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is purported to be almost, if not wholly, 
universal. Built on this, it presents a scale 
of ocpupational prestige which is intended 
to be used to measure the status position of 
any given worker or household or to de­
scribe the actual stratification system of 
any society. The present paper attempts to 
locate this work historically and theOreti-. 
cally, and to show, by means of an empiri-
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cal analysis of the data Treiman presents, at 
least some of the circumstances under 
which the universality hypothesis and the 
scale based on it may be questionable and, 
by implication, the conditions under which 
both may be tentatively applicable. 

Impressionistic and sanctioned 
prescriptions of occupational hierarchies 
go back to remotest antiquity. Serious re­
search on them goes back at least to the 
early 1920s. In his Social Mobility, P. A. 
Sorokin (1927) distinguished three kinds of 
stratification: political, eGonomic, and so­
cial. He made a serious, though- unsuc­
cessful, attempt to measure the latter by 
means of data on occupational hierarchies, 
drawn from prior publications on mean IQ 
scores for occupations. Even before Soro­
kin's book appeared, George S. Counts 
(1925) published what appears to be the 
first set of empirical data on occupational 
prestige·ratings. Many such studies of the 
American occupational prestige hierarchy 
were published during the next two de­
cades. Apparently, the first representative 
national study of occupational prestige, 
conducted in the United States and employ­
ing 90 occupational titles, was executed in 
1945 by C. C. North and P. K. Hatt (North 
and Hatt, 1947). In the voluminous literature 
appearing since then, the Counts (1925) 
and North-Hatt (1947) reports have been 
used as benchmarks (e.g., Hodge, Siegel, 
and Rossi [1966]: Hodge, Treiman, and 
Rossi [1966]), while the intervening publica­
tions have been largely ignored, at least in 
the sociological literature. Indeed, the 
North-Hatt project has been singularly in­
fluential. Not only has it been the main 
marker by which to assess changes in tlie 
American occupational prestige structure 
(Hodge, Siegel, and Rossi, 1966; Siegel, 
1971): in addition, it has served as a model 
to be copied or surpassed in rigor and 
comprehensiveness and if serves as 
perhaps the prime example of the occupa­
tional prestige hierarchy of advanced 
urban-industrial societies against which to 
compare that of all other societies(lnkeles 
and Rossi, 1957). 

Lately, it has become fashionable (e.g., 
Horan, 1978) to attribute the theoretical 
origins of occupational prestige research 
to the so-called "functionalist theory" (e.g., 
Davis and Moore [1945]: Parsons [1947, 
1953, 1966]). This reasoning may well be 
specious. The research tradition was well 
established before, the theory appeared, but 
the data do parallel the theory to some 

extent. The theory assumes a degree of 
value consensus within any given society, 
even going so far as to suggest that the 
same 'value consensus exists everywhere 
because of the need to fulfill "functional 
requirements" shared by all societies: the 
research on occupational prestige shows a 
rather impressive degr-ee of consensus 
within and among many -countries. 

Occupational prestige research did not 
grow out of functionalism, but initially at 
least, was part of a wider search for indi­
cators of positions in social hierarchies. In­
deed, Sorokin-who, in a few lines on page 
100 of his book, Social Mobility (1927), 
sketches the heart of what in the 1940s 
came to be called the functionalist theory 
of stratification-drew on a set of prior 
studies of occupational intelligence (Fryer, 
1922: National Academy of Science, 1921). 
American research sociologists have never 
been especially constrained by any particu­
lar theoretical position. For years they had 
been searching for a good single index of 
position in the stratification system. As 
Sewell (1940) clearly shows, behind his 
work and that of Chapin (1933), there lay a 
long history of quantitative research in 
stratification, much on dimensions not di­
rectly involving occupational variables. 

The main reason occupational hierar­
chies in general and occupational prestige 
hierarchies in particular have interested 
sOciologists has nothing to do with the 
functionalist explanation of stratification. It 
is rather the possibility that they would 
yield a simple, easy-to-use, index of one's 
position in a stratification system. To the 
extent that they remain constant over time. 
they offer a basis for studying variations in 
the status of persons across generations, 
across. age-cohorts, and throughout indi­
vidual careers. To the extent that they mea­
sure or index all those variations- in re­
sources and rewards that are summed up 
by words such as "poyver," "privilege," 
"wealth," "prestige," "class," "status," 
etc., they promise to provide a single vari­
able by which to locate each person at his 
proper level in the stratification system. 
Among countries, to the extent that occu­
pational prestige hierarchies ·everywhere 
are similar to each other, they offer a com­
parable measure of stratification position 
which would be valid regardless of the 
different cultures, economies, tech­
nologies, and political structures which 
distinguish one country from another. It is 
their promise for research purposes, not 
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their theoretical affinities to functionalism, 
which lies behind .their attractiveness. 

