct the CAMSIS scale, then, in sections 3 and 4, assessments of the extent to which the completed CAMSIS versions serve as good indicators of social stratification differences for the purposes of comparative research. To return to the title of this paper, we ask what the structures of the derived CAMSIS occupational scales tell us about national contexts of social stratification, and what the relations between different CAMSIS versions tell us about the cross-national comparability of those structures. 

2)  Theoretical and Technical Background

2.1 CAMSIS measures and theories of social stratification

The key CAMSIS contention is that the frequency of social interactions between members of different occupations can be regarded as indicators of the social distance between them (cf Prandy & Jones 2001, Prandy 1990, Stewart et al 1980). The patterning of those social distances can be used to create a representation of social space, within which this complex set of distances can best be incorporated (for the particular ‘version’ under investigation). In our view, this space has to be considered in its own right as a theoretical, but empirically observed, object. The nature of the space – whether it is of one or many dimensions, how the dimension(s) can be interpreted, whether the points located in it are evenly spread or cluster into larger groupings – is a very important issue. The space, which again it has to be made clear is determined by the points within it, is a structural feature that is firmly rooted in everyday action such as friendship and marriage. It is also a social science construct for which there is no existing name, although there are no doubt intimations of it in both popular and academic conceptions of ‘class’ and ‘status’. Empirically, we have repeatedly found that the core occupational structure to the derived social space accords with our conceptions of social stratification, and hence we label the CAMSIS occupational scales as representations of social interaction and stratification.

Perhaps the most important finding of the CAMSIS research has been that, throughout a wide range of investigations, we have consistently found that a principal pattern representing the social space of social interaction between incumbents of occupations, is one-dimensional and appears to reflect an evenly-graded hierarchy of social advantage / disadvantage. We do also typically identify other patterns of social association, but these tend to be empirically much less influential, and / or very specifically structured around particular occupational combinations (referred to in section 2.2 as ‘subsidiary dimension’ and ‘pseudo-diagonal’ patterns, respectively). These features notwithstanding, a single dimension of ‘generalised advantage’ has consistently been identified as the strongest ‘general’ dimension, and thus the location of occupational units within it is used as the basis of the derived CAMSIS scores. This finding of one-dimensional hierarchy need not necessarily have been the case and is not simply a result of the statistical methods used in the CAMSIS social association models. The consistency of its reproduction, however, has meant that the CAMSIS approach can to all intents and purposes be characterised as supporting the argument for a graded hierarchical representation of occupational stratification. 

There are two grounds for arguing the validity of the link between hierarchical patterns of social (or partnership) interaction and occupational stratification scales, the theoretical and the practical. The latter is a “proof of the pudding” argument, namely that, whenever social interaction is modelled in the CAMSIS manner, the one-dimensional occupational scale derived has the predictive and associative properties we would expect of a social stratification measure. Indeed, a host of empirical investigations into the structure and correlates of CAMSIS scales have supported this point (see for instance Bergman et al 2002, Jones & McMillan 2001, Prandy 2000, Prandy 1999a, Prandy 1998a). This point is expanded in sections 3 and 4 below.

More substantial theoretical support for the conception of social space as exhibited through social interaction and reflecting social stratification is also available. On the one hand, theories of how and why people interact socially can be used to suggest the influence of a generalised ‘social space’ connected to social stratification inequalities. On the other, many theories of what an appropriate social stratification occupational schema would consist of can be either regarded as congruent with the social interaction approach or criticised for a failure to recognise evidence which is more consistently dealt with by a social interaction measure.

Beginning with the former, Kalmijn (1998) has reviewed theories of the causes behind patterns of marital associations. Factors he highlights include the desire to conserve and maximise joint socio-economic positions (cf Becker 1991), and the utilisation of cultural resources in social interaction (cf Bryne 1971). Both of these are likely to produce trends towards marital homogamy, which may be reflected in associations between partners’ backgrounds or their current educational and occupational positions (however measured). Homogamous trends have indeed been widely observed and, moreover, with broad consistency between different nations and time periods (recent reports include Blossfeld & Timm 2002 forthcoming, Smits et al 1999, Smits et al 1998). However, Kalmijn (1998) also discusses how other social factors also influence marital associations, including endogamous preferences with regard to identifiable social collectives (such as ethnic and religious groups), and the impact of third parties and external constraints upon marriage possibilities. A complex set of alternative factors is discussed, and Kalmijn (1998, also 1991) argues that a multidimensional analysis of marital associations is necessary to incorporate all features of the process. In section 2.2 we discuss how our modelling of social interaction incorporates many of the alternative factors mentioned by Kalmijn. However, the important point is that underlying all such influences is the trend, ceteris paribus, for marriage tendencies to reflect differences in social stratification advantage.  Whilst Kalmijn concentrates upon marital associations, the theories he refers to can be applied equally to other forms of inter-personal social associations such as cohabitation and friendship patterns – in particular see the related review of McPherson et al (2001).  

Given this premise, a number of writers have long argued that patterns of social association could be used to directly define a ‘social space’ of stratification. Early theorisations can be found in Sorokin (1927) and Warner and Lunt (1942), and the first examples of analyses in terms of occupational categories, in Laumann and Guttman (1966) and Blau and Duncan (1967). In turn, Stewart et al (1980) represent the foundational discussion of the transformation of social interaction information into measures of social stratification on which the CAMSIS project is based. We can however also note that a separate set of propositions, those of Bourdieu, (eg 1984, 1987), may also be presented as theories on the relation between social interaction and stratification. Bourdieu argues that relationships of lifestyle and cultural consumption define individuals’ social positions, and advocates the analysis of those relationships in order to describe the structure of social positions. 

Aside from inter-personal relationships, other forms of ‘social association’ have been suggested as indicators of social stratification. Specifically, Weber defined social classes as those occupational groupings ‘within which individual and generational [occupational] mobility is easy and typical’ (eg Weber 1979:302). This definition has been widely cited to evaluate many occupational stratification schemes, and, moreover, a number of studies have considered simultaneously patterns of intra- and inter-generational association, typically suggesting equivalence of structures (eg Hout 1982).

While the works above suggest a connection between social association and occupational stratification, there is no clear expectation of a core hierarchical stratification structure to social association patterns. Certainly some approaches argue for a primary gradation reflecting social advantage, for example, Stewart et al (1980) and Laumann (1973) or, from an economics field, Burdett and Coles (1997), who propose that marital attractions reflect individuals’ possession of an unobserved graded property which they label (somewhat atheoretically) ‘pizazz’. On the other hand, the reviews of Kaljmin (1998) and McPherson et al (2001) suggest that many cross-classified categorical factors influence marital patterns. Elsewhere, Kaljmin’s (1994) empirical exploration of husband-wife association structures in the USA, using methods loosely related to those employed by the CAMSIS project, suggested a division between cultural and economic sources of association. And Bihagen’s (2001) analysis of similar structures in Swedish data suggested a bipolar occupational structure reflecting educational polarisation. Moreover, several evaluations that Kaljmin (1998) refers to suggest simple categorical divisions in the occupational structure of homogamy: he writes, (1998:409), that “patterns of occupational homogamy, like patterns of intergenerational occupational mobility, are dominated by the line that divides blue-collar and white-collar occupations (Hayes 1993, Hout 1982)”. However, we would argue that such findings have primarily reflected self-imposed data constraints, whereby previous analysts have found it easier, both computationally and cognitively
, to work with restricted categorical representations of occupational stratification (or, in the case of Kaljmin (1994), with the adoption of a scale of occupational ‘status’ scores). Such approaches have typically predefined a structure of occupational stratification, then argued that social interaction patterns do indeed broadly fit to them. By contrast, in the CAMSIS scale constructions we have been able to allow patterns of association to fit freely over a great many occupations, and in so doing have found that hierarchical gradings make more appropriate summaries of social interaction in terms of how it coincides with occupational stratification. Crucially, in the CAMSIS approach, whilst the influence of subsidiary dimensions and cross-classifying factors of association is not ruled out, we have found such structures to be empirically and substantively less significant than a core single dimensional structure associated with social advantage.

These comments bring us to the complementary element of our argument on the equivalance of social interaction and occupational stratification systems. This discusses how theories of  occupational stratification, in themselves, can be related to the CAMSIS approach towards hierarchical gradation. Here, following Crompton (1993:ch. 3), we mention four particularly influential groups of approaches
. Crompton labelled two of these approaches as products of the ‘classical inheritance’ (Marxist approaches such as that of Wright 1985, and Weberian positions as popularly adopted through use of the Goldthorpe or ‘EGP’ scheme, Erikson et al 1979, Erikson & Goldthorpe 1993). Another, ‘common sense’, approach reflects national classifications of occupational title by perceived skill levels and industrial sectors. Typically such schemes are country specific, for instance the UK ‘Registar-General’s’ scheme (Szreter 1984); however a cross-national skill based scheme, grouping ISCO units, is advocated by Elias (1997). Lastly, Crompton describes a group of approaches towards schematising differences in occupational ‘prestige’ or ‘status’. In recent years, for example, the prestige scales of Treiman (1977), and socio-economic status scales of Ganzeboom et al (1992, 1996) have been widely adopted for cross-national research. It is of course impossible to deal fully with a vast sociological literature on occupational stratification, which spans these and other approaches. Our notes below concentrate on two features of the relationship between CAMSIS and other occupational schemes, but we can note that a number of works related to the CAMSIS project have debated alternative occupational representations at greater length (recent examples include  Prandy forthcoming 2003, Bergman & Joye 2001, Bottero 1998, Blackburn 1998, Prandy 1998b, Prandy & Blackburn 1997, Blackburn & Prandy 1997).

The first point to note is that all of the alternative approaches that we are aware of predict social and marital homogamy in line with their stratification scheme
. Thus, for example, Wright (1997:208-36) argued that friendship and marriage patterns broadly coincided with the three boundaries which define his classification schema (of great relevance to this research is his finding that “cross-national variations in the patterns of [marital] class-boundary permeability are quite muted” (1997:233)). Similarly, evaluations of the EGP schema have suggested patterns of homogamy in line with the EGP category units (Smits et al 1999, Hayes 1993), as have those of skill-based classifications (Hout 1982), and of status and prestige scales (see several examples in Blossfeld & Drobnic 2001). Because each approach has begun with a previously defined stratification system, none has sought to formally define occupational locations according to social interaction patterns. Indeed, whilst evidence of some homogamy is often taken as vindication for the relevant stratification schema, there has seldom been consideration of whether the schema might be changed to illustrate stronger patterns of association (in one example, Bihagen 2001 suggested that modifications to an EGP based schema would indeed be preferable). From an internationally comparative perspective, it would seem unlikely that exactly the same scheme would detect the same degree of association across different countries (a similar point with regard to the appropriateness of the EGP schema for detecting cross-national variations in inter-generational occupational associations was made by Sorensen 1992). Thus, the schemes mentioned above might be regarded as reasonable representations of social association structures, whilst being unlikely to be the most appropriate possible, in particular in terms of cross-nationally comparative research. 

The second point we would make would be the assertion that hierarchy represents a fundamental element of almost all popular social stratification schemes. Indeed, many approaches (notably Crompton’s (1993) ‘common sense’ and ‘prestige and status’) are explicitly oriented around hierarchies, whether they be defined by skill content (Elias 1997), social actors’ evaluations (Treiman 1977), or relations to income and education (Ganzeboom et al 1992). Other approaches, notably those of Wright and the EGP schema, are very explicitly claimed as not being hierarchical, although that does not stop their regular use in terms of hierarchy, nor indeed critiques which suggest greater emphasis be placed upon the hierarchical elements of the schemes (Hout & Hauser 1992). The crucial issues for the CAMSIS representation of stratification would be, first, whether such representations of hierarchy as are defined broadly coincide with the social interaction structures, and second, whether those categorical elements emphasised in some stratification schemes do indeed mark significant and substantively important boundaries in social interaction patterns. Both of these issues can largely be evaluated empirically, and in section 3 below we suggest why our answers are, respectively, ‘yes’ and ‘no’.

