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Abstract

We begin this paper with a discussion of the use of occupational based measures of social stratification inequalities for internationally comparative research. In particular, we concentrate on the family of  'CAMSIS' measures, datasets of scores assigned to occupational units  which reflect the relative patterns of social association exhibited by holders of those units. CAMSIS versions are produced for multiple countries, and, in a recent project, scale scores were derived, analysed and made publicly available for 11 countries with appropriate information from the CHER panel dataset (see www.cf.ac.uk/socsi/CAMSIS/cher.html ). Basic properties of CAMSIS occupational scores are assessed in terms of their relations to other variables in the CHER dataset, and their properties compared to those of another comparable occupational measure, ‘ISEI’ scores. 

An increasingly highlighted problem with occupationally based measures of social stratification, however, is of how to treat the many people who are not in full time current employment. Moreover, the CAMSIS measures, specifically, are derived using information on 'both-working cross-gender' couples, and it could be argued that any people not living in this particular household situation are, also, poorly represented by this occupational measure. By exploring short term transitions between both alternative employment situations, and alternative household types, we can assess the substance behind some of these concerns. Thus, using panel data from the CHER studies, we summarise patterns and cross-national variations in the extent of employment and household type transitions between annual recontacts; the relationships between those transitions and occupational representations of stratification; and subsequent variations in the associations between those occupational measures and other measures related to stratification inequalities, such as income, education, and subjective satisfaction. 

1. Occupationally based measures of social stratification in cross-national panel datasets

Occupational information is central to many examples of social survey research, and, in particular, many analysts wish to use occupational data as indicators of some form of ‘social stratification’ advantage or disadvantage. There is however considerable uncertainty over how well occupationally based measures represent the concepts that they are intended to. Firstly, some examples of social research fall short of even basic principles of consistency when handling occupational information, for instance in whether and how they record detailed unit-level occupational descriptions, or utilise standardised translations of those units into externally recognised occupational classification schema (cf Lambert 2002). More generally, debate concerns a host of alternative analytical treatments of measures based upon occupational information, covering for instance sensitivity to the gendered structure of national labour markets, the role of household-sharer contexts, and the international, historical, and career-point context of individual’s current occupational information. 

In this note we discuss several such issues with regard to occupational analyses of cross-national and panel datasets. Our main point of reference is the cross-nationally harmonised ‘CHER’ panel dataset (Consortium of Household Panels for European Socio-economic Research), an exercise in panel study harmonisation undertaken at the CEPS research institute in Luxembourg. In its present format the CHER dataset uses annual household panel studies from 17 European countries, year coverage varying between countries but with a potential range from 1990 to 2000
. In format and coverage the CHER data has many similarities with the ECHP collections, and indeed in most cases uses the same source datasets. 

The occupational data available in CHER constitutes, primarily, classifications of individuals’ current occupations, if employed, into up to 31 ISCO-88 2-digit ‘submajor group’ units (cf ILO 1990). Not all CHER countries have such occupational data available for them – the first two columns of Table 1 indicate which countries with occupational information (in which panel years) are considered further in this research. Moreover, this level of occupational detail is undesirable for many types of analysis. Usually, occupational information is used in social science research by collecting detailed occupational descriptions, with quite a high level of differentiation between records, then classifying those records into substantively interesting occupational schema (such as class classifications or status scales). However much more occupational unit differentiation is of potential relevance than is captured by the ISCO-88 two digit scheme, and several commonly used occupational classification are difficult to achieve based upon solely ISCO-88 submajor units. In this paper we concentrate upon two measures of occupational locations (CAMSIS and ISEI measures, described below), which both ideally use more information than ISCO-88 submajor groups, and thus amount to approximations of the desired schema
. It is worth noting however that the trend towards restricted occupational detail in survey records is not limited to the CHER resources, but is increasingly seen in social science datasets across different countries, the product of growing anxieties over the possibility of individual respondents being identifiable from their survey entries (or ‘disclosure risk’ - cf Dale & Elliot 2001). Indeed, the CHER occupational records more generally stand as a good illustration of the possibilities of using relatively limited occupational based indicators in survey analysis. Other cross-national research into occupational stratification has often used survey resources with extensive occupational details covering current job circumstances and also lifetime career histories (eg Erikson & Goldthorpe 1993, Wright 1997); by contrast use of the CHER datasets deals with a much more typical survey circumstance, that of limited occupational details on current situations only. 

The two occupational based measures that we use below are ‘CAMSIS’ and ‘ISEI’ measures. Beginning with the latter, the International Socio-Economic Index is a widely used measure of the ‘socio-economic status’ putatively associated with occupational categories, based upon calculations of average income and educational levels within ISCO-88 occupational units (see Ganzeboom et al 1992, Ganzeboom & Treiman 1996). The measures come in the form of score values for ISCO-88 units, which are designed to be applied equivalently across countries and to all individuals in work. The scores can be linked to a dataset with ISCO-88 information by computer programme files supplied by the authors of the scales
. However, the scores applied to the occupational details of the CHER dataset necessarily take the form of ISCO-88 subgroup averages, rather than reflecting the finer details of differentiation found in the original schemes. 