This promise has not gone unexamined. 
In the mid-60s, the NORC group, Hodge, 
Siegel, and Rossi (1966), showed that tlie 
United States'occupational prestige 
hierarchy had remained quite stable since 
Counts first marked itin the mid-20s. Some 
years before,Duncan (in Reiss, 1961) pub­
lished his Socioeconomic Index for All Oc­
cupations (SEI). which seems to have been 
first conceived as an expansion ·of the 
ninety 1947 North-Hatt prestige rankings, 
rigorously interpolated so as to be appli­
cable to all occupations. Certain more re­
cent writers (Featherman and Hauser, 1978) 
now view the SEI of occupations as the 
basic stratification variable, a summ·ary of 
resources (educatiori) and rewards (in­
come). They see prestige as no more than 
an imperfect index of SEI. On a different 
tack, Goldthorpe and Hope (1974) tried to 
show that a hierarchy of deference en­
titlements is the fundamental stratification 
variable. They see·m to have found, how­
ever, that prestige rankings index it so well 
that deference ratings and prestige ratings 
appear to measure just about the same 
thing . 

The question of which is the best single 
stratification index is not the only point that 
needs to be examined. Many writersinclud­
ing Weber (1946) and Sorokin (1927) during 
the first quarter or so of this century, not to 
mention several from the third quarter 
(Svalastoga, 1964; Lenski, 1966; Duncan, 
1968; Haller, 1970) have argued that status 
is multidimensional and probably cannot 
always, if ever, be reduced to a single di­
mension. With the possible exception of 
Weber and Lenski, these writers, and the 
many others whose work they have tried to 
synthesize, . believe that stratification sys­
tems will differ according to the statistical 
distribution of each of several status vari­
ables and according to the degree of corre­
lation among the latter. In this view, occu­
pational prestige (or SEI) would be only one 
of several variables essential to a complete 
description of any particular stratification 
system. 

NotWithstanding, the search for a single 
status indicator which would be applicable 
everywhere is a serious pursuit of som'~ of 
teday's stratification researchers. Treiman's 
book is in the forefront of this endeavor.lt, 
and the occupational prestige studies from 
many parts of the world on which ins built 
and which it fulfills, constitute tlie most 

thorough attempt yet seen to identify a 
single world-wide status hierarchy. 

Inkeles and Rossi (1956) fi rst presented 
the hypothesis that occupational .prestige 
hierarchies were similar the world over. 
Their data consisted of correlations among 
sets of average evaluations of small num­
bers of occupational titles taken from sev­
eral different countries. Hodge, Treiman, 
and. Rossi (1966) later collated a large 
number of such studies. These showed an 
impressive degree of positive correlation 
among th~ occupational presti!le hierar­
chies of different countries. N()netheless, 
many have wondered whether the apparerit 
discovery of an approximately. invariant 
world-wide occupational prestige hierarchy 
might have been exaggerated due to a 
combination of three artifacts of inappro­
priate methods: biased sampling of coun­
tries (usually Western), biased selection of 
regions within countries (almost always ur­
ban, outside of the West), and bi'lsed sam­
pling of occupational titles (almost always 
taken from those in Western industrial na­
tions, especially the United Siates; and 
oiten under-representing the middle of the 
prestige range). 

Treiman's book has two emphases. First, 
it contains a carefully compiled new sum­
mary of the evidence regarding the hypoth­
esis that all societies have the same basic 
occupational prestige. hierarchy. Second, it 
presents a new measure of occupational 
prestige, the Standard Index of Occupa­
tional Prestige, which Treiman recom­
mends for use in all societies. 