A last point with regard to CAMSIS as compared with other occupational stratification schemes concerns a perennially unresolved question for the sociological analysis of occupational stratification. Up to this point, all of our discussion has proceeded as if the only people of interest to an analysis are currently employed adults living within a coherent national society. This would be a patent misrepresentation of modern societies, where many subjects are only partially, or not at all, employed, and where stratification experiences are clearly mediated through structures such as household formation, gender segregation, and regional and ethnic group differences. Indeed, such complexities have led many writers to suggest that the days of occupational stratification schemes as useful investigative tools are numbered (eg Pakulski & Waters 1996). Others have suggested methods of summarising social stratification position which avoid occupational schemes altogether (Gershuny 2002). In this regard, the many alternative occupational stratification schemes find themselves in the same boat, and a common response has been to suggest the robustness of schemes to whichever fragmentary feature is suggested. A typical claim, for instance, is that ‘conventional’ approaches to household occupational stratification locations adequately describe most families’ experiences (Erikson 1984). The CAMSIS representation of occupational stratification through social interaction patterns similarly stands or falls on the same properties, though it does have some inherent advantages. First, the flexibility of its construction allows for experimentation with the estimation of separate versions for multiple identifiable social groups (such as gender, ethnic or regional groups and for different time periods or generations). Second, the theorisation of CAMSIS scores in terms of social association means that there is no explicit requirement that a current full time employment situation define social interaction situation – it may be perfectly defensible to categorise the non-employed by previous occupations or even educational situations. (Whereas such a strategy is theoretically much more tenuous for some other occupationally based stratification schema, which do explicitly claim to reflect current employment experience). Again however, answers to the relative validity of the CAMSIS measures in these regards are empirical questions, which are briefly discussed in section 3 below. 

CAMSIS and cross-nationally comparative research

As mentioned above, the current CAMSIS project has focussed upon the analysis of social interaction patterns for a number of different countries. There are, in our view, two reasons why it lends itself particularly well to cross-nationally comparative research. 

Firstly, the within-country construction process provides a picture of the national occupational stratification structure in terms of the occupational units relevant to the given country. The process generates scores, assigned to occupations, which can be descriptively reviewed and, given the common numerical scaling techniques used across versions, the scores of particular occupations can be compared between countries and versions (as with the selected examples of Table 2 below). Because national occupation titles are used, moreover, these scores are easily associated with other nationally specific datasets (although, additionally, we have taken some steps to allow for the mapping of national level units with the ISCO cross-national occupational title schema).  

These properties of reproducibility and descriptive power differ markedly from those of alternative occupational stratification schemes as they have been used cross-nationally. On the one hand, ‘common-sense’ classifications have been widely used within any given country to aggregate occupations together, but differences in the schemes used between nations make the cross-nationally comparative assessment of distributions very difficult. On the other hand, most schemes which have been utilised in explicitly cross-national research have been fixed rigidly around initial preconceptions and applied universally across countries (for instance the comparative projects of  Wright 1997, Ganzeboom & Treiman 1996, and Erikson & Goldthorpe 1993). Such programmes cannot avoid complexity, and possible inaccuracy, in the attempt to fit national-level occupational information to their desired scheme. When completed, there is also a high likelihood that specific national nuances to the occupational structure are ironed out in the attempt to achieve external comparability. Thus, the descriptive review of the distributions using such schemes, whilst in principle consistent comparatively (so long as classification errors have been minimised), is unlikely to be a very good summary description of the national structure of stratification.  Moreover, because different countries’ occupational systems are likely to reflect very different industrial distributions, it is probable that the comparison of such schemes will be dominated by relatively trivial differences in scheme allocations which tell us little new about a given society
. 

Secondly, when classifications have been achieved, we can say with some confidence that the positions indicated by CAMSIS scores have a certain meaning with regard to the national context of social stratification and thus a specific implication for cross-national analysis (and, because the scores can be regarded as continuous, they may be easily utilised by a variety of analytical methods). These analytical properties contrast with those of alternative stratification schemes, which again diverge between those which are nationally specific and those which are deliberately cross-nationally harmonised. Thus, whilst the former have clear interpretations within the context of a national analysis, it is difficult to apply the same clarity to descriptions of the results of cross-national analyses. The latter, on the other hand, are constrained by the implication that an equivalent position has the same external position within each country (perhaps, for example, that a blacksmith always has an ISEI score of 33, whether male or female in any country at any period). Such an allocation of position inherently ignores any possible variations in the implications of the occupation within the society under study. Thus, any factors found to be analytically associated with the fixed schema, might not be clearly interpreted within the national context.

Of the contributions to Kohn (1989) that discussed paradigms for cross-national research in sociology, there are two in relation to which we would argue that the CAMSIS approach provides more satisfactory tools for cross-national (and, by implication, cross-gender and cross-period) comparative research. First, Ragin’s (1989) discussion argues that a gap between local in-depth studies, and cursory multiple-country reviews, should be reduced by attempts to add qualified detail, the linking of ‘intensive’ and ‘extensive’ research. He suggest a typology of current models for cross-national research: the ‘Max Weber’ model of an individual working in isolation trying to understand each society covered in depth; the ‘project’ model of a single scholar assisted by local specialists from each country; and the ‘collective’ model of a group of scholars from different countries combining their expertise. We would argue that nation-specific stratification schemes inherently pertain to the first model, which in terms of cross-national assessments is laudable but, in practice, very difficult to achieve easily. Equally, the externally imposed occupational schemes of those deliberately comparative projects mentioned above, can be located within the ‘project’ model, where ‘intensive’ detail is lost by the requirement to fit with the aggregate structure of the central scheme. The output of the CAMSIS project, however, could be located within the ‘collective’ model, maximising both intensive and extensive detail, since nationally specific information is structured in the context of local expertise, generating a comparatively understood measure which, through the web-based distribution of scales, methods guidelines and documentation, is available to local and cross-national research communities. 

Secondly, Kohn’s (1989) introduction schematises several different roles that the study of nations can play in cross-national comparative research: these involve the ‘nation as object of study’, ‘nation as context of study’, ‘nation as unit of analyses’, and ‘trans-national analysis’. With regard to this schema, we can suggest that  CAMSIS measures are amenable to the variety of alternative positions, where other occupational stratification schemes are more limited. Thus, the first model requires a detailed nationally appropriate stratification scheme, which would apply to those schemes, including the CAMSIS measures, which are developed within the terms and context of a given country. The ‘nation as context’ model, into which, for instance, the Wright and CASMIN projects naturally fall, require a stratification scheme with externally consistent interpretations across countries, a feature that can also be claimed of CAMSIS measures. ‘Nation as unit of analyses’ projects, however, require analytical techniques which summarise properties of stratification within different countries; here, index measures which reflect population trends using a CAMSIS measure would be adequate, as would similar indicators of relationships with other schema (so long as those other schema were not dominated by nationally specific distribution differences which, as suggested above, is often the case). Lastly, ‘trans-national’ analyses require that a stratification measure is sufficiently consistent for its implications to be divorced from location within the host society. Whilst we generally advocate the use of CAMSIS measures within the context of a given society, we can say with confidence that the relative comparability of CAMSIS structures between versions means that the isolated CAMSIS score of any individual from any version has an equivalent relative meaning. Again, whilst this is also an intended property of other cross-nationally harmonised stratification schema, it is not clear that it is adequately achieved when little or no attempt is made to cater for national specific differences in the occupational order. 

2.2 The construction of CAMSIS measures

The CAMSIS project webpages contain an account of the methods used to model the structure of husband-wife occupational interaction patterns, as well as extensive guidelines on how those methods are implemented, particularly with regard to the very large and sparse cross-tabulations which are considered. Essentially, a technique is used which predicts the frequency of each husband-wife occupational combination, based in part upon score values which are estimated and assigned to the occupational categories in one or more orthogonal dimensions. Those scores, for the first and most important dimension, are used directly as the CAMSIS scale values (assuming that we are satisfied the first dimension of score estimates is a consistent and significant predictor of the cell frequencies). We have borrowed heavily from a similar investigation by Rytina (2000), in order to construct such models for social associations for the relevant large cross-tabulations, using the software package lEM (Vermunt 1997) to develop models which include several additionally informative features. Readers less interested in statistical techniques may prefer to skip from this point directly to section 3.

The method originally used in examining the nature of the social space within which occupational groups are located and for the consequent scale construction was multi-dimensional scaling (Coxon 1982). This involves determining the set of distances between all possible pairs of occupations, by comparing the similarity of the distributions of the occupations of those with whom they interact, and then attempting to fit this set of distances into a space with few dimensions. This technique is not entirely satisfactory, particularly in requiring the two stages of distance estimation and fitting of points into a space. More recently, analyses of the CAMSIS versions have used alternative methods which overcome this problem, are better suited to the binary (partner) data associations explored, and are also more widely replicable and understood. Methods of correspondence analysis (Greenacre 1984), essentially exploratory in nature, now provide the preferred technique for preliminary CAMSIS scale constructions. However, in a series of articles, Goodman (1985, 1987, 1991) has shown that correspondence analysis is simply one variant of a family of methods that seek to score the row and column points of a cross-tabulation in such a way as to maximise the correlation or degree of association. Goodman argues persuasively for a variant, the row-column association model RC-II (Goodman 1979), based on a development of log-linear analysis, which has the virtue of providing statistical tests of the models based on different assumptions.

The RC-II modelling approach is particularly useful because its aggregate statistics, and experimentation with its modelling constraints, allow us to evaluate subsidiary structures to the model of husband-wife social associations. In particular we have found strong support for the argument that there are a number of bases on which people interact socially which are distinguishable from the influence of a general social order of stratification (cf Kalmijn 1998, Kalmijn & Flap 2001). Such specific patterning of associations could distort the representation of social space in the social order dimension that is of major interest. For example, the geographical concentration of certain industries and associated occupations means that members of some occupational groups are very unlikely to come into contact socially, even though, in terms of their relationships to other occupations, they may be socially similar. This was certainly an issue that had to be taken into account in a historical CAMSIS study (Prandy & Bottero 1998), and this was achieved when in this example there were a sufficient number of those occupations that are more widely spread to provide the necessary information on comparative distances.

In modern datasets the more serious difficulties arise, not from restrictions on interaction, but from those cases where, with husbands and wives, undertakings and, to some extent therefore, occupations, are conducted in common, so that the association is, in a sense, artefactual. The modelling approach allows specific parameters to be associated with such combinations, so that the presence of such cases is acknowledged, but without the general representation of the row and column association being distorted by them. The most obvious examples are couples running an inn or a small hotel, farmers and their wives (in Britain, ‘Farmer’s wife’ is still listed as an occupational title and coded to ‘Farm workers’; in Germany, the husband is usually coded as a self-employed farmer, the wife as an employed family member) or retail shopkeepers and shop assistants. Other, less obvious ones, taken from the German case, are managers or proprietors married to secretaries or accountants; doctors married to medical receptionists; and building or estates managers married to caretakers or cleaners. In models for the association between spouses’ occupations such diagonal, and what we refer to as ‘pseudo-diagonal’, cases are detected as cells with high positive standardised residuals; that is, with numbers far in excess of what is predicted by the main, social advantage, dimension. If they are not specifically modelled, their effects on the scoring of the derived dimension can be substantial, with, for instance, the occupations involved being scored to the positive or negative extremes; such cases show up very clearly in preliminary analyses using CA.

After allowing for such specific cases, there are also other factors – not directly related to a structure of social advantage – that are associated with men and women in certain occupations being more likely to be married to one another. Our analysis has often identified employment status categories, and in some cases manual or non-manual employment, as such additional factors in some of the CAMSIS versions. We see, for example, that self-employed husbands are more likely to have self-employed wives, even after accounting for all other patterns, including diagonal/pseudo-diagonal cases, while, similarly, husbands in non-manual occupations are more likely to have wives in non-manual occupations. These factors can be regarded as separate (and empirically subsidiary) dimensions to the pattern of association between husbands’ and wives’ jobs. Again, in the RC-II modelling framework it is possible to partition out effects of this kind into separate orthogonal dimensions, allowing the main, social advantage dimension to be represented more purely.

Finally, we can also consider the issue of whether we should retain the separate gender version scores for each occupation within a country. Experimenting with variations on the RC-II models allow us to test the efficiency of constraining male and female scores to be equal for each occupation
, compared to the default construction of separate version of scores for each gender (the latter was preferred, both theoretically and empirically, for the preceding Cambridge Scale scores). They also allow us to test the necessity of separate versions for, for instance, different ethnic groups or regional clusters, and, if the occupational base unit schema are appropriately nested, for different base units and categorical class schemes, for different time periods, and so on. 

In practice, our resolutions of these issues tend to draw selectively from both the scale construction model aggregate statistics, and our theoretical preferences and observations concerning the subsequent properties of the derived scales. As an example, within Britain we find that the non-equality constrained score structures for men and women are in large part closely related, typically correlated to values around 0.9 (see also section 3 below). Indeed, many of the more substantial differences involve occupations where there are relatively smaller numbers either of men or of women, so their effect on overall correlations is likely to be minimal. Correspondingly, the aggregate fit statistics of the model deriving the CAMSIS scores suggested that there is little advantage in terms of model efficiency in estimating separate scores for gender groups. However, analyses of the kind reported in sections 3 and 4 below have suggested very consistently that, in terms of predictive validity, in the British case separate gender group scores are to be preferred. Coupled with our strong theoretical preferences, we therefore favour separate versions for men and women. However, since the scale construction enables both possibilities, we can retain an open mind on this option and may choose to reconsider the strategy for other countries and CAMSIS versions. 