The second occupationally based indicators we use are ‘CAMSIS’ occupational unit group scores (Cambridge Social Interaction and Stratification Scales), which, similarly, come in the form of scores which can be linked to occupational locations, and which ideally would use a finer level of occupational detail than ISCO-88 two-digit units. Whilst both score systems primarily reflect occupational structures of social stratification advantage and disadvantage, CAMSIS scores differ from ISEI in two significant ways. Firstly, their theoretical premise involves the idea that social stratification locations are inherently reflected by social interaction patterns, and thus that it should be possible to learn about the typical social stratification locations of occupations simply be analysing the typical social interaction patterns exhibited by the incumbents of occupational units. In earlier derivations of CAMSIS scales, information on the occupations of individuals’ friends was used to conduct this analysis, though more recently it has become apparent that simply information on husband-wife occupational combinations, or indeed any cross-gender within-household combinations, will closely reproduce the same results (Stewart et al 1980, Prandy 1990, Prandy & Lambert 2003b). Thus, CAMSIS scores are derived with no imposition from other occupationally related measures, but merely reflect average social interaction patterns; in practice they regularly come to estimate a one-dimensional hierarchy which can clearly be interpreted as one of occupational stratification advantage to disadvantage. It can be argued that the basis in social interaction (which can be linked for instance with the work of Bourdieu, see Bottero & Prandy 2003), makes for a much more inclusive measure of social stratification than, say, the ISEI’s income-employment measure : CAMSIS measures might better describe the general patterns of lifetime advantage typically associated with occupations, whereas more instrumental occupational indicators may be more likely to reflect lifecourse volatility in current conditions.  

The second major difference between CAMSIS measures of occupational locations, and ISEI scores along with most other commonly used alternatives, is that the CAMSIS scale score derivation is specific to the country, gender group and also time period of the relevant version – the CAMSIS scores derived for a particular occupation need not be the same between countries, or between men and women, or between historical periods. It can be argued that this relative nature to the CAMSIS scores is a substantial advantage to cross-national analysis, whereby a measure of ‘relative location within the national structure’ has more value than the imposed universal location typical of most other systems (see Prandy et al 2002 for an extended discussion with a number of empirical examples). There are in consequence a large number of alternative CAMSIS index score datasets which may be attached to the occupational information of an appropriate country, gender group and period. The CAMSIS project, based at Cardiff University (see Prandy & Lambert 2003a), is an undertaking to derive and disseminate such CAMSIS scale scores for as many different countries, and also time periods, as available data will allow.

To obtain CAMSIS occupational scores for the individuals of the CHER datasets, several linkage techniques were required. For those countries (see the first rows of Table 1) where an earlier version of CAMSIS scores had been derived, it was necessary to match those index scores to the CHER occupational units using  conventional CAMSIS index file matching techniques (see instructions on the CAMSIS project webpages www.cf.ac.uk/socsi/CAMSIS ). For those countries however where no previous CAMSIS version was available, it was necessary to calculate approximate CAMSIS score values based upon the CHER data itself. Normally, this would be problematic as survey data resources would often not contain enough cross-gender both-working household sharer occupational combinations to represent all occupational units adequately. However because for the CHER data we are dealing with a relatively low number of occupational units, it proved easily possible to estimate simple models of social association patterns on the within-country samples for the seven relevant countries listed in Table 1. Fuller details are available from a specific webpage within the CAMSIS directory - www.cf.ac.uk/socsi/CAMSIS/cher.html - which includes a readme document with technical instructions on using the scores, as well as a link to a forthcoming report describing the CAMSIS scores’ properties on the CHER dataset more generally.

Needless to say, as with all commonly used occupational classifications, the basic pattern of advantage to disadvantage in occupational structure tends to overlap, and the ISEI and multiple national CAMSIS scores used on the CHER datasets are no different. Table 2 illustrates how the CAMSIS and ISEI measures are correlated (and also shows how both relate to a third commonly used occupational measure, the ‘SIOPS’ Standard International Occupational Prestige scale of Treiman 1977). Whilst there were several approximations involved in deriving the CAMSIS scores for the submajor unit groups, core relationships of advantage and disadvantage follow the same pattern across countries. Additionally, the similar relationships shown by the externally derived, compared with the CHER-data based, CAMSIS scores, also vindicate the initial calculation of the latter scores.  

At the same time, the national specific CAMSIS scores all show some degrees of variation from each other, along with patterns of cross-gender differences. Figure 1 shows the relationship between male and female ISCO-88 submajor group scores for all the relevant CHER countries, and reveals broad similarity but also a fair degree of mismatch between male and female, and cross-country, locations (the differences between correlations with ISEI or SIOPS measures between countries shown in table 2 also reflects those national variations). Figure 1 at once illustrates two issues in the use of CAMSIS scores for cross-national analysis. On the one hand there are many departures from exact equivalence between versions, and it may be valuable to account for these in undertaking a truly cross-national and cross-gender ‘relative’ analysis. Indeed, it is certainly our expectation that most cross-national differences in CAMSIS scores for the same occupations are the result of meaningful differences in the patterns of social association analysed for each nation, and thus reflect genuine differences in occupational locations, and analysis of the nature of occupations with significant cross-country score differences would seem to confirm this (a typical example concerns agricultural occupations, where different score levels appear to reflect how variations in the role of the sector between countries). On the other hand, the CAMSIS scores are still ultimately sample survey based estimates and it is likely that some cross-version CAMSIS score differences are more the result of sampling errors or ‘noise’, than underlying structures of specific differences for the scores of particular occupations. Thus, the comparison of CAMSIS score properties with cross-nationally and cross-gender fixed occupational scores is likely to conflate ‘substantive’ and sampling differences, though any meaningfully interpretable structures would seem more likely to reflect the former cause. 