From this arid his previous work, Treiman 
seems fi rmly convinced that the occupa­
tional prestige h.ie'archy constitutes--or at 
minimum, provides a valid index of-an 
underlying stratification hierarchy which is 
everywhere the same. He takes off from a 
comment of Lenski (1966), who had 
argued that prestige was a somewhat sec­
ondary phenomenon under the control of 
power and privilege. He then reasons that if 
occupational prestige is a consequence of 
the other two variables, it should index 
them very well. So if one's position is mea­
sured by means of valid occupational 
prestige, his positions on the others have 
been measured, too. Obviously, he assumes 
that power, privilege, and prestige are very 
nearly perfectly correlated. He also believes· 
that the same variable measures deference, 
as Shjls (1968) sees the concept. In short, 
Treiman believes that occupational prestige 
either is, or at least measures very well, the 
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only basic hierarchy that exists. But actu­
ally this hypothesis is merely asserted, not 
tested. At present, it probably cannot be 
fully tested: first, because we do not yet 
know how to measure power variables on a 
mass basis; and' second, because prestige 
may not turn out to be the best way to array 
occu'pations. 

Nonetheless, the analysis is impressive 
for its comprehensiveness, the painstaking 
care which went into each item compiled 
and each calculation executed, and for the 
clear, open way each crucial bit of data is 
presented. In these respects, the work is 
exemplary. 

The logic of the argument is straight­
forward and simple, despite the great effort 
which went into fulfilling it. Treiman as­
sembled nearly all the (nlostly English­
language) publications available through 
1971, providing .data on occupational 
prestige hierarchies: He recalculated the 
scores to each occupational title, conduct­
ing a long series of careful checks to 
assess the quality of data. He then calcu­
lated the correlation between each pair of 
sets of occupational prestige ratings. To 
learn whether the same, occupational 
prestige hierarchy existed before the indus­
trial revolution, he assembled data from 
prior periods: on official caste rarikings in 
Nepal for the year 1395; on occupational 
ranks, taken from a cadastral survey in 
Florence, Italy in the year 1427; and on oc­
cupationalranks taken from income and 
wealth data from several En'glish-speaking 
locations during the late seventeenth, the 
eighteenth, and nineteenth centuries. It 
",ould be tedious to review the detail here. 
It is enough to say that it would be difficult 
tO'imagine a more thorough compilation of 
the data. From this first set of analyses, he 
conCludes that indeed there exists a single 
world-wide occupational prestige hierar­
chy. Then he presents the Standard Inter­
national Occupational Prestige Scale 
(SlOPS). Effectively, he argues for the need 
for such a' scale and-'--since he has con­
cluded that occupational prestige hierar­
chies everywhere are essentially the 
same-that the information from the empir­
ical occupational prestige hierarchies 
which to various degrees approximate this 
general hierarchy can be put to good use in 
constructing a scale to measure it. The, 
SlOPS is 'constructed as carefully and as 
rigorously as, were the correlations 'among 
sets of evaluations of occupational titles. 
That he belieitesthat the' SlOPS can be 

validly and reliably applied in just about any 
country is apparent from the following quo-
tation: ' 

The obvious question regarding any such 
scale is the simple one of its validity. If, 
indeed, occupational status hi3rarchies 
differed substantially from country to 
country, any attempt to score occupa­
tions accordi ng to a status scale not spe­
cific to the society being studied would 
distort the realities of the local situation 
and ,thereby invalidate any attempted 
comparisons. However, we know· from 
the analysis reported in Chapter 4 that 
occupational prestige hierarchies are es­
sentially similar throughout the world-'-­
recall that the a~erage ir.ter-country oc­
cupational prestige correlation (com­
puted over55countries) is .81. Thus the 
question reduces, to whether the distor­

,tion of the "true" situation for any given 
country that would result from use of a ' 
standard international scale is likely to be 
less than would result from ·use of alter­
native scaling procedures, such as those 
traditionally employed; the answer is af­
fi rmative. [Treiman, 1977:165-166] 

Though he is at times cautious about it, 
Treiman, as we understand him, would 
have us believe that there really is only one 
occupational prestige hierarchy and that it 
shows itself especially clearly in the indus­
trialized countries, particularly the lInited 
States and Australia where, the respective 
correlations with the SlOPS are .. 93. He 
does examine some cases which might 
tend to disconfirm the conclusion. Socialist 
countries downgrade clerical occupations' 
and upgrade manual labor. Data from 
Congo, Nigeria, Village India, and New Brit­
ain deviate' rather sharply, and lie warns the 
researcher' to be cautious wlien using the 
scale in "such places." The FrenCh data 
simply do not conform to the pattern. This 
he dismisses as error. It may be. 'In other 
words, he seems to think that the, negative 
cases are few and that they constitute noth­
ing more than minor aberrations. 