The specification of different CAMSIS scores for every different version does, however, introduce a complication into the subsequent use of those scores when, as is often the case, researchers wish to combine populations relevant to more than one version. Examples would be: an analysis of a mixed gender population; a meta-analysis involving cases from more than one country; or an analysis comparing people from predominantly different time periods, such as an assessment of father-to-son occupational mobility. We recommend two techniques to deal with this issue. First, depending on the circumstances, researchers may feel it is appropriate to evaluate all occupations as if they were from just one version – for instance a ‘conventional’ view of occupational stratification would evaluate women’s jobs as if they were located within the hierarchy of male jobs. Second, it is also possible to take advantage of the relative nature of the CAMSIS scores, insofar as each score within a version represents relative position and hence is comparably assessed against scores from other versions. It is this technique which we would generally favour, leading for instance to the use of male scores for men, and female scores for women, on one combined variable. It should be remembered, however, that this approach makes the CAMSIS positions relative to an indicator of the version used, and there may well be value in investigating the influence of indicators of  interaction effects between the version unit and CAMSIS scores.  

In the following sections we discuss the properties of those CAMSIS versions that have been largely completed. The scores assigned to occupational units – and available for download through the CAMSIS project webpages – are a linear transformation of the scores estimated in RC-II models for husband-wife associations, constraints being that every version in a fully representative national population, should have a mean CAMSIS score of 50, a standard deviation of 15, and be positively correlated with our interpretation of greater advantage. For convenience, we also crop all scores to fit within a range from 1.0 to 99.0; any of the (very few) scores outside those values are assigned the relevant extreme. A last point to note is that the estimated scores have been allocated to all possible occupational categories relevant to the version. In some cases this will include categories which were not represented by any cases in the dataset used to derive the CAMSIS scale. In such cases, scale values are imputed as the mean value of the scores of those occupations with cases in the same subgroup, where occupational subgroups are defined as the broader clusterings of occupations found in all nationally specific occupational schemes. Again, further details on the distribution of CAMSIS scores to occupational units is available from the project webpages. 

3) Structure of the derived CAMSIS scales

To reiterate the earlier discussions, the CAMSIS versions for different countries are constructed solely on the basis of information on social interaction patterns exhibited by occupational unit holders. An intentionally neutral statistical model is used to derive scores which indicate the main patterns of social associations within countries. Although we would expect a similar form to the structures of stratification derived from social interaction in the different countries, what emerges, as described below, still seems remarkable in its degree of consistency. The results strongly support the use of CAMSIS scores as cross-nationally comparative indicators of occupational stratification locations.  

3.1 Cross-national similarity in core dimensions

We anticipate that the social space of stratification is likely to take on a similar structure in different societies and time periods. In fact, we can see a high degree of qualitative consistency between scale score structures for different CAMSIS versions, such that in almost every version constructed, equivalent or comparable occupational titles nearly always occupy similar relative positions. As we are typically dealing with several hundred occupational unit scale scores, it is not a straightforward matter to demonstrate this qualitative observation. Through the CAMSIS project website, www.cf.ac.uk/socsi/CAMSIS/, users are encouraged to download existing CAMSIS versions and review the nature of the derived scale scores themselves. As a summarising feature, Table 2 illustrates the scores assigned to a selection of occupational title units across CAMSIS versions (and also, for comparison, in the ISEI schema of Ganzeboom et al 1996).

For the final CAMSIS versions reported in Table 2, all scores have been re-scaled to have (approximately) the same national level population distribution. Thus differences in magnitude for the same occupation between versions have a consistent interpretation, namely that of the relative position of the occupation within each society. The scores shown for the asterisked preliminary versions have only been approximately re-scaled to correspond with the distributions of the final CAMSIS versions. The ISEI scores reported are also not equivalent in this respect, but they do, coincidentally, demonstrate a closely comparable approximate normal distribution within a typical Western country; for instance, in Switzerland exhibiting a mean of 43 and standard deviation of 18 for males. We would also highlight that, because the distribution of CAMSIS scores through each version population has an approximately normal character (mean 50, standard deviation 15), the relative differences in unit scores can be interpreted as of greater or lesser substantive significance depending on the distance from the population mean of 50. (That is, the difference between two occupations with, say, scores of 50 and 55, would involve many more intervening occupational positions than the difference between two units with scores say of 85 and 90). This has implications for reviews of CAMSIS scores such as that used in Table 2, and in particular we would suggest that less attention is paid to differences in score values nearer the extremes of the distributions, such as is typically seen with regard to the three professional occupations selected. 

Aside from those versions represented in Table 2, CAMSIS scales have also been constructed for alternative base units incorporating ‘title-by-status’ categorisations in all countries except Ireland, although the difference between unit scores is usually small. We are also in the process of deriving CAMSIS scores for many other versions from different countries and time periods, and, at this stage for the example of the USA only, are considering constructing separate CAMSIS versions for different ethnic groups. 

Table 2 suggests, first and foremost, a consistency to the derived scale scores between different versions, a finding that holds up equally well with a fuller review of all occupational scale scores. Whilst it is certainly true that the occupations vary in their relative scored positions, the clearest pattern is that of a dimension of stratification associated with social advantage. Bearing in mind that these scores represent no input other than social interaction patterns, the persistence of this general trend is impressive. 

The core features of derived CAMSIS versions which we have observed are well illustrated in Table 2. The hierarchical aspect is the factor that shows up most clearly. First, there is the concentration of professional and credentialised occupations at one end (the advantaged) of the scale. We have generally observed that it is less the inherent properties of occupations (such as high income, career stability or extensive authority) that necessarily characterise locations of extreme advantage in CAMSIS versions. On the contrary, occupations that stand out tend to be those where the incumbents would generally have higher levels of education or ‘cultural capital’
. For instance, ‘creative’ occupations such as writers and artists typically have higher CAMSIS scores than their level of income might suggest. Despite some subjective objections (most vociferously from those members of the, by our measures, highly advantaged higher educational teaching professions, who would apparently prefer to think of themselves as less privileged), we would suggest that a position of general social advantage is a characteristic of such credentialised occupations. For instance, typical features include relatively secure membership of equivalent positions for the greater part of a career, intellectual freedom, and evidence of high levels of job satisfaction. Moreover, the entry to such occupations is heavily conditional upon initial advantage, including the financial ability to undertake lengthy training, and the cultural inclination and motivation provided by social background. In these terms, that incumbents of such ‘intelligensia’ occupations are most likely to associate with each other and with other advantaged occupations is hardly surprising. 

The more routine non-manual occupations are consistently found below these groups. Although the division is not totally clear-cut when all occupations are considered, there is a very clear tendency in all cases for the majority of non-manual occupations to score more highly than the majority of manual ones. Similarly, as the examples in the table illustrate, the more skilled manual occupations rank above the semi- and unskilled. Farm workers tend to come at the lower end of this last group, but the position of farmers is more complex. Generally speaking, they are found around the level of the more routine white-collar occupations, but this varies between countries in a way that seems to depend upon the average size of farms and therefore relative incomes of farmers.

Next, Tables 3a and 3b show summary statistics which account for the full range of CAMSIS version scores covered in the seven countries for which scale scores are fully complete. These serve to illustrate several points. 

Tables 3a and 3b illustrate several points. The first two columns indicate the strength of the relationship between male and female scores. The correlation between scores for occupations (asking, for instance, whether male and female doctors have similar scores), is high, suggesting that the method is deriving the same basic structure for both male and female scores. There is, however, some cross-national variation in these values (Ireland has a lower correlation than most other countries in the title-only versions, and Switzerland in the title-by-status versions), whilst we also see, unsurprisingly, that the correlation is consistently weaker for the more finely detailed title-by-status CAMSIS scales. In fact, closer inspection of male and female scores reveals that differences between scores for the same occupation tend to arise in particularly gender-segregated occupations (see also section 3.2), so example versions where the male-female correlations are lower are typically the product of the presence of a few large occupational categories where males and females have been attributed different score values. 

The second column in Tables 3a and 3b illustrates the degree of correlation in CAMSIS scores between cohabiting both-working partners; this is also, for illustration, summarised for the example of Britain in the figure below.

Figure 1
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This partner-to-partner correlation is the core of the CAMSIS approach, and the structure suggested by Figure 1, which is fairly typical of CAMSIS models, is reassuring in that it is consistent with a broadly linear relationship between the two scale structures (whereas we might expect a more disaggregated clustering in Figure 1 if a categorical representation of the structure of partner associations were more appropriate). Tables 3a and 3b also suggest some cross-national structuring to the intra-partnership correlational values. Most noticeably the Turkish scores demonstrates a much higher correlation for both-working couples, compared with the roughly equivalent values of the Western states. Although the Turkish pattern is to some degree a result of the large number of couples in the population where both are in farming, the trend persists outside the agricultural sector. Tentatively, we might suggest that husband-wife correlations tend to be higher in more traditionalistic societies such as Turkey, than within the westernised countries such as Switzerland and Britain). This would be consistent with an idea of increasing heterogeneity in couples as the prevalence of dual-earner households rises. 

The next two columns of Tables 3a and 3b illustrate how the national level distribution of CAMSIS scores within genders often diverges slightly from a standard normal distribution, with both positive and negative skew, and, in the majority of examples, negative kurtosis. In most examples, male skew is generally more positive than female skew (meaning that the lower valued CAMSIS scores are often more closely concentrated for males than for females). We believe that these trends represent the combination of non-equivalent occupational gender segregation patterns and, more generally, the tendency for even finely detailed occupational units to incorporate several cases of high occupational concentration. Thus for example, a typical pattern is of a very high number of female secretaries, and high levels of female clustering into similar non-manual occupations. These trends necessarily force a great many women to hold the same CAMSIS score values, whereas men have the opportunity to hold a much wider range of positions. Moreover, these clustering trends could plausibly be linked to social advantage, since traditionally many occupational classifications have made more detailed distinctions within relatively disadvantaged manual occupations (which would affect male distributions) than within non-manual employment (which could affect female positions). To conclude, however, patterns of deviation from normality in the distribution of CAMSIS scores do not seem to be extreme, and the working approximation of equivalent within-version distributions seems to us at this stage to be fair. 

The final four columns of tables 3a and 3b serve to illustrate the basic properties, and cross-national consistency, of the CAMSIS social interaction scales as indexes of social stratification position. Across countries and genders, we consistently see high and significant correlations and associations with measures of income, education, father’s occupational background, and the ISEI ‘socio-economic status’ measure which ranks occupations by educational and employment locations (Ganzeboom et al 1992). Again, to reiterate, there is no necessary implication that this will be the case from the CAMSIS scale construction, but it is precisely the consistency of these relationships which gives us the confidence to regard CAMSIS measures as indicators of social stratification advantage. 

Aside from these patterns, we then use Tables 4 to 8 to review more specific correlates to the CAMSIS score versions, again suggesting, primarily though not exclusively, a pattern of similarity in the core dimension of stratification. 

In Table 4, we focus specifically on one of the most overt structures to the CAMSIS scales, their association with educational categories. Cross-national comparisons of educational measures are themselves, of course, problematic (eg Kerckhoff et al 2002), but in Table 4 we use three Luxembourg Employment Study datasets
 to approximate an ISCED categorisation of education (UNESCO 1999). Noticeably, even then, and using a cross-nationally harmonised data resource, we still do not achieve complete comparability of categories. 

The evidence of Table 4, as expected, is of clear hierarchical gradation in CAMSIS scale scores by educational levels amongst the employed. In particular, higher mean CAMSIS scores for those with high level tertiary educational levels stand out in all countries. Also, as with our review of the nature of CAMSIS scale scores which suggested that non-manual occupations generally enjoyed a premium over manual, we see that similarly, the ‘post-secondary non-tertiary’ category in Switzerland and the UK (which is a proxy for ‘vocational training’ qualifications) is not marked by considerable advantage in CAMSIS scores. The lower rows of table 4, moreover, suggest that in all countries there is little marked impact of age cohort on the relation from educational level to CAMSIS scores, although such relationships could clearly be investigated in greater detail. However, the vulnerability of cross-national categorical comparisons is seen for the difference between the results for the USA and the other countries, where different gradations in category means are seen (primarily reflecting a different distribution to the USA educational information, with large and heterogenous higher-level categories).