In section 2, several properties of the CAMSIS and ISEI occupationally based measures on the CHER dataset are described. However, cross-sectional sample associations are only a part of the story for household panel data analyses.  Firstly, the occupational-stratification relationship to other outcomes may be mediated by both the immediate household, and labour force status, situation of individuals; some of these issues are considered in section 3. Additionally, as discussed in section 4, where methods of panel data analysis often focus upon short term life transitions in both household and labour force status, these transitions themselves can both mediate and inform our treatment of occupationally based stratification measures.  

2. Properties of occupationally based stratification variable indicators 

Table 3 shows a selection of variables from the CHER dataset that are analysed in relation to occupational stratification measures. The responses are expected to relate to social stratification structures, and an eclectic selection of variable operationalisations is used to cover a broad spectrum of stratification related interests. For ease of discussion we describe these responses under three headings – indicators of possessions, indicators of subjective satisfaction, and indicators of life circumstances. Tables 4a and 4b then proceed to illustrate the basic patterns of bivariate association seen between these outcome variables and our occupational stratification measures, for the single year sample from 1998 (or 2000 for the case of Switzerland
). 

The first point to note from Tables 4a and 4b is that CAMSIS and ISEI occupational scores have approximately equivalent levels of association with most variables within any given country, and that those levels of association are often of a moderate level – if nothing else, occupation stratification is a powerful explanatory tool over a range of related variables. Certain of the selected response variables are consistently more strongly related to occupational stratification measures than others, with assets, incomes and educational levels the most clearly associated, perhaps unsurprisingly. Similarly, the relative strength of household as opposed to individual level occupational classifications also tends to vary in an apparently predictable way: the possession and household level life circumstances measures tend to be more strongly associated with household level measures, and individuals’ measures of satisfaction and life circumstances are more closely related to individual level occupational information. The implications of the latter observation would thus be that both individual and household level occupational stratification measures are appropriate in different analytical contexts.

We then see however a considerable amount of cross-national variation in associations between stratification measures and response variables. Without undertaking an exhaustive review of the patterns of association in each country or by each variable, it does appear possible to pick out a few preliminary patterns. These include that many of the possession variables tend to be more strongly associated with occupational stratification measures in the less economically advantaged countries than in the wealthier ones; that relations between occupational stratification advantage and subjective satisfaction levels seem to be stronger for countries which have been described as having relatively more conservative or traditionalistic societies; and that, for unknown reasons, the possession of a permanent job contract is only clearly positively associated with occupational stratification advantage in two countries, France and Ireland. Such apparent cross-national differences, though in clear need of further interrogation, would ideally be considered and commented upon in any national specific exploration of occupational stratification structures. 

It is nevertheless important to be aware of several ambiguities in patterns such as those of table 4a and 4b. Firstly, in common with all such cross-national analyses, we should remember that whilst the questions and responses on the CHER dataset are textually harmonised, there will remain many national level mediating factors defining the distribution of responses. Some of these may be considered a legitimate subject of analysis – for instance responses to the question on car ownership may be higher in Switzerland than Portugal because the former has a more affluent population. However there are also many possible differences in variable operationalisation and interpretation within the source country, which in the first instance suggests that cross-national comparisons should be carefully presented, and wherever possible limited to describing relative rather than aggregate level differences in pattern structures (cf Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik & Wolf 2003). Secondly, in common with very many social science investigations, previous research regularly shows that social stratification processes tend to be multivariate in nature, that is, that the most convincing explanations of stratification related patterns involve considering the joint distribution of multiple elements of personal experience – including for instance different elements of occupational and economic life, demographic situation, and household and living circumstances. A more satisfactory exploration of occupational stratification measures would clearly benefit from consideration of the combined relative effects of other relative individual level attributes. 

3. Household and employment history contexts

A common anxiety over the use of occupationally based social stratification indicators is of how to treat those people who do not hold a current employment position. In most terms of analysis, social stratification locations influence the entire population, yet modern societies typically have at most two thirds of the adult population in current employment. Indeed, several alternative approaches to analysing individual locations deliberately seek alternatives from occupational locations in order to overcome this problem (such as through concentration on measures of income, education or ‘poverty’, or the construction of individual level generalised indexes as for example Gershuny 2000). 

A well-rehearsed counter argument has been that occupational locations can be linked to individuals in terms of either their household sharer’s occupations, or the last occupation they held if not currently employed. The use of such ‘proxy’ measures hinges on the empirical consistency of occupational relations for those who are and are not in current employment. Table 5 shows typical evidence on this issue, for this example using data from the UK’s BHPS where adults are classified through up to three different occupational situations (current job; or last job; or current or last job of household sharers). Table 5, which concurs with many previous comparable considerations, appears to show that in the large majority of current situations, virtually full population coverage can be achieved through such proxy measures, whilst the nature of the stratification relationship to other variables appears largely consistent between states. Thus, the associations measured according to each occupational measure usually have similar natures between different types of working situations (moreover, the largest mismatches observed are those involving small groups of the population, such as part time working men). Table 5 also suggests that gender differences in the strength of associations with occupational stratification measures tend to be relatively low; that household level occupational information tends to be more strongly related to household level outcomes; and that the explanatory strengths of CAMSIS and ISEI measures are closely related, with a slight favour to ISEI for income measures, and to CAMSIS for educational and assets measures. Lastly, a pragmatic conclusion from Table 5 might also be that, because there are few substantial differences between the relationships with occupational stratification measures for those who are and are not in current employment, then it is not unreasonable to restrict analysis to only those in employment, then generalise to the wider population. 