How well do the data really support the 
basic, contention thai at, bottom' there is 
really orieoccupational prestige 
hierarchy-possibly with a slight variantfqr 
socialist nations, po~siblymisunderstood in 
a'few primitive places? This is.,a question 
which is not easy to answer. Ohe can list 
the caveats, most of which have been 
stated before. (1) The sample of countries ii 
a bit overloaded with the Euro-American 
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"i,ndustrial countries and their offshoots in 
\Oceania a.nd South America. (2) It is also 
'roverbaianced with urban samples and 
'!samples of relatively well,educated (i.e., ur­
"banized, westernized) students in the less 
,i developed countries (LDCs) where rural­
"urban differences might be expected. By 
,aur rough count, in his set of sixty (Table 
"'2.1 :31-41), forty-three samples were taken 
·'·from countries where rural-urban dif­
'ferences in outlook, if they exist, might in­
fluence the outcome. Only'seven of these, 
'however, were rural samples. Thirty,four 
were urban and/or student samples, Of the 

" nineteen student samples, eighteen were of 
"university or high school students. 'In the 

LDCs," such people are usually highly ur­
banized. (3) Probably more important, while 
the number of, occupations evaluated by 
the raters in the hundreds of pairs of coun­
try samples Treiman compared varied en­
ormously, 'many were rather small. Only 

, seven pairs included over 100 shared occu­
'pational titles (the United States with Aus­

tralia, United States with Canada, United 
, States with the Netherlands, Australia with 
New Zealand, and the three Thai samples 
with each other). Unfortunately, for yea.rs it 
has been surmised that small sampleS of 
titles might tend to be overweighted with 
those of higher and lower prestige to the 
neglect of the middle. This may well be the 
case in these data. There were even 387 
(22%) which shared fewer than ten occupa­
tional titles (Table 4.1 :81-92). These he 
wisely dropped from the analysis. (4) Al­
most all the samples of occupational titles 
were taken from those current in the indus­
trialized West. It is no surprise, therefore, 
that those wi,th the largest numbers of miss­
ing correlation coefficients (due to small 
numbers of shared occupational titles) all 
involved "non-Western a'nd non­
industrialized people: Ceylon, Nigeria, West 
Irian, and South African indigenous people. 
(5) In our opinion the examination of nega­
tive cases could have been more thorough. 
If the shared variance of a pair of estimates 
of the similarity of occupational prestige 
hierarchies is not even equal to r2 =.500 
(r=.707), then the two would seem not to be 
very much alike. To find out how many are 
dissimilar by this criterion, the number of 
pairs of samples whose r2<.500 was 
counted, again drawing upon the data 
Treiman presents in his Table 4.1 :81-92. 
There are 267 such coefficients, or 15% of 
the total 1,770 cross-sample comparisons. 
To us, this seems like a rather high per-

centage of negative cases, especially in 
view of the fact, noted above, lhat an 
additional 22% of the correlations were not 

,even run because oflownumbers,bf com­
'para,ble occupational titles. These low cor­
relations were not distributed randomly. 
Eight samples each yielded twenty' or more 
correlations of r2<500' (again by our rough 
count). These were the USSR, Poland, 
Czechoslovakia, Peasant India, New Britain, 
Congo, Grenada, and, France (whose data 
Treiman suspects). Thus, except for France, 
lhenegative cases a,re concentrated among 
new soCieties and socialist 'countries. As a 

, matter of fact, the one 'other SOCIalist mition 
.in the sample, Yugoslavia, also shows a 
'~ather high humber of low correlations: six­
teen. 'It seemS to' us ,that the large percent­
age of negative cases and the ,appari'"t 

"tenden'eY for them to'beconcentrated out­
side the industrIal West and its offshoots 
would alert one to the possibility that the 
variations among countries maybe bEihav­
inglawfully, If so, thiS would mean that we 
are observing, not' one, but several­
perhapS many-occupational prestige 
hierarchies: 

All in all, one would .nfertnat the biases 
in the data unfairly tip (h!l,s,cales in favor of 
the hypothesis