The eta-squared statistics in Table 4 show the degree of variation in CAMSIS scale values that can be attributed to educational category differences. We see that, just as with the overt gradations, there is little difference in explanatory power between the ‘title-only’ and ‘title-by-status’ versions, and that there is considerable cross-national similarity in the size of the variations associated with CAMSIS measures. For comparison, equivalent figures for ISEI socio-economic status measures are given in Table 4, and we see that the degree of association with education is regularly less for the ISEI measures. There is also cross-gender similarity in the gradations and associations between educational level and CAMSIS, but it can be noted that this is not maintained for the ISEI measures, perhaps suggesting that the imposition of equivalent male and female scores as is used by the ISEI, but not CAMSIS, is likely to misrepresent the relationship of education to occupation for women.   

Table 5 shows a selection of general ‘stratification’ related properties exhibited by workers in four datasets for countries from the Luxembourg Income Study
. The first rows confirm a relationship of CAMSIS measures to household characteristics. Household sharer’s educational levels are consistently associated with CAMSIS, to a comparable degree between versions, as is data on the ethnic / nationality group of the respondent, which would widely be expected to correlate with social stratification position (we do not detail the ethnic / nationality group categories used, but they are the same as those used for the same datasets by Lambert and Penn (2001), where a discussion of the social stratification relationships to the ethnic categories can also be found). Household tenure measures are consistently, though very weakly, associated with CAMSIS in the US, Germany and Switzerland, but in the UK, where the categorisation used is different, the anticipated much stronger correlation is found (as, for example, Hamnett & Seavers 1995). 

The rows of correlations in Table 5 reveal, first, that age in years is regularly positively associated with CAMSIS scores for men (most pronounced in the US), but variably associated for women. This is a commonly observed trend with all occupational stratification measures, since work experience and career development are known to influence access to advantaged jobs (Mincer 1974). The association for women is, equally, readily explained by widely observed life-course employment participation structures which reflect the fact that many women take career breaks for childbearing, family and caring responsibilities (Blossfeld & Drobnic 2001). Recently, there has been some suggestion that patterns of ‘age stratification’ are increasing over time (Egerton & Savage 2000). Further investigation would be desirable, but the differential relations between age and CAMSIS scores exhibited by different countries – where arguably the most advanced society, the USA, shows the most extreme correlations –  might support that position. 

Finally, the correlations with income measures exhibited by Table 5 are also reassuring for the CAMSIS approach – not only are higher CAMSIS scores strongly correlated with private income, but they also relate to total household, and household sharers’, wealth, a highly desirable property of a stratification measure. The correlations do, however, vary between countries, being markedly stronger for the US and UK than for Germany and, especially, Switzerland. Whilst our descriptive review of the scale structures in the different countries has suggested broad similarity, a possible explanation of the differences might be lesser differential reward to credentialism in the different countries. 

Table 6, next, attempts to summarise some specific features of employment situations as they relate to CAMSIS measures, although at this stage the degree of information available from a cross-national perspective is relatively sparse. What data is available shows a variety of patterns. First, average hours of work per week, and status as part-time or full-time, are uniformly related to CAMSIS scores, but not in a consistent way between countries, genders, or even the two CAMSIS base unit versions (title-only or title-by-status) considered. The most likely explanation is that these differences reflect the fact that working hours reports carry different (and probably non-linear) implications in different countries; though not developed here, we suggest that with further elaboration the relationship from CAMSIS measures to working hours could prove a useful analytical tool.  

More in line with our expectations, we see a number of patterns whereby ‘advantaged’ occupational characteristics are associated with higher CAMSIS scores. Work with a longer term contract, work during ‘normal’ daytime hours and work in the public rather than the private sector (though this may reflect the typical structure of employment in the public sector, rather than any specific advantage) are all correlated with higher positive scores across versions (with the one exception that contract type seems of less importance for working men in Switzerland). Such findings remain consistent with our assertion that CAMSIS measures reflect social advantage in occupations (Prandy 1998b has favourably assessed the relationships between a CAMSIS measure and employment circumstances in the UK in greater detail).

Next, Table 7 uses data from five ISSP studies to assess relations between CAMSIS measures and indicators of life background and current situation and attitudes. A number of subjective responses are assessed and one would expect that these reflect to a fair degree the actual situation. Again, the results of Table 7
 suggest a number of uniform trends of association, consistent with the hypothesis that CAMSIS measures indicate social stratification location. Higher positive CAMSIS scores are associated with social background and educational advantage, as well as with subjective locations of advantage such as expressions of  ‘middle class’ identification or a feeling of having ‘moved up’ in society. These results, furthermore, appear to be highly consistent across the countries covered, perhaps suggesting the cross-national consistency of the relation from occupational social stratification position, to background and subjective experiences. As an aside, the last row of Table 7 indicates that the numerical difference between the CAMSIS scores attributed to respondents and their fathers is appropriately related to respondent’s beliefs in the nature of their position compared to that of their parents. (In fact, one might expect this correlation to be higher, but there is evidence that many individuals make ‘creative’ interpretations of their background in order to portray themselves as upwardly mobile, Savage et al 2001). 

CAMSIS scores are less clearly associated, however, with questions on attitudes towards ‘fair’ income rewards to work. Higher CAMSIS scores are associated with a belief that income rewards should be given to jobs on the basis of responsibility at work, for example, but, surprisingly, they are not associated with the belief that educational and training levels deserve to be rewarded. Equally, CAMSIS scores are not consistently associated with political positions and trade union membership across countries, but exhibit cross-national variation. For example, higher CAMSIS scores are associated with right-of-centre leanings in the UK and US, with left-of-centre leanings in Switzerland, and with no trend in Germany. However, this is a very crude measure and clearly much more detailed research would be necessary to investigate the relation of CAMSIS, or any other measure of social stratification, to political preferences. 

To conclude this section, Table 8 below shows the relationship for two countries (Germany and the USA) between a selection of variables and the CAMSIS scores for those currently in full time employment  as compared with those who are not currently employed, but who have been allocated CAMSIS (or ISEI) scores on the basis of their last job. These results suggest the robustness of utilising CAMSIS scores (and, alternatively, ISEI scores), for the non-working population on the basis of previous job: in all cases, the resultant association statistics are of a very similar order to those for the full-time employed. Indeed, the relationships appear to be firmer between the associations of CAMSIS scores for the two populations, than are those between ISEI scores, in line with our expectation mentioned in section 2.1 that the nature of the CAMSIS derivation should prove particularly robust in this respect. 

There are additionally in Table 8 a number of trends in the association statistics which might warrant further investigation. We notice that for both countries there is similarity in gender differences between association patterns, but we see also that the effect of movement between working and non-working sub-populations is apparently reversed when correlations with father’s CAMSIS, and associations with education categories, are compared. Indeed, it seems that social background is predicted more accurately by a score attributed to last job for the non-working, than by one attributed to current job for the working (a possible explanation being that current jobs are more likely to include temporary ‘noise’ positions which are not a true reflection of stratification situation). Finally, in comparison with the statistics of the ISEI associations, we also see a slight pattern which is consistent with findings from a number of  previous investigations into CAMSIS properties (eg Bergman et al 2002): for men, we tend to see that ISEI scores are equivalent to or marginally stronger predictors of social stratification correlates than are CAMSIS scores, but this is reversed for women. 

3.2 Cross-national differences in specific features of the CAMSIS scales

Whilst the preceding section concentrated on core patterns of similarity in the occupational stratification structures revealed through patterns of social interaction, we would also expect that a benefit of developing scales within national contexts will be sensitivity to version-specific variations in occupational positions. We have already seen from Tables 1 through to 8 that different CAMSIS versions exhibit slightly different occupational orders, as well as some different patterns of association with a variety of related indicators. We might expect that certain features of national stratification systems – or indeed of national occupational classification schemes – would tend to place some occupations in different relative positions for a particular society than is more typically observed in other countries. Similar issues concern the comparison of scores attributed to male and female versions within a country, as well as the comparison of scores between other version divisions. In the following section we summarise the most significant differences in CAMSIS version structures that we have so far observed.

Cross-national differences

A comparative descriptive review of the range of occupational unit CAMSIS scores between different countries, for instance by accessing the lists of score values downloadable from the CAMSIS website, is ultimately the most appropriate method for assessing cross national differences in CAMSIS score structures. It is not, however, an easily achieved, or communicated, procedure, unless attention is focussed very specifically on certain occupations. During the scale construction process itself we have typically noted occasional examples of cross-national differences in occupational scores. One example, for instance, is that in almost all versions constructed male ‘clergy’ or ‘religious professionals’ tend to have very high CAMSIS scores, but that this is not the case for Turkey. However, such observations are selective rather than systematic. 

A more methodical means of summary review is possible for those countries where occupations can be mapped to an international scheme. Of the countries in the current CAMSIS version, for instance, we have source data for Germany and Switzerland which is already translated into ISCO-88 units, whilst we also have conversion tables from the national specific occupational schema of Britain, the US, Ireland and Turkey into ISCO-88 (see the CAMSIS project webpages for details of these conversions). In the latter cases, though, the scores should be regarded as approximations. Additionally, for Britain and Ireland, we have source comparability in the original occupational schema, since both countries have used versions of the UK 1990 SOC. In such examples we can compare the scores of equivalent (ISCO-88 or SOC) occupations by their different national version origins, as shown in Figure 2. 

Figure 2
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Figure 2 illustrates both positive and negative features of the cross-national comparability of CAMSIS scores. It shows, first and foremost, a very tight correlation between the derived scores for two separate countries based on separate datasets, and so can again be regarded as support for the model of core occupational stratification. It also shows that relatively few ISCO-88 occupational units have dramatically different CAMSIS scores for the two countries, which equally is reassuring. Less encouraging, however, it that the graphs also show some evidence of random ‘noise’ in the construction of occupational scales. This can be deduced because if we had score versions which were exactly in line with our expectations (of basic similarity offset by a few exceptional occupations with noticeably different CAMSIS scores between countries), we would see a much more tightly clustered line of scores, with just a few identifiable outliers. Instead, we see a more even distribution of cross-version differences, which is consistent with an expectation of random noise in the data offsetting model estimated score values. Moreover, when compare scores in this way, as shown in the scatterplots, to identify more outlying cases, the gradation in differences leaves no clear guide to the stage at which the value differences might be considered negligible, and certainly shows no sign of a clear gap between ‘exceptions’ and standard positions. We have, in fact, conducted such reviews in a number of cases, revealing more examples such as those of the Turkish clergy mentioned above. However our usual finding has been of little qualitative evidence of an interpretable structure to those outlying occupations, again suggesting that some sources of differences between results might be considered random. 

The issue of random noise in the scale construction process is important. Indeed, Hauser and Warren (1992) used such an argument as part of their outspoken critique of a very similar methodological application, using inter-generational mobility associations, presented by Rytina (1992). It is certainly the case that elements of the CAMSIS scale construction methodology are subject to potential variations, notably in cases of the sparse representation of occupational units, and in the lack of absolute guidelines on the appropriate treatment of pseudo-diagonals
. However, we have to remember that the CAMSIS measures are presented as an approximate, dynamic and flexible representation of the current structure of a ‘social space’ as mirrored in social interaction patterns, and that CAMSIS scores of particular versions are never presented as ‘absolute’ values. Additionally, the broad coherence in score values between versions – for instance the tight correlations discussed above – suggest that the implications of any such random noise are relatively small. And, as suggested in the section below, there are, eventually, several suggestions of substantively plausible structure within the version differences which, if confirmed, would suggest that the impact of random errors is minimal. 

When we do identify mismatches in occupational scores between versions, there are typically, as the example of Turkish religious workers covers, alternative possible explanations for the divergence. On the one hand, we could suggest that many members of the occupation are involved in some form of ‘pseudo-diagonal’ relationship which distorts the derived score, but was never identified in the scale construction. On the other, there could be a genuine difference in the social advantage associated with the occupation in the given country. It  is not possible to categorically resolve such uncertainty under the current scale construction methodology. Again however we would claim that a certain degree of ‘inaccuracy’ in the CAMSIS representation of social space is inevitable, and that any damage done by including an occupational score which is potentially unrealistic is small. Indeed, the very discussion of the outlying position is likely to highlight any possible misrepresentation to users who may choose to deal with the situation as they prefer.  

In fact, very similar plots to those of Figure 2 have been seen with regard to other cross-classifications between scores of occupations from different national versions : basic patterns of linear similarity with slight dispersion were observed in all the examples we have so far been able to construct. Thus, rather than focussing upon identifying, somewhat subjectively, outlying points from such scatterplots, a more productive approach involves computing variabes which index the difference between the national version scores, then testing the properties of those metrics. Techniques we have used involve sorting occupational titles by the difference between version scores before reviewing the order qualitatively, and testing correlations between the difference measure and other scales and related properties. 