However whilst analyses of the style of Table 5 have been used to justify the continued use of occupationally based stratification measures, they have two apparent  shortcomings of relevance to the CHER datasets. Firstly, like many other examples, the CHER dataset does not in fact collect full details on the last occupations held by those currently employed (although approximations can be obtained by matching current information with panel contacts from previous years). It is thus not readily possible to use the occupational approximations based upon an individual’s life history to cover all cases, and we are forced instead to adopt the less desirable position that those out of work can be excluded from the analysis altogether. 

Secondly, whilst Table 5 looks at labour force status differences, a parallel though less widely considered argument would be that it is the joint labour force and household living circumstances which mediate occupational stratification relations, rather than employment alone. Table 6 illustrates the distribution of CHER respondents in 1998 according to a five category classification of cohabiting-by-working situation, as well as by cohabiting-by-working situation two years previously. There are substantial patterns of cross-national differences in the distribution of cohabitation-by-working situations, which would have important implications for interpretations of occupational stratification relationships if those situations are themselves associated with differential patterns of associations. Moreover, from a cross-national analytical perspective, there are clear differences between nations in typical patterns of household membership and the social support networks associated with household sharers, to an extent that may be expected to impact upon social stratification experience (eg Blossfeld & Drobnic 2001). Finally, even within the restrictive 2 year window concentrated upon here, there are a considerable number of recent transitions between different cohabitation-by-working situations. As explored in section 4, whether these transitions themselves relate to stratification relationships is of both substantive and methodological interest. 

Table 7 does indeed show that across the CHER countries, for selected outcome variables the patterns of association with occupational measures vary according to cohabitation-working situations
. The primary pattern evidenced across countries is that those in single-working situations have very different patterns of association (usually much weaker), compared to those living in either type of couple situation. This may well reflect several demographic differences which would routinely be accounted for in a multivariate explanation – most obviously that single working households have younger average ages – but it nevertheless reveals that the joint cohabitation-working situation matters to the analysis of stratification associations in a way that simply the working situation alone (Table 5) does not. However, Table 7 also suggests that there is some cross-national variation in how the current cohabitation-working situation mediates occupational stratification position – as some examples, the least marked differences between single and couple households, for instance, seems to be found in Portugal; whilst income-to-stratification associations seem most heavily structured around cohabitation-working situations in Switzerland. Again, these cross-national differences need further exploration, but the first suggestion at this stage is simply that an appropriate choice of occupational stratification treatment according to working or household situation could vary by countries. 

4. Transition states and occupational measures

Tables 8 and 9 attempt to examine whether the experience of short time life transitions in cohabitation-working situations impacts upon the validity of occupational stratification measures as associates of other factors. For the non-working populations of 1998, occupational information is only available for the small number of cases who were in work in 1996, so these figures are often not reported due to sparse cases, or if reported, should be treated with some caution
. 

Because the number of cases in certain transitions within countries is low, Table 8 begins by pooling data between CHER countries and looking at aggregate levels of associations. Note that because the CAMSIS occupational measures are designed to be sensitive to relative locations within a country, the differing cross-national levels of associations reported in Tables 4a, 4b and 7 should be in part controlled for, in a way which might not be the case for the fixed cross-national ISEI measures. The main point of comparison of Table 8 is the pattern of the diagonal cells compared to the off-diagonal associations. The stable diagonal cells show the patterns of association in stable situations, which have a similar nature to those reported in Table 7. A transition situation that appears to differentially influence stratification associations, then, can be pegged by identifying any cell locations where average levels of association are not intermediate between the two applicable diagonal cells (as highlighted by the table shading) – for instance the cells of row 1, column 4 could be identified as having unexpected patterns.  

Primarily, the discernible pattern of Table 8 parallels that of Table 7, namely exceptionalism in circumstances involving single households. Most ‘unexpected’ cell locations in Table 8 are associated with transitions which involve a change of cohabiting state. In these situations, the evidence is suggesting that cohabiting-working transitions are of some importance to how we consider occupational stratification associations, and should not be ignored in an analysis. On the other hand, according to cells towards the upper left part of Table 7, when people move in and out of work within couple households, their stratification relationships as measured by occupational measure to outcome associations do not seem to change in any great deal. Equally, when transitions occur in and out of work for single households, the patterns (in the bottom right of Table 8) of occupational stratification associations would also appear to be broadly stable. 

Finally, Table 9 attempts to elaborate on the patterns of Table 8 with examples from particular countries. An increasing amount of uncertainty is introduced by the sparse representation of many transition cells, but if trusted, the differential patterns of association in Table 9 often exceed those of Table 8, suggesting that transition influences are more pronounced when examined for particular countries. In this case, the most differences between the associations detected in different states are observed for Portugal, Switzerland and Belgium, whilst less marked differences are observed in for instance Germany, Denmark and Ireland. In most examples however the same trends by state types are observed for each country – the most pronounced differences in association level are seen for circumstances involving single households, whilst the patterns for couples seem largely robust to how many people are working within the couple unit. 

5. Conclusions

In the first instance, this note has described issues in the cross-national analysis of occupationally based measures of social stratification location, and illustrated how both CAMSIS and ISEI occupational scores have strong patterns of association with other apparently related stratification variable indicators. The broad correlation between the two systems of occupational scores was mirrored by general patterns of similarity in the association properties of the two measures. The country and gender specific nature of each set of CAMSIS scale scores did not seem to yield a large pay-off in explanatory power, though this feature of the scales remains attractive to cross-national analysis. 