One possible way of presenting such analysis would be to consider every permutation of cross-country differences in version scores within occupation that we are able to operationalise. More parsimoniously, however, we can also utilise the (previously criticised) rigidity of another measure of occupational position, the ISEI socio-economic status scale (Ganzeboom et al 1992). Because this scale is fixed for all occupations in all circumstances, we can compute variables which indicate the difference between ISEI scores and each CAMSIS version, and analyse them with some consistency. Again, a first point to note is that across versions, correlations between CAMSIS and ISEI scores are high (as also referred to in section 2), illustrated, for example, by Figure 3, showing the scatterplot of CAMSIS and ISEI scores for 533 ISCO-88 title units for Germany.

Figure 3
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As can be seen, a basic pattern follows an almost linear relationship, reinforcing the suggestion that hierarchical social advantage is revealed in social interaction patterns. Additionally, however, we see that some occupational unit scores differ more substantially between schemes, and it is this difference which we assess in terms of a variable indicating the gap between CAMSIS and ISEI scores. We are only able to compare ISEI scale values for those countries where the CAMSIS scores have been operationalised in, or can be translated into, ISCO-88 units, but Table 9 gives summary statistics on the nature of the scale unit mismatches for five countries, all in terms of ISCO-88 units.

The results in Table 9 are interesting because, while we have not been successful in identifying general structures to cross-national differences in the scoring of equivalent occupations through the qualitative review of scores, they do suggets a few trends which could be interpreted as such structures. The ISEI measure serves, ultimately, as a summary of the income and educational levels typically held by occupation holders (Ganzeboom et al 1992), so it is interesting to note from the first rows of Table 9 that the strength of correlation from CAMSIS to ISEI typically declines from title-only to title-by-status versions, and from male to female versions, suggesting that the relative scoring of occupations varies accordingly. The second matrix of scores in Table 9, moreover, suggests that in most countries that mismatch between CAMSIS and ISEI is positively correlated with the CAMSIS measures themselves (in practice, this reflects many occupations with the highest CAMSIS scores not necessarily having the highest income levels, see the preceding section). However, because the strength of this association varies between countries, and indeed is negative for most Turkish versions, we can argue that a structure to the difference between CAMSIS score differences between national versions reflects the degree to which the CAMSIS scores move away from ISEI income-related positions. The difference is seen to be highest in Switzerland, then Germany and the UK, and lowest in Turkey : in the former countries social interaction patterns are, perhaps, less closely related to ISEI and income structures. 

The last set of rows in Table 9 attempts to highlight which occupational sectors, as defined by the ISCO-88 major group schema, are characterised by greater and lesser mismatch between CAMSIS and ISEI scores
. In all countries, there is a substantial aggregate association between ISCO major groups and (CAMSIS-ISEI) difference. The differential shadings indicate approximately which major groups typically have CAMSIS values that suggest greater relative advantage than do their ISEI values, and vice versa. Again, we see cross-national variation in these pattern which we take to be indicative of a structure to cross-national differences in relative CAMSIS scores. For instance professional, and associate professional, groups are rated higher by CAMSIS measures than they are by ISEI measures, for Germany and Switzerland, and Germany, Switzerland, the US and the UK, respectively. By contrast, in Turkey, craft, and machine operator positions, are rated higher by CAMSIS measures than by ISEI, unlike in almost any other versions. Again, this seems to suggest that the CAMSIS scores of the Westernised countries are more ‘culturally’ or ‘educationally’ defined, than are those for Turkey.   

A final point worth mentioning with regard to CAMSIS version differences concerns the implications of the (highly disaggregated) occupational units of analysis. Although, as we have seen, the overall structures of scores between difference versions are very similar, there are differences for specific occupations, so the differences between occupations are more likely to show up when a larger number of occupational categories are used. Table 10 illustrates how the mismatch between occupational unit scores for Germany and Switzerland is seen to grow when finer levels of occupational detail are analysed. This is not surprising of course, but it serves as a reminder – to those categorical occupational schemes which purport to be cross-nationally harmonised – that more accurate information on the precise national context of occupational information may be glossed over unless information on greater occupational detail is utilised. Similarly, for comparison, Table 11 shows that whilst estimated male and female occupation scores are largely equivalent with a small number of aggregated categories, differences are substantially more pronounced when the number of units is increased. 

Other version differences : Gender, Ethnicity, Time period, and base Occupational Unit

While we had relative difficulty in descriptively identifying differences in the CAMSIS scores attributed to equivalent occupations between national versions, there are fewer such problems with regard to describing many other CAMSIS version differences. Referring now to differences within particular countries, we have observed a wealth of substantively interesting relations between the CAMSIS scores of equivalent occupations, and this article is not the place for an extensive elaboration. Highlights, however, that we can mention in passing, include the fact that those occupations where markedly different scores are assigned to different gender or ethnic groups, tend to be those which are initially marked by high levels of gender or ethnic segregation, either in the sense that the occupation is dominated by one or another group, or, alternatively, that the occupational title combines together several job types (say, ‘headteacher’ and ‘teacher’), where membership of the different types tends to be highly segregated by gender or ethnic group
. Additionally, with regard to CAMSIS versions which compare separate time periods, a, perhaps expected, finding has been that the scores of occupations differ most between versions when those occupations are located in declining or expanding industrial sectors. Lastly, differences between CAMSIS scores attributed to title-only and title-by-status units have been generally observed to be greater in those occupations with high internal gradations, and lowest in credentialised professional positions, although the net results, as already suggested by the correlations of section 3.1, of distinguishing the two unit types are in the large majority of circumstances minimal. In particular, the extent to which such within-country version differences themselves vary between countries is an inherently interesting question, to which our early observations would suggest some substance. However, it is not one which we can reasonably address at this point. 

In summary, CAMSIS occupational scale scores are estimated separately for the different versions, whether countries, gender groups, time periods etc. This is in order to provide a more adequate representation of the structure of stratification, in contrast to schemes that constrain occupational units to have equivalent positions between the structures. All our initial evidence suggests that there are indeed patterns of difference between different CAMSIS versions, smaller at the cross-national level, but more significant in terms of within-country version differences. These patterns, moreover, are more clearly identified when finer occupational unit detail is considered. We have already mentioned some mechanisms whereby even the detailed occupational categories used by the CAMSIS approach are likely to mask internal differentiation, as even finely defined occupational categories cannot always capture the social reality of the different work done by their incumbents. However, it is a considerable step in the right direction to move from a handful of categorical units to several hundred occupational titles.

3.3 Subsidiary dimensions and pseudo-diagonality

To reiterate what was said in section 2, in CAMSIS scale construction we attempt to account for factors that increase the chances of social association through marriage, which are not conceptualised as part of the primary dimension of social space. We do this in two ways. Firstly, we explicitly model particular husband-to-wife occupational combinations if we believe that there is some feature to that occupational combination which encourages interaction (such as the combination being indicative of a joint business venture, or representing two institutionally linked occupations). All cases on the diagonal, where husbands and wives have the same occupation, are included, but so also are many ‘pseudo-diagonal’ combinations, where occupations hold different titles but have some firm connection in content or combination. Secondly, we sometimes fit ‘subsidiary’ dimension structures to the occupational association model, where the structures are claimed to represent, for instance, sectoral and industrial factors that also encourage social association. 

The second method has very little influence on the CAMSIS scores, which after all are obtained from an orthogonal (main) dimension. Primarily, their methodological attraction is as a shorthand way of accounting for a number of possible substructures. Substantively however, it is of some interest to compare the size and nature of subsidiary dimensions estimated within the CAMSIS construction models, and some examples, together with information on the number of pseudo-diagonals used, are summarised in Table 12. 

We see from Table 12 that there is considerable variation in the magnitudes associated with subsidiary dimensions, as well as in the number of pseudo-diagonal combinations identified (and effectively excluded). Of the former, for instance, in the US, Sweden and Germany the dimension associated with employment status situation strictly is of a similar order to that associated with the general ‘social space’, while in Ireland the major group partition, which is used as a proxy for occupational sector, is also of a similar magnitude to the primary dimension. Of the latter, we see that around a fifth of all Swiss and German combinations were treated as pseudo-diagonal, as were as many as a half of all Turkish partnerships (the latter simply explained by high proportions of couples where both partners are involved in farming). Table 12 additionally reminds us that there is considerable variation in the raw data resources used for different versions, in terms of the number of partnerships analysed and the level of detail on occupational titles employed.  

The first method, however, that of identifying specific pseudo-diagonal (including true diagonal) combinations, has been observed to be much more significance for the practicalities of scale construction. Firstly, pseudo-diagonals which are not explicitly modelled can have a considerable influence on the CAMSIS score assigned to the relevant occupations, since in some cases the pseudo-diagonality itself will prove a very strong element in the observed distribution of spouses’ occupations. It is thus important to be aware that within any given CAMSIS construction, the methods used to identify ‘pseudo-diagonal’ occupational combinations are not foolproof. We suggest – see the CAMSIS project webpages for further details – using both substantive identification and post-hoc checking of residuals to the predicted values of each combination. (Pseudo-diagonal combinations will usually stand out as being combinations represented by many couples which have extreme values of standardised residuals.) It has been our experience with many cases of constructing a CAMSIS scale that the most significant pseudo-diagonals, both numerically and in terms of their potential to influence score values, are very quickly identified and dealt with. However, there is, after these first combinations have been identified, subsequently much more ambiguity over whether a given combination might be treated as pseudo-diagonal or not, and in recent cases of CAMSIS construction, where we have identified typically in the region of 500 specific pseudo-diagonal combinations per version, involving typically thousands of partnership cases, we will not have been able to rigorously examine and test every combination. The positive side, however, is that it is generally the case that the CAMSIS scores differ only slightly depending on variations in the finer details of specified pseudo-diagonal combinations; it is, by and large, only the influence of a small number of the most easily identified pseudo-diagonal combinations that one has to worry about. 

While not shown here, it is of considerable interest to note that the structure of the most influential pseudo-diagonals has been seen to be very closely related between different countries. The primary pattern, in fact, is associated with husband-wife farming combinations  in nearly every example, whilst subsequent regular links include those associated with small business joint enterprises, and some institutionalised occupational sectors, such as health services and teaching. That we have observed such consistency is significant for theories of the cause of marital social interaction (cf Kalmijn 1998); not only is the core structure of association in terms of social space closely related across societies, but, also, those secondary structures which we have found observable are also very similar between countries.  

Regardless of how accurate and appropriate our identification of pseudo-diagonal combinations has been, there is a possibly disconcerting feature to the strategies used. Our treatment of pseudo-diagonal combinations amounts, to all intents and purposes, to the ‘blanking’ of the relevant cells from the model (the techniques used, involving design matrices to identify specific combinations, have been widely employed for similar purposes in many social science log-linear model applications, cf Gilbert 1993). The net effect is that the CAMSIS scores for any given occupational unit are actually based upon only the occupational associations displayed by those combinations which were not classified as pseudo-diagonal. In most CAMSIS versions, only a small proportion of cases from the majority of occupational units are excluded. However, in a few examples – typically the same unit combinations  which particularly stand out as influential pseudo-diagonals in the earliest models – a much higher proportion of cases is affected, so that the resultant CAMSIS scores are actually based upon the patterns of only a minority of that occupation’s incumbents. The major example, which has been consistent across all CAMSIS versions so far, is the treatment of female agricultural workers married to male farm owners as a pseudo-diagonal combination.  It is typically the case that in most countries, the majority of female agricultural workers are married to farm owners, and subsequently the derived CAMSIS score is based only on those who are not. The problem is that these may not provide a ‘proper’ reflection of the position of most agricultural workers. Specific details on the proportion of cases representing an occupational group which were treated as pseudo-diagonal are usually given as part of the version-specific downloadable files.

To some degree, this situation must be regarded as simply a feature of the CAMSIS scoring method. It is possible, for instance, that the scores of occupations where a high proportion of cases were pseudo-diagonals could be given some post-hoc treatment which would somehow adjust for the perceived misrepresentation of the average group, but such an approach moves away from the CAMSIS intention of neutrally derived, and readily replicated, versions. 

Instead, we can take two steps which may ameliorate the perceived problem. First, we can examine the CAMSIS scores attributed to those occupational units which had a high proportion of cases treated as pseudo-diagonal and, secondly, we can adopt a more generalist position and argue that stratification may be best understood by the combination of scores for husband and wife couples, and perhaps account for diagonal combinations through a series of alternative data setups. Making only a very brief comment on the former, early evidence suggests that empirically the difference in CAMSIS associations when cases from occupations which may be ‘misrepresented’ because of their high levels of pseudo-diagonality are included or excluded, have been observed to be small with regard to associations of the forms reported in section 3.1. However, a more thorough evaluation may be necessary, and the implications may indeed vary between different research topics. 