Another of our intentions at the start of this analysis was to consider whether occupational stratification indicators loose their appropriateness when not applied to currently working individuals (and, specifically with regard to the CAMSIS scale scores, when applied to working individuals living in dual-employment couples). It would seem that stratification associations are largely stable between such groups with the key exception being a need to take account of the circumstances of single adults and those moving between single and partnership status’s. However this account might be achieved with the addition of simple explanatory variables which highlight single person household status, such as a dummy variable indicator and an account for age effects. Moreover, the continued close match between CAMSIS and ISEI measures seen in Tables 7 and 8 suggests that the CAMSIS measures are indeed not disproportionately offset by changes in cohabitation-working situations, when compared with ISEI occupational scores. 
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Tables referred to in the text:

Table 1: CHER datasets by CAMSIS coverage

For instructions on linking the CAMSIS-CHER scores to the CHER dataset, see the readme file : 

http://www.cf.ac.uk/socsi/CAMSIS/Data/CAMSIS_CHER_Readme.doc







Country (numb*) 
Occupational data present
Associated CAMSIS scores









Germany (3)
90,91,93,94,95,96,97,98,99,00
Final version ISCO-68 3-digit

Switzerland (9)
99,00
Final version ISCO-88 2-digit

United Kingdom (10)
91,93,94,95,96,97,98,99,00
``

Ireland (17)
94,95,96,97,98
``









Belgium (1)
94,95,96,97,98
Derived version ISCO-88 2-digit

Hungary (4)
93,94,95,96,97,98
``

Luxembourg (6)
95,96,97,98,99,00
``

Poland (8)
97,98,99,00
``

Denmark (13)
94,95,96,97,98
``

France (15)
94,95,96,97,98
``

Portugal (18)
94,95,96,97,98
``









Canada (2)

(national CAMSIS expected)

Italy (5)



The Netherlands (7)

(national CAMSIS expected)

United States (11)

(national CAMSIS completed)

Austria (12)

(national CAMSIS expected)

Finland (14)

(national CAMSIS expected)

Greece (16)



Spain (19)

(national CAMSIS expected)





* Indicates country number as used in the harmonised CHER dataset

Table 2 Correlations between individual’s CAMSIS, ISEI and SIOPS occupational scores for CHER countries

All adults in work, 1998 or 1999 panels, unweighted.







CAMSIS - ISEI
CAMSIS-SIOPS
ISEI-SIOPS






1. Belgium 
0.82
0.83
0.88

3. Germany
0.81
0.85
0.85

4. Hungary
0.90
0.84
0.84

6. Luxembourg
0.85
0.86
0.91

8. Poland
0.91
0.95
0.92

9. Switzerland
0.90
0.86
0.95

10. UK
0.80
0.92
0.85

13. Denmark
0.84
0.86
0.94

17. Ireland
0.79
0.85
0.90

18. Portugal
0.89
0.85
0.96











Table 3 Variables used from CHER in the analysis of stratification associations.

Population = adult respondents in 1998, with information on their circumstances in 1996 matched in when available (except Switzerland where years used are 2000 and 1999 respectively) 





Variable 
Valid cases
Type / comments





PWKHS Work-Household situation in 1998 
66013
5 categories, see table 6

LWKHS Work-household situation in 1996
55699
5 categories, see table 6 





CS  CAMSIS score, individual’s work in 1998
42038
Treat as continuous, range (1,99)

ISEI  ISEI Socio-Economic Status, indv in 1998 
42429
Treat as continuous, range (16,90)

HCS Highest CS of couple unit in 1998*
53808
Treat as continuous, range (1,99)

HISEI Highest ISEI of couple unit in 1998*
54098
Treat as continuous, range (16,90)

(* or highest indv occ in 1996 if no occ in 1998)







Possessions indicators:



CAR  Car in household
82633
0,1 dummy variable

HPC  Home computer in household
71455
0,1 dummy variable

CTV  Colour TV in household
82671
0,1 dummy variable

LHT  Adequate heating in household
59379
0,1 dummy variable

Satisfaction indicators:



STJ  Satisfaction with job
57138
0,1 dummy variable

STI  Satisfaction with income
72421
0,1 dummy variable

STH  Satisfaction with home
68134
0,1 dummy variable

STW  Satisfaction with health
69780
0,1 dummy variable

Life circumstances indicators:



INT  total pre-government household income
74688
Continuous, national currency unit

INP  income from employment
48130
Continuous, national currency unit

YRJ  Years in current job
36208
0,1 dummy variable

EDU  Higher ISCED category and / or 15+ years in education
71724
0,1 dummy variable

PMJ  Has a permanent job contract
35265
0,1 dummy variable

DBT  Holds debts at present
49091
0,1 dummy variable









All possible cases : 
82800






Table 4a: Associations between CAMSIS and ISEI occupational measures and selected indicators of social stratification: CAMSIS only. 

Row 1: own job CAMSIS; row 2: couple household CAMSIS. See table 3 for definition of related indicators. Values are 100*correlation R
.













Belg
Germ
Pol
Switz
UK
Denm
Fran
Irel
Port























CAR
8
8
16
-4
9
-1
3
14
26


10
12
22
-1
15
3
7
16
29

HPC
22
24
29
18
21
21
-
29
47


25
26
30
21
24
27
-
32
48

CTV
-6
-3
8
-10
0
3
-6
3
9


-6
-2
8
-10
2
3
-5
2
10

LHT
-5
-
-
-4
5
4
6
7
26


-6
-
-
-5
7
6
8
9
27

STJ
4
6
-
1
-1
6
8
4
10


5
5
-
1
-1
5
9
5
13

STI
9
9
20
5
2
6
9
12
13


11
13
23
7
2
5
13
13
16

STH
2
2
-
2
0
1
5
6
10


4
4
-
1
2
1
6
7
11

STW
2
8
-
1
6
9
4
7
15


5
9
-
3
8
11
6
10
17

INT
22
28
23
20
21
22
37
6
50


27
32
27
24
25
25
43
7
51

INP
19
30
20
26
25
27
38
8
52


19
26
19
25
23
26
36
8
52

YRJ
-
8
-
-3
-5
4
3
10
4


-
6
-
-2
-3
3
6
14
7

EDU
54
47
48
23
39
-
-
-
-


46
42
42
25
38
-
-
-
-

PMJ
-2
2
-
-3
2
-7
8
8
-2


0
5
-
0
3
-8
10
5
0

DBT 
-2
-5
2
-3
-2
-
-
-
-


-2
-4
4
-4
0
-
-
-
-























Significance levels of correlations not shown, but average sample sizes 2 to 6 thousand per country, meaning most correlation magnitudes over approx 0.2 will be estimated as significant to a 95% criteria

Table 4b: Associations between CAMSIS and ISEI occupational measures and selected indicators of social stratification: ISEI only. 

Row 1: own job CAMSIS; row 2: household CAMSIS. See table 3 for definition of related indicators. Values are 100*correlation R
.













Belg
Germ
Pol
Switz
UK
Denm
Fran
Irel
Port























CAR
9
10
13
-4
10
4
3
12
30


11
14
18
1
15
7
7
14
35

HPC
23
26
29
18
21
21
-
33
44


28
30
29
22
24
26
-
35
46

CTV
-5
-3
12
-8
0
4
-6
3
13


-6
-1
13
-8
2
5
-5
1
15

LHT
-5
-
-
-5
5
5
6
8
27


-6
-
-
-6
7
6
9
10
28

STS
8
5
-
2
-1
7
7
5
12


7
6
-
2
0
5
8
5
13

STJ
13
12
21
5
3
6
9
15
16


15
15
22
6
2
5
12
15
17

STH
4
4
-
2
1
1
5
4
9


6
6
-
1
3
0
7
5
11

STW
3
6
-
1
5
9
3
10
21


6
8
-
2
8
11
6
12
23

INT
26
33
19
20
22
25
36
6
50


32
37
21
25
26
26
43
8
52

INP
24
39
8
31
27
33
37
9
52


22
33
9
27
25
29
35
9
50

YRJ
-
9
-
-5
-5
5
2
12
3


-
7
-
-6
-3
3
5
15
5

EDU
54
48
54
22
38
-
-
-
-


46
42
46
25
37
-
-
-
-

PMJ
-2
6
-
1
4
-8
8
-9
-2


0
8
-
4
5
-8
11
-6
0

DBT 
-2
-5
11
-2
-1
-
-
-
-


-2
-4
12
-2
1
-
-
-
-























Significance levels of correlations not shown, but average sample sizes 2 to 6 thousand per country, meaning most correlation magnitudes over approx 0.2 will be estimated as significant to a 95% criteria

Table 5: Associations between occupationally based stratification variables and selected other variables, by employment status and type of occupational information used. BHPS unweighted Wave 10 2000. 

Occupational stratification variables based upon either: CWK : Current occupation if working;  OWK : Current occupation if working or last own occupation if not working; HWK : Highest scoring occupation of household workers, if none working then highest scoring last occupation. Percents indicate coverage with occ info from total possible population. 










Total household income
Highest educational level (3 categories)
Have PC in house


CAMSIS
ISEI
CAMSIS
ISEI
CAMSIS
ISEI


pearsons R*100  or Eta statistic*100

All adults 







CWK 59%
30
32
49
46
23
21

OWK 92%
33
33
49
46
26
24

HWK 98% 
47
49
44
41
35
34

All males







CWK 66%
31
35
49
50
26
20

OWK 93%
34
35
49
49
28
26

HWK 98% 
47
48
42
42
36
35

All females







CWK 53%
30
29
49
43
25
17

OWK 91%
32
31
51
44
26
22

HWK 97% 
47
48
45
39
34
34

All FT working males







CWK 100%
35
36
50
48
26
26

HWK 100% 
46
47
45
43
32
30

All FT working females 







CWK 100%
28
27
50
43
20
18

HWK 100% 
41
45
46
38
26
26

All PT working males







CWK 98%
24
30
50
54
25
25

HWK 100% 
28
42
44
43
33
32

All PT working females 







CWK 99%
28
27
47
40
22
17

HWK 100% 
44
47
41
33
33
29

All non-working males







OWK 79%
26
24
41
43
19
20

HWK 95% 
46
45
33
34
31
29

All non-working females







OWK 81%
20
19
47
39
19
17

HWK 94% 
40
41
40
34
31
32

















Table 6: Cohabiting-by-working situation of CHER 1998 respondents, and origin situation in 1996 

(2000 / 1999 respectively for Switzerland)