4) Analytical Properties of CAMSIS scales

In this brief section, we present results from two models, of an equivalent form across three countries in the Luxembourg Employment Study (www.lisproject.org), in order to compare the role of CAMSIS scores as representations of the context of social stratification in describing the impact of individual level characteristics on outcomes. Simple regression models in a “Human Capital” style have been widely used in sociological investigations in order to assess the relative effects of various individual level characteristics (following Mincer 1974). Here, we summarise regression models predicting two alternative, continuously treated outcomes – on the one hand stratification position itself, as represented by either CAMSIS or ISEI score, and on the other hand income, as predicted with or without a representation of stratification position. The issues involved in adequately specifying such relationships through regression models are much more complex than our approach allows for, though equally there is evidence that the simple models are relatively robust within the types of situation considered here (eg Lambert & Penn 2000). Table 13 shows structures in the regression predictions of stratification locations for employed adults in the LES studies, and Table 14 similar structures in the prediction of income. 

Table 13 suggests, first, that the combined relative impacts of age, educational and demographic position are broadly equivalent in their determination of CAMSIS and ISEI scores, though for the example of men in Switzerland we see that more of the association for CAMSIS acts specifically through the educational level indicators. Indeed, where the correlation coefficients are higher for CAMSIS determinants, we see on inspection that the explanation lies with stronger relations to education than for the ISEI measure. Additionally, Table 13 suggests cross-national similarity in the way the multiple characteristics contribute to the prediction of stratification. 

Table 14 next shows that for the simpler models involving direct effects only, the influence of CAMSIS and ISEI representations is again similar, an association with income determination which is to some degree multi-collinear with the indicators of education level (evidenced, for example, by the change in significance of the ‘degree’ indicator for women in Switzerland). 

When a series of terms representing the interaction of the CAMSIS and ISEI measures with income and education are tried, furthermore, we see little evidence of non-additive contributions in the properties of the stratification representations: the interaction terms are often not estimated as significant, or when they are, the role is more evidently the result of collinear relationships with the main effects of education and occupation. 

Reviews such as this highlight contrasting features of CAMSIS scores as representations of stratification position. On the one hand, they have a strong basic relationship with social position, which can plausibly be used and interpreted over a range of contexts. Moreover, the CAMSIS measures may be preferable to ISEI if they capture greater patterns of association with individual characteristics, as Table 13 partially suggests. On the other hand, as is evident from Table 14, the high degree of collinearity between education and stratification measures in general, but CAMSIS scores in particular, mean that care needs to be taken in analyses which operationalise both such measures. 

We would, in any case, emphasise that these are very provisional analyses. It is clear from these, as from earlier tables, that although CAMSIS and ISEI scores are strongly related, the former tends to put rather more weight on education, the latter on income. Education and income are obviously important factors in social stratification, but the important question is whether there are other, additional aspects of stratification that are captured by CAMSIS (this is less likely for ISEI, because of the way in which it is created, using data on education and income). This question can only be answered by looking at a much broader range of  phenomena.

Conclusion
The first purpose of this paper has been to review the findings of the CAMSIS project, in which occupational scales are derived that represent a ‘social space’ of social stratification. Using empirical data on patterns of associations between partners’ occupations, we have seen very good evidence that marriage patterns clearly reflect the stratification structure in a manner which is consistent between countries. The first dimension of this ‘social space’ is remarkably similar in all countries, allowing for national differences in occupational classifications, and there can be little doubt that it represents a structure of social hierarchy. Indeed, whereas many recent socioligical and sociotheoretical propositions point towards a disintegration of social structures, the derivation, then empirical evaluation, of CAMSIS scales allows us to assess - and contest - these claims. We have also seen evidence that the greater number of occupations analysed allows for greater accuracy in the representation of social space, both in terms of finer levels of distinction between positions and in the greater ability to highlight cross-national differences with regard to very specific occupational positions. 

One of us has argued strongly elsewhere (Prandy 1999b) that a measure such as CAMSIS, because it is grounded in a structural analysis of significant social relationships, has a more secure theoretical and methodological foundation than other continuous measures, such as prestige or socio-economic status, and provides in many respects a more adequate account of related social phenomena, such as social reproduction, health inequalities and political party identification, than do class schemes. Equally, the consistent evidence of graded hierarchy to a social space counters arguments for categorical representations of stratification. 

Our focus in this paper, however, has been the degree to which CAMSIS measures may provide the most appropriate tools for cross-national comparative research. We have suggested that they provide a successful balance between providing comparability between countries and allowing for specific details unique to each country. In our view, CAMSIS provides an ideal framework for incorporating national contexts into cross-national comparisons. 

Tables referred to in the text:

Table 1: CAMSIS versions completed or planned, July 2002. 

More details and access to index files : www.cf.ac.uk/socsi/CAMSIS




Year(s)
Occupation unit


Title level
Title* status

Completeted:











Britain
1991 / 1971 /

19th Century
UK-SOC / KOS / [CAMSIS]
√ / √ / 

√
√ / √ / 

√

Germany 
1995 / 1991
KB /  ISCO-88
√ / √ 
√ / √ 

Ireland
1996
IR-SOC
√
х

Sweden
1990
NYK85
√  
√  

Switzerland
1990 / 1990
PBER / ISCO
√ / √ 
√ / √ 

Turkey
1990
ISCO-68
√  
√  

USA
1990
US-SOC
√  
√  













Ongoing / Intended:
 - : not yet known



Australia†
1996
ASCO (n)
√
х

Austria
1991
-
-
-

Canada
1991 / 1996
-
-
-

Colombia
1973
[National]
√  
√  

Estonia 
-
-
-
-

Finland
1990
AML
-
-

France
-
-
-
-

Hungary†
1990/96
-
-
-

Kenya†
1989
[National]
√  
√  

Malaysia
-
-
-
-

Mexico†
1960/70/90/2000
[National]
√  
√  

Netherlands
1985
-
√
х

New Zealand
-
-
-
-

Spain
1991
-
-
-

Vietnam†
1989 / 1999
[National]
√  
√  







†Preliminary versions constructed

Table 2 : CAMSIS and ISEI scores for selected occupational units across countries and versions 

(scores refer to ‘title-only’ versions)



Britain 1991

SOC
Britain 1971

KOS
USA 

1990

SOC
Germany 1995

ISCO88
Switz. 1990

ISCO88
Sweden 1990

NYK85
Turkey 1990

ISCO68
Australia 1990*

ASCO
Mexico 1990*
Vietnam 1999*
ISEI 

1992

ISCO88



scores as available through project webpages www.cf.ac.uk/socsi/CAMSIS, except (*) indicates preliminary version



M
F
M
F
M
F
M
F
M
F
M
F
M
F
M
F
M
F
M
F
M
F


























Physician

86
88
88
94
84
86
87
83
91
85
99
85
84
77
88
64
66
74
81
88

University Teacher
83
92
99
89
86
78
98
83
98
86
77
90
76
78
100
69
69
84
87
77

Lawyer

85
93
99
89
87
86
83
78
87
87
93
86
78
82
84
63
65
71
74
85

Secretary

62
62
74
67
53
55
48
61
55
56
75
64
50
61
47
54
57
57
63
51

Police Officer

57
56
65
38
53
50
47
52
48
52
59
61
56
65
39
43
50
53
51
50

Nurse

52
61
49
58
60
65
52
51
59
57
67
64
71
61
51
53
52
47
58
38

General Clerk

53
52
59
61
49
50
49
56
41
54
48
50
45
56
35
55
54
51
64
45

Farmer 

58
59
64
62
39
43
56
53
76
64
56
40
37
36
41
-
-
51
48
43

Farm worker

31
36
39
45
24
20
30
21
25
43
36
40
43
29
14
34
40
49
41
23

Car mechanic

43
47
51
34
39
34
41
42
45
41
36
34
47
46
22
45
36
49
51
34

Sheet metalworker
39
23
46
34
40
27
38
35
44
26
38
27
42
46
20
37
36
46
51
33

Labourer:Textiles

24
22
16
26
26
17
21
22
26
24
28
28
37
35
9
39
37
47
47
32

Lab: Construction
27
29
29
37
34
38
21
16
27
20
36
42
36
48
7
29
40
41
41
21


























Implications of standardised normal distributions: for the non-preliminary versions, 68% of occupations lie in units with scores ranging from 35 to 65, and 95% of occupations lie in units with scores ranging from 20 to 80.

Table 3a: Summary features of CAMSIS versions, title-only units 

(all versions mean 50, standard deviation 15 in a nationally representative population)












National population distribution characteristics
Survey sample associations with own CAMSIS measure


male-female correlation1
nature of distribution
correlation1 
Eta1


within occ.s
within couples
Skew
Kurtosis
Father’s CAMSIS 
ISEI2
Income2
(earned)
Educ- ation2











Britain
1991 Census 1% subsample
BHPS 1991 (~4000 M, 3000 F)











1991 Male 
0.892
0.470
0.22
-0.68*
0.35
0.86
0.34
0.57

1991 Female 


0.18
-0.42*
0.28
0.81
0.47
0.54


1971 Census 1% sample


1971 M
0.873
0.491
0.50
-0.20*





1971 F


0.14
-0.76*





Ireland
1996 Census
ISSP 1995(~330 M, 180 F)3











1990 M
0.687
0.497
-0.05
-1.25*
NA
0.78
0.44
0.52

1996 F


0.22
0.68*
NA
0.71
0.51
0.51

USA
1990 Census
ISSP 1992 (~360 M, 380 F)3











1990 M
0.927
0.414
0.38
-0.68
0.25
0.90
0.33
0.55

1990 F


-0.33
-0.44
0.23
0.74
0.41
0.52

Germany (ISCO)
1995 Labour Force Survey
ISSP 1992 (~570 M, 360 F)3











1990 M
0.879
0.448
0.56*
-0.13*
0.35
0.87
0.39
0.63

1990 F


-0.19*
-0.02*
0.41
0.77
0.44
0.64

Switzerland (ISCO)
      1990 Census
ISSP 1999 (~550 M, 640 F)3











1995 M
0.832
0.489
0.36
0.16
0.23
0.82
0.25
0.50

1995 F


-0.19
0.03
0.13
0.69
0.23
0.46

Sweden 
1990 Census
ISSP 1992 (~330 M, 310 F)











1990 M
0.883
0.453
0.55
0.04
0.31
NA
0.29
0.53

1990 F


0.24
-0.57
0.32
NA
0.18
0.69

Turkey
1990 Labour Force Survey
[No data accesssed]











1990 M
0.930
0.810
0.83*
-0.62*





1990 F
0.8444
0.6714
0.57*
-0.99*

















Estimates represent summary statistics significant to 99% probability criterion, unless indicated ‘*’



Survey sample sources: UK BHPS (Taylor et al 2002) study supplied by The Data Archive, University of Essex. ISSP studies (eg Smith 1992) obtained from the Zentralarchiv, University of Cologne. 

Table 3b: Summary features of CAMSIS versions, title-by-status 
(all versions mean 50, standard deviation 15 in a nationally representative population)












National population distribution characteristics
Survey sample associations with own CAMSIS measure


male-female correlation1
nature of distribution
correlation1 
Eta1


within occ.s
within couples
Skew
Kurtosis
Father’s CAMSIS 
ISEI2
Income2
(earned)
Educ- ation2











Britain
1991 Census 1% subsample
BHPS 1991 (~4000 M, 3000 F)











1991 Male 
0.853
0.481
0.21
-0.69*
0.35
0.85
0.34
0.56

1991 Female 


0.17
-0.42*
0.28
0.81
0.46
0.53


1971 Census 1% sample


1971 M
0.853sic
0.508
0.53
-0.33*





1971 F


0.18
-0.77*









Ireland
[No Irish title-by-status CAMSIS]
[No Irish title-by-status CAMSIS]











USA
1990 Census
ISSP 1992 (~360 M, 380 F)3











1990 M
0.874
0.427
0.32
-0.70
0.26
0.86
0.31
0.55

1990 F


-0.35
-0.33*
0.23
0.69
0.41
0.50

Germany (ISCO)
1995 Labour Force Survey
ISSP 1992 (~570 M, 360 F)3











1990 M
0.806
0.433
0.65*
0.03*
0.29
0.66
0.40
0.50

1990 F


-0.54*
0.27*
0.40
0.69
0.41
0.60

Switzerland (ISCO)
      1990 Census
ISSP 1999 (~550 M, 640 F)3











1995 M
0.749
0.488
0.41
-0.02
0.28
0.77
0.21
0.51

1995 F


-0.20
0.13
0.16
0.64
0.21
0.42

Sweden 
1990 Census
ISSP 1992 (~330 M, 310 F)











1990 M
0.885
0.460
0.52
-0.06
0.30
NA
0.28
0.54

1990 F


0.23
-0.49
0.32
NA
0.19
0.69

Turkey
1990 Labour Force Survey
[No data accesssed]











1990 M
0.825
0.711
0.52*
-0.81*





1990 F
0.8444
0.6314
0.26*
-1.27*

















Estimates represent summary statistics significant to 99% probability criterion, unless indicated ‘*’



Survey sample sources: UK BHPS (Taylor et al 2002) study supplied by The Data Archive, University of Essex. ISSP studies (eg Smith 1992) obtained from the Zentralarchiv, University of Cologne. 