1. Both-wkg couple
2. One-wkg couple
3. Nobody-wkg couple
4. Single working
5. Single not working


unweighted N in 1998

percentage in categories 1 / 2 / 3 / 4 in 1996








Belgium
1483
777
859
518
856


86 / 9 / 0 / 3
20 / 74 / 3 / 2
2 / 10 / 87 / 0
6 / 2 / 0 / 72
0 / 0 / 0 / 5








Germany
3210
2614
1920
1563
1260


76 / 17 / 1 / 5
25 / 65 / 7 / 2
4 / 19 / 75 / 1
5 / 2 / 0 / 74
1 / 2 / 1 / 18








Switzerland
1254
1190
391
1160
720


74 / 22 / 1 / 3
21 / 75 / 3 / 1
4 / 16 / 80 / 0
1 / 0 / 0 / 84
0 / 0 / 0 / 13








UK
2276
1093
821
1270
1140


86 / 11 / 1 / 2
28 / 64 / 6 / 1
3 / 18 / 79 / 0
3 / 1 / 0 / 75
0 / 1 / 0 / 9








Denmark
1072
328
434
406
460


87 / 11 / 0 / 1
32 / 61 / 5 / 1
4 / 18 / 78 / 0
3 / 2 / 0 / 74
0 / 1 / 0 / 13








France
2174
1777
1869
921
1560


88 / 9 / 0 / 1
24 / 72 / 2 / 1
2 / 15 / 82 / 0
1 / 0 / 0 / 81
0 / 0 / 0 / 7








Ireland
1019
1343
886
1063
955


72 / 23 / 2 / 3
12 / 79 / 8 / 2
2 / 12 / 86 / 0
0 / 0 / 0 / 71
0 / 0 / 1 / 7








Portugal
2515
1991
1608
1431
1592


80 / 13 / 1 / 5
15 / 76 / 5 / 2
4 / 16 / 80 / 0
1 / 1 / 0 / 78
0 / 0 / 0 / 8















Table 7: Mediation of stratification associations on three selected variables, according to cohabiting-working situations. 

Unweighted CHER 1998 panel (or 2000 for Switzerland)












HPC Household has a PC
STI Satisfaction with income
INT Gross household income



CAMSIS
ISEI
CAMSIS
ISEI
CAMSIS
ISEI

Cohabiting-working situation (see table 6) ↓
pearsons correlation with own occupation score, or own / household











1. BW
23 / 24
21 / 24
6 / 4
11 / 3
25 / 27
28 / 30

Belgium
2. 1WC
23
26
7
9
23
29


4. SW
18
20
2
4
16
15


1. BW
26 / 25
28 / 29
6 / 4
5 / 5
30 / 29
37 / 35

Germany
2. 1WC
27
28
6
5
37
42


4. SW
16
16
4
4
13
16


1. BW
20 / 21
18 / 21
1 / 4
3 / 3
31 / 30
28 / 30

Switz.
2. 1WC
22
20
1
3
25
25


4. SW
12
13
2
3
-1
0


1. BW
23 / 27
23 / 27
3 / 1
3 / 3
27 / 30
27 / 31

UK
2. 1WC
25
27
1
0
23
25


4. SW
14
14
7
7
15
14


1. BW
27 / 29
25 / 28
4 / 4
5 / 4
27 / 27
28 / 28

Denmark
2. 1WC
21
25
14
12
39
36


4. SW
20
22
5
5
7
4


1. BW
-
-
7 / 4
5 / 3
38 / 41
39 / 42

France
2. 1WC
-
-
13
14
51
53


4. SW
-
-
8
6
24
20


1. BW
24 / 24
30 / 29
8 / 6
9 / 6
12 / 16
16 / 19

Ireland
2. 1WC
38
38
6
8
13
13


4. SW
26
29
1
2
1
0


1. BW
49 / 50
46 / 47
9 / 8
10 / 8
58 / 60
56 / 58

Portugal 
2. 1WC
40
37
10
10
41
43


4. SW
44
43
10
13
36
38



















Table 8: Mediation of stratification-outcome associations by cohabiting-working 1998-96 transition situation, pooled cross-country CHER sample 











Work-cohabitation situation in 1998 (2000 for Switz)


1.Both working couple
2. One-worker couple
3. No worker couple
4. Single working
5. Single not working

State 2 years previously:
cells show subsample N then 4 correlations*100, {} for associations non-significant at 95%  and no entry for cells involving less than 50 cases








1. BWC
12214
2388
267
203
31

CS-HPC
28
31
33
34


ISEI-HPC
35
37
24
38


CS-SATI
6
{4}
{3}
18


ISEI-SATI
5
{1}
{16}
16









2. 1WC
2082
7932
1399
78
40

CS-HPC
27
31
30
{-3}


ISEI-HPC
34
38
35
{3}


CS-SATI
{4}
7
23
{7}


ISEI-SATI
{1}
7
30
{4}









3. NWC
138
551
7074
10
24

CS-HPC
24
32
26



ISEI-HPC
39
35
42



CS-SATI
{2}
14
{7}



ISEI-SATI
{9}
14
{2}










4. SW
478
142
16
6891
955

CS-HPC
26
29

24
31

ISEI-HPC
33
44

32
41

CS-SATI
{4}
{12}

{2}
{10}

ISEI-SATI
{3}
{6}

{2}
{13}








5. SN
91
100
32
1858
8931

CS-HPC
34
54

21
20

ISEI-HPC
38
53

29
44

CS-SATI
{2}
{29}

{4}
{10}

ISEI-SATI
{-2}
{31}

6
12






















Table 9: Associations between occupational stratification and related variables, as mediated by cohabiting-working transitions











Belg.
Germ.
Switz.
UK
Denm.
Irel.
Port.











Correlations*100 for association between individual / household CAMSIS in 1998 and PC ownership, shown if unweighted N > 100 ;  () for N between 25 and 99

Transition nature†:
















1 → 1 
23 / 25
26 / 25
20 / 21
23 / 27
27 / 29
22 / 21
50 / 52

1 → 2
39 / 40
21 / 24
33 / 37
22 / 22
(54) / 55
28 / 43
47 / 44

1 → 4
(26)
(30)

(39)













2 → 1 
31 / 37
28 / 28
17 / 15
21 / 32
32 / 42
20 / 18
22 / 23

2 → 2
16 / 19
25 / 30
14 / 13
26 / 25
(16 / 10)
38 / 36
38 / 39

2 → 4

(-3 / -3)















3 → 1 

(43 / 39)

(31 / 34)




3 → 2

(36 / 36)
(-10 / -13)
(16 / 20)

(32 / 35)
(-4 / -1)

3 → 4

















4 → 1 
(4 / 2)
16 / 25
(28 / 13)
(7 / 19)

(54 / 52)
31 / 37

4 → 2

 / (49)




(30 /26)

4 → 4
17 / 17
21 / 21
11 / 11
12 / 12
32 / 32
26 / 26
43 / 43










5 → 1 
(6 / 4)
/ 41






5 → 2






 / (56)

5 → 4
15 / 15
11 / 11
27 / 27
19 / 19
(2 / 2)
27 / 27
39 / 39



















† Transitions 1996 to 1998 (or 1999 to 2000 for Switzerland), defined as: 1 = Both-working couple; 2 = One-working couple; 3 = Nobody working couple; 4 = Working single; 5 = Non-working single.

References

Blossfeld H-P, Drobnic S. 2001. Careers of Couples in Contemporary Societies : From Male Breadwinner to Dual Earner Families. Oxford: Oxford University Press

Bottero W, Prandy K. 2003. Social interaction distance and stratification. British Journal of Sociology 54: 177-97

Dale A, Elliot M. 2001. Proposals for 2001 samples of anonymized records: an assessment of disclosure risk. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, Series A : Statistics in Society 164: 427-47

Erikson R, Goldthorpe JH. 1993. The Constant Flux: A study of class mobility in industrial societies. Oxford: Clarendon Press

Ganzeboom HBG, de Graaf PM, Treiman DJ. 1992. A standard international socio-economic index of occupational status. Social Science Research 21: 1-56

Ganzeboom HBG, Treiman DJ. 1996. Internationally Comparable Measures of Occupational Status for the 1988 International Standard Classification of Occupations. Social Sciences Research 25: 201-35

Gershuny J. 2000. Social Position from Narrative Data. In Renewing Class Analysis, ed. R Crompton, F Devine, M Savage, J Scott. Oxford: Blackwell Publishers

Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik JHP, Wolf C. 2003. Advances in Cross-national Comparison: A European Working Book for Demographic and Socio-economic Variables: Kluwer Academic / Plenum Publishers. 419 pp.

ILO. 1990. ISCO-88 : International Standard Classification of Occupations. New York: International Labour Office

Lambert PS. 2002. Handling Occupational Information. Building Research Capacity 4: 9-12

Prandy K. 1990. The Revised Cambridge Scale of Occupations. Sociology-the Journal of the British Sociological Association 24: 629-55

Prandy K, Lambert PS. 2003a. CAMSIS project webpages, http://www.cardiff.ac.uk/socsi/CAMSIS/. Cardiff University

Prandy K, Lambert PS. 2003b. Marriage, Social Distance and the Social Space: An alternative derivation and validation of the Cambridge Scale. Sociology 37: 397-411

Prandy K, Lambert PS, Bergman MM. 2002. National Contexts and Cross-National Comparisons of Structures of Social Stratification. Presented at ISA IVth World Congress of Sociology, RC20 Panel 16, July 7-13th Brisbane, Australia and www.sociology2002.com

Stewart A, Prandy K, Blackburn RM. 1980. Social Stratification and Occupations. London: MacMillan

Treiman DJ. 1977. Occupational Prestige in Comparative Perspective. New York: Academic Press

Wright EO. 1997. Class Counts : Comparative Studies in Class Analysis. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press

� See http://www.ceps.lu/Cher/Cherpres.htm for further details and links. The same institute also produced the earlier PACO dataset of harmonised panel studies. 


� Another widely used occupational classification, the EGP or CASMIN schema, cannot be readily calculated from ISCO-88 2-digit information.  


� These files can be downloaded from http://home.scw.vu.nl/~ganzeboom/ismf/index.htm ; also see http://www.cf.ac.uk/socsi/CAMSIS/occunits/distribution.html for other relevant downloadable files. 


� Throughout the analysis our dataset consists of a single year sample for each country with records matched from the same country two years earlier. For most countries the data is based in 1998 supplemented with records from 1996 when available. For Switzerland however the earliest CHER dataset  is for 1999, in which case our analysis uses Swiss records from 2000 and 1999. The two year lag of the Swiss data would not particularly be expected to have substantial implications for levels of association between occupational and outcome measures. 


� Only a small number of cases within countries from the non-working states (3) and (5) had occupational information matched to them in the CHER dataset (based upon the occupation 2 years ago if one was held) and these states are therefore excluded from Table 7.  


� More information on previous occupations could have been obtained from the CHER data by linking with more than one previous record. 


� Whilst an Eta statistic is of course more appropriate given dummy indicators, the correlation and Eta values were almost identical for these applications, but correlations were more easily obtained


�See note for table 4a.
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