Notes to Tables 3a and 3b: 



1) Pearson’s correlation value for continuous relations; Eta-statistic, which has similar interpretation to correlation value, for relation from continuous to (3 category) qualitative schema. Weighted by number of individuals, except column 1, which represents correlations within the same occupations as if the number of people in each occupation was gender balanced. 

2) ISEI: Occupational unit’s ‘socio-economic status’ score (Ganzeboom & Treiman 1996), translated from ISCO-88 via Ganzeboom and Treiman (1992). Income: log of personal earned income in national currency. Highest educational attainment: schematised into 3 national specific categories approximating : “low school level”, “intermediate”, “college or university”. 

3) For Irish, US, German and Swiss ISSP samples, CAMSIS scores were matched via a translation from the ISSP unit (variously ISCO-88 or ISCO-68) to that unit used in the CAMSIS project (the national specific unit, or ISCO-88) using Ganzeboom and Treiman (1992).

4) Figures for population excluding farming diagonals, which represent approx 1/3rd of Turkish sample.





Table 4: Gradation in CAMSIS (and ISEI) by educational attainment categories, Luxembourg Employment Study 

(National survey samples documented at www.lisproject.org)










UK 1997
US 1990
Switzerland 1997


male
fem
male
fem
male
fem

Approx N
34,300
30,200
19,500
17,200
5,100
4,000










Educational Categorisation approximating ISCED97


mean CAMSIS for title-only / title-by-status versions (ISEI mean)









0) Pre-primary


NA
NA
33 / 33

(27)
29 / 30

(29)
NA
Na

1) Primary 


44 / 44

(37)
44 / 45

(38)
37 / 37 

(30)
32 / 33

(29)
42 / 41

(35)
44 / 45

(38)

2) Low secondary


49 / 49

(43)
53 / 53

(44)
39 / 39

(33)
38 / 39

(37)
44 / 44

(37)
50 / 51

(42)

3) Upper secondary
57 / 56

(50)
55 / 55

(47)
44 / 44

(37)
46 / 47

(44)
58 / 59

(49)
65 / 65

(44)

4) Post secondary non-tertiary
47 / 47

(41)
50 / 50 

(42)
NA
NA
46 / 46

(39)
54 / 55

(43)

5) First stage tertiary
63 / 63

(58)
64 / 64

(54)
52 / 52

(45)
53 / 53

(49)
54 / 54

(48)
64 / 64

(50)

6) Second stage tertiary 
72 / 72

(68)
75 / 71

(66)
68 / 67

(60)
63 / 63

(58)
72 / 72

(66)
75 / 74

(64)

Eta-squared 
0.33 / 0.32

(0.32)
0.34 / 0.32

(0.23)
0.37 / 0.36

(0.36)
0.32 / 0.30

(0.23)
0.40 / 0.40

(0.42)
0.34 / 0.33

(0.25)










Convenience 3-fold Educational Classification, by age


mean CAMSIS title-only: all working population / over 30yrs only









None, Primary,  or low school 
45 / 46
47 / 47
37 / 38
31 / 31
43 / 41
44 / 41

Intermediate


53 / 54
56 / 59
43 / 45
44 / 45
45 / 45
51 / 51

College/University


68 / 69
71 / 72
61 / 62
58 / 59
68 / 69
62 / 62

Eta-squared
0.31 / 0.32
0.29 / 0.32


0.27 / 0.27
0.24 / 0.26
0.36 / 0.38
0.19 / 0.21









Unweighted survey data. Min number of cases per category = 47. All Eta-squared estimates significant to > 99% probability criterion.









Table 5: CAMSIS associations, working adults of Luxembourg Income Studies (CAMSIS title-only versions. LIS studies contain random sample of individuals, plus information on their household sharers, including spouse and ‘Household Head’, see www.lisproject.org for documentation)








UK 1991
US 1991
Germany 1989
Switz. 1992


m
f
m
f
m
f
m
f

Approx N:
3,400
3,000
10,000
8,850
2,200
1,300
1,700
1,000












Eta-squared statistic for category association

Highest Education level1:

-Self
0.23
0.20
0.34
0.26
0.35
0.18
0.27
0.18

-Household head
0.22
0.14
0.28
0.16
0.33
0.17
NA
NA

-Spouse
0.11
0.14
0.13
0.20
0.12
0.19
NA
NA











Ethnic group2
NA
NA
0.03
0.03
0.10
0.11
0.03
0.03

Housing tenure3
0.08
0.06
0.02
0.01
0.03
0.02
0.01
0.00*

(household)










Correlation with higher CAMSIS scores

Age in years
0.04
-0.06
0.18
0.06
0.10
-0.12
0.07
-0.10

Wages in national currency (LIS variables):

-Own wage 
0.40
0.54
0.49
0.42
0.36
0.29
0.26
0.23

-Household head
0.38
0.27
0.43
0.29
0.33
0.13
0.26
0.19

-Spouse
0.30
0.51
0.22
0.37
0.15
0.31
0.03*
0.19

Net household 
0.29
0.23
0.35
0.29
0.21
0.14
0.13
0.16

disposable inc.



















All estimates, using unweighted data, significant to 99% probability criteria unless indicated by ‘*’

1. Highest educational level: 3-category schema, as for tables 3a and 3b.

2. Ethnic group categorisation: US: 5 categories, identity; Germany: 5 categories, nationality; Switzerland: 3 categories, nationality. (Schema derived as those in Lambert & Penn 2001)

3. Housing tenure: Dichotomy: Renting v’s Owner (US, Germany, Switz.); Social v’s Private (UK).



Table 6: Gradation in CAMSIS by occupational situations, Luxembourg Employment Study 

(National survey samples documented at www.lisproject.org)










UK 1997
US 1990
Switzerland 1997


male
fem
male
fem
male
fem

Approx N
34,300
30,200
19,500
17,200
5,100
4,000










Pearson’s correlation coefficient, CAMSIS title-only / title-by-status version









Average hours worked per week
-0.06**  

-0.06**
0.15**

0.15**
0.19**

0.19**
0.14**

0.12**
-0.06**

0.01
-0.18**

-0.18**










mean CAMSIS title-only/ title-by-status version









Sector : 







State
57 / 57
58 / 57
57 / 54
57 / 54



Private
50 / 49
50 / 50
50 / 50
50 / 49
NA
NA

Eta-Sq.


0.04** 

0.03**
0.06**

0.04**
0.02** 

0.01**
0.05** 

0.02**



Contract :







One year or less
48 / 48
51 / 51


48 / 45
45 / 45

More than one yr
50 / 50
52 / 52
NA
NA
47 / 45
53 / 51

Eta-Sq.


0.01** 

0.01**
0.00*

0.00*


0.00

0.00
0.01**

0.01**

Workrate :







Part-time 
48 / 49
48 / 48


55 / 54
57 / 58

Full-time (30+hrs)
51 / 51
56 / 55
NA
Na
47 / 46
50 / 50

Eta-Sq


0.00**

0.00**
0.06**

0.06**


0.03**

0.02**
0.06** 

0.05**

Time of work :







Shifts / eve.s / etc
48 / 48
49 / 49


46 / 47
51 / 51

Normal daytimes
52 / 52
56 / 55
NA
NA
48 / 47
52 / 53

Eta-Sq.
0.01** 

0.01**
0.06**

0.06**


0.00*

0.00
0.00*

0.00**

















Unweighted survey data. Listwise deletion of missing data within gender-variable group.

*/** Indicates R or Eta-squared estimates significant to > 95/99% probability criterion.

Table 7: Social Inequality and CAMSIS: Life background, situation and attitudes from selected ISSP surveys 

(Correlations and associations with ISSP variables, categorical variables recoded for  parsimony. ISSP, representative random samples within countries : www.issp.org)









UK 1999
USA 1999
Germany 1999
Switz. 1999
Sweden 1992

Approx n :
400
840
700
450
650








Continuous  correlates
Pearson’s correlation with CAMSIS, all working adults†








Father’s CAMSIS

0.32**
0.39**
0.17**
0.31**

S: Position in society, near top
0.39**
0.25**
0.33**
0.30**
0.27**

S: `` , 10 years ago
0.28**
0.20**
0.27**
0.16**


S: [Position now] – 

     [Position 10 yrs ago]


0.09
{0.00}
(0.02}
0.11*


Categorical associations 

[labels]: Categorical options
Eta association statistics with CAMSIS, all working adults†,

label indicates category associated with highest CAMSIS scores








Own highest education 

[low / intermed. / coll., university]
0.57**

univsty.
0.50**

univsty.
0.62**

univsty.
0.49**

univsty.
0.61**

univsty.

Father’s highest education 

[low / intermed. / coll., university]

0.21**

univsty.
0.27**

univsty.
0.31**

univsty.


No. books in house as child

[below 10 / 20-50 / 100 or more]

0.22**

100+
0.30**

100+



S: Subjective social class

[working / middle or upper]

0.35**

middle
0.45**

middle
0.19**

middle


S: Family position in society

[near top / middle / near bottom]

0.27**

near top
0.30**

near top
0.26**

near top


S: Own job level cf father’s

[better / about same / worse]
0.24**

better 
0.09

better
0.23**

better
{0.05}
0.18**

better

Union member

[union member / not]
{0.02}
{0.07}
0.08*

not mem.
{0.07}


S: Political leanings

[Left / centre / right / none]
0.23**

right
0.13**

no; right
{0.07}
0.17**

left


Greater pay should be for:






S: ..responsibility

[Yes / No]
0.12*

yes
0.11**

yes
0.10*

yes
0.08

yes
0.11**

yes

S: ..education / training

[Yes / No]
{0.06}
{0.02}
{0.03}
{0.00}
{0.06}

S: ..doing the job well

[Yes / No]
0.14**

yes
0.06

yes
{0.03}
{0.04}


S: Is own pay just 

[too low / about right / too high]
0.15*

right
0.11

too high 
0.17**

right/high




Eta statistic with [Own CAMSIS] – [Father’s CAMSIS]








S: Own job level cf father’s

[better / about same / worse]

0.27**

better
0.45**

better
0.25**

better
0.46**

better








S: Subjective response to attitudinal question. 

* / ** / {} : association statistic estimated as significant to 95 / 99 / less than 90% probability criterion 

† : Statistics for men and women combined, assuming relative comparability of CAMSIS distributions. 

Table 8 Summary features of CAMSIS and ISEI, title-only units 

(all versions mean 50, standard deviation 15 in a nationally representative population)













Survey sample associations with own CAMSIS (ISEI) measure





correlation
Eta1






N
Father’s CAMSIS 
ISEI
Education











USA

ISSP 1992











1990 Males, full time employed
270
0.26 (0.26)
0.91 (1.00)
0.55 (0.56)

1990 Males, not currently working
150
0.29 (0.21)
0.89 (1.00)
0.48 (0.47)

1990 Females, full time employed
240
0.29 (0.24)
0.75 (1.00)
0.53 (0.43)

1990 Females, not currently working
240
0.34 (0.28)
0.79 (1.00)
0.59 (0.53)











Germany (ISCO)

ISSP 1992 











1995 Males, full time employed
400
0.35 (0.36)
0.87 (1.00)
0.63 (0.62)

1995 Males, not currently working
200
0.49 (0.43)
0.89 (1.00)
0.48 (0.51)

1995 Females, full time employed
170
0.33 (0.32)
0.72 (1.00)
0.57 (0.53)

1995 Females, not currently working
500
0.32 (0.37)
0.78 (1.00)
0.53 (0.49)













Estimates represent summary statistics significant to 99% probability criterion, unless indicated ‘*’

Variable notes and sources as in table 3a

Table 9 : Relationships from CAMSIS to ISEI through ISCO88

(Unweighted correlations between distinct occupational units, approx 533 titles)









Germany 1995
Switz. 1990
UK‡
 1991
USA‡ 1990
Turkey‡ 1990









CAMSIS to ISEI correlations by CAMSIS version

male, title
0.869
0.778
0.866
0.871
0.817

male, title-by status
0.768
0.713
0.804
0.739
0.773

female, title
0.851
0.718
0.815
0.811
0.838

fem., title-by-status
0.769
0.672
0.744
0.704
0.751





(CAMSIS – ISEI) correlation with CAMSIS version

male, title
0.262
0.427
0.241
0.091*
-0.015*

male, title-by status
0.256
0.347
0.236
0.222
-0.183

female, title
0.479
0.553
0.460
0.383
0.287

fem., title-by-status
0.463
0.537
0.394
0.407
-0.137





Structure of CAMSIS-ISEI differences:

mean (CAMSIS – ISEI)† by ISCO-88 Major group(m/f), title-only 

1 Legislators, senior officials, managers
-1.8 / -0.1
-2.2 / -4.6


3.3 / 0.3
1.4 / -5.4
1.6 / 3.5

2 Professionals
8.2 / 6.2
8.9 / 9.4


4.2 / 7.7
1.5 / 2.2
3.6 / 3.9

3 Technicians, associate profess.
6.2 / 5.8
6.9 / 8.0


9.6 / 12.6
7.0 / 5.0
8.1 / 11.8

4 Clerks
2.6 / 5.1
-1.0 / 4.3


4.1 / 4.6
3.4 / 1.7
4.0 / 12.3

5 Service workers, shop, market sales
9.7 / 12.4
12.4 / 11.4


10.7 / 11.5
12.0 / 9.5
11.9 / 14.2

6 Skilled agricultural and fishery workers
14.9 / 6.5
19.5 / 18.5


22.1 / 28.0
11.7 / 10.0
14.6 / 12.6

7 Craft, related trades 
8.0 / 2.8
5.6 / 2.0


5.3 / 2.9
6.6 / 1.2
11.6 / 14.2

8 Plant & machine operators, assemblers
-1.9 / -5.0
-0.1 / -3.2


2.3 / -1.9
2.4 / -3.8
13.9 / 15.6

9 Elementary occupations
8.8 / 2.9
9.1 / 3.5


9.2 / 11.4
13.3 / 11.0
20.2 / 23.7

All population
5.4 / 3.1
5.7 / 4.3
6.6 / 6.8
5.7 / 2.3
9.5 / 12.1








Eta-Squared
0.31 / 0.21
0.21 / 0.23
0.28 / 0.43
0.22 / 0.22
0.27 / 0.33

(title-by-status)
(0.22 / 0.12)
(0.16 / 0.12)
(0.24 / 0.32)
0.21 / 0.18
(0.24 / 0.46)








Correlations / Eta-2 statistics significant at 99% probability criteria unless indicated ‘*’

† Values greater than population mean indicate a major group where average CAMSIS values are more advantaged than ISEI scores, and vice-versa. The former are generally shaded and the latter blank. 

‡For UK, US and Turkey, CAMSIS scores for national occupational unit schema (UK and US), or ISCO-68 (Turkey), linked with ISCO-88 categories, using algorithms available from www.cf.ac.uk/socsi/CAMSIS/occunits/distribution.html








Table 10 : German-Swiss correlations within equivalent occupational ISCO-88 units 

(no weighting)

Unit (number of ISCO categories)
Correlation


M
F

Major groups (10)
0.950
0.956

Sub-Major groups (39)
0.943
0.946

Minor groups (159)
0.923
0.879

Title units (535)
0.884
0.859




Table 11: Male-female correlation within equivalent occupational units, Britain 1991 

(weighted by number of occupational positions held in country)

Unit (number of categories)
Correlation

Major groups (9)
0.934

Minor groups (77)
0.889

Title only (348)
0.881

Title-by-status (586)
0.883




Table 12: Subsidiary dimensions and number of pseudo-diagonal cases in selected final CAMSIS RC-II association models models 


Number of partners…
Model dimensions: descriptions 


Total
Excluded as PSD’s
Numb. occ categories
(numb categories), association statistics









UK 1991, title only 
92021
10311
348
occ(348)

208.8
maj(9)

26.1
sector(4)

8.2

UK 1991, title-by-status
92021
9473
586
occ(586)

297.6
status(6)

138.6
sector(4)

16.9

US 1990, title only


363421
29185
456
occ(456)

269.2
maj(7)

57.4
-

US 1990, title-by-status
363421
33602
1072
occ1072

474.8 
status(2)

417,7
sector(2)

148.2

Ireland 1996 title-only
234738
44196
193
occ(193)

174.8
maj(9)

123.1
-

Sweden 1990 title-by-status
1187925
176752
518
occ(518)

333.2
status(2)

285.0
maj(10)

32.7

Germany 1995 title-by-status
50952
8708
186
occ(186)

129.8
status(4)

83.3
maj(10)

16.7

Switzerland 1990 Title-by-status
582114
125204
547
occ(547)

417.8
status(3)

216.4
maj(3)

185.7

Turkey 1990 title† by status
24306
12336
128
occ(128)

110.8
status(5)

28.1
maj(7)

32.6

















‘Maj’ : ‘Major group’ aggregation of occupational unit scheme; ‘Sector’ : Classification of occupational titles by industrial sectors; ‘Status’ : employment status indicator as used for title-by-status unit definition.

† For Turkey, the title units used in the ‘title-by-status’ model, were ISCO-68 ‘minor groups’, rather than ISCO-68 titles, reflecting a relatively sparse dataset. 

Table 13: Regression predictors of stratification position amongst workers in the Luxembourg Employment Study 


















UK 1997
USA 1990
Switz. 1997

Men










Units:
CT
CS
ISEI
CT
CS
ISEI
CT
CS
ISEI

Approx n:
4,000
19,000
4,400


sign and significance of estimated parameter coefficients†

Age in years
++
++
++
++
++
++
{-}
{-}
+

(Age in years)**2
--
--
--
--
--
--
{+}
{+}
-

Degree level educ.
++
++
++
++
++
++
++
++
++

Low school educ.
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--

Married / cohabit
++
++
++
++
++
++
{-}
{+}
{-}












Adjusted R-2
0.347
0.353
0.331
0.296
0.291
0.295
0.357
0.354
0.347












Women










Units:
CT
CS
ISEI
CT
CS
ISEI
CT
CS
ISEI

Approx n:
4,200
16,000
3,400


sign and significance of estimated parameter coefficients†

Age in years
++
++
++
++
++
++
++
++
++

(Age in years)**2
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
-

Degree level educ.
++
++
++
++
++
++
++
++
++

Low school educ.
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--

Married / cohabit
{-}
{-}
{-}
++
++
++
--
--
--












Adjusted R-2
0.312
0.301
0.241
0.251
0.236
0.178
0.200
0.190
0.07























CT / CS : CAMSIS measures at title-only or title-by-status units respectively

†  + / ++ / - / -- : Significant to 95 / 99% probability criterion with positive / negative association with higher index stratification position. {} : significance probability lt 95%

Table 14: Regression predictors of personal income amongst workers in the Luxembourg Employment Study














UK 1997 : Men
UK 1997 : Women

Units:
X
CAMSIS
ISEI
X
CAMSIS
ISEI

Approx n:
4,000
4,200

Age in years
++
++
++
++
++
++
++
++
++
++

(Age in years)**2
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--

Degree level educ.
++
++
{+}
++
{+}
++
++
++
++
+

Low school educ.
--
--
{+}
--
{-}
--
--
{+}
--
--

Married / cohabit
++
++
++
++
++
--
--
--
--
--

Occ index (CT / ISEI)

++
++
++
++

++
++
++
++

Occ*Degree level


{+}

{-}


--

{-}

Occ*Low educ.


{-}

{+}


--

{-}

Occ*Age


{+}

{+}


--

{+}

R-squared
0.36
0.40
0.40
0.42
0.42
0.22
0.32
0.32
0.31
0.31














US 1990 : Men
US 1990 : Women

Units:
X
CAMSIS
ISEI
X
CAMSIS
ISEI

Approx n:
19,000
16,000

Age in years
++
++
++
++
++
++
++
++
++
++

(Age in years)**2
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--

Degree level educ.
++
++
{-}
++
+
++
++
{+}
++
{+}

Low school educ.
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
{-}
--
{-}

Married / cohabit
++
++
++
++
++
--
--
--
--
--

Occ index (CT / ISEI)

++
{+}
++
++

++
++
++
++

Occ*Degree level


++

+


++

++

Occ*Low educ.


{-}

{+}


--

{-}

Occ*Age


++

++


--

{+}

R-squared
0.33
0.37
0.37
0.38
0.38
0.19
0.23
0.23
0.25
0.25














Switz. 1997 : Men
Switz 1997 : Women

Units:
X
CAMSIS
ISEI
X
CAMSIS
ISEI

Approx n:
4,400
3,400

Age in years
++
++
++
++
++
++
++
++
++
++

(Age in years)**2
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--

Degree level educ.
++
++
{-}
++
{+}
++
{-}
{-}
{+}
{-}

Low school educ.
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
{+}
--
{-}

Married / cohabit
++
++
++
++
++
--
--
--
--
--

Occ index (CT / ISEI)

++
--
++
{-}

++
{+}
++
{+}

Occ*Degree level


{+}

{+}


{+}

{+}

Occ*Low educ.


{-}

-


-

{-}

Occ*Age


++

++


{+}

{+}

R-squared
0.47
0.47
0.47
0.49
0.49
0.21
0.23
0.23
0.23
0.23













CAMSIS measured at title-by-status in this table

†  + / ++ / - / -- : Significant to 95 / 99% probability criterion with positive / negative association with higher index stratification position. {} : significance probability lt 95%
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� We can note that the analysis of dual-gender combinations provokes a concomitant requirement to engage with the gendered nature of occupational and social relationships. However current findings suggest that such issues are relatively easy to deal with, involving the elucidation of ‘substructures’ of gendered occupational associations, as discussed in section 2.2, which can be differentiated from a primary or ‘core’ pattern (which, it is claimed, reflects the ‘social space’).


� Some research has focussed upon the cross-national harmonisation of employment status measurement � ADDIN ENRfu ��(Elias 2000)�, but the recommended scheme involves many categories, which are in any case subject to different distributions between different countries.


� Note for instance Freeman’s � ADDIN ENRfu ��(1992)� observation that structures of social affiliation, whilst evenly graded, tend to be falsely assumed to be grouped by individuals for cognitive ease.


� Conversely, evidence of unexpected patterns of ‘cross-class’ marital interaction has been occasionally used to critique particular schema  � ADDIN ENRfu ��(Wright 1997:208-36, McRae 1986)�.


� A parallel can be drawn with research into inter-generational mobility, where the normal technique involves the forced fitting of equivalent occupational stratification schema to different generations (again, this is avoided in the CAMSIS approach if different versions are available for the different time periods). Thus a usual result has been considerable confusion, and lack of complete consensus, over how best to deal with aggregate distributional differences � ADDIN ENRfu ��(see Treiman & Ganzeboom 2000 for a review)�.  


� The successful convergence of such equality constrained models, however, has so far required the imposition of starting values on the scores which were the weighted mean of the independent male and female scores.


� Note that these observations also tally with those of Kalmijn � ADDIN ENRfu ��(1994)�, who found evidence of the greater significance of ‘cultural difference’ in structuring marital associations between occupations, and, to a lesser degree, those of Bihagen � ADDIN ENRfu ��(2001)�, who saw high educational credentials as marking polarisation in a Swedish class structure. 





� The Luxembourg Income and Employment Study datasets are available freely after applications to www.lisproject.org. The matching with CAMSIS measures requires access to specific files stored on machines as the project’s headquarters; the access process is described on the CAMSIS project webpages www.cf.ac.uk/socsi/CAMSIS . 


� A note of caution on the table concerns the differential gender distributions between countries, which reflects differences in the degree of female employment recorded. In this case the table includes information on part-time workers.  


� Here, for the first time, analysing a mixed gender population under the assumption that the relative positioning of CAMSIS scores within both genders has an equivalent interpretation.


� A potential solution, which we have not undertaken, would be to proceed with a ‘bootstrap’ model, repeatedly constructing CAMSIS measures on the same data, perhaps using different researchers or recoding rules, and defining final CAMSIS scores from average or summary positions. 


� We have used differences in the mean of original ISEI and CAMSIS scores to depict this. A more thorough account might standardise distributions first, although the differences seem unlikely to be large. 


� However, we should be cautious that our only investigation to date of ethnic differences in social interaction and stratification structures has been a comparison between the CAMSIS scores generated by ‘Black’ and ‘White’ American subsamples. 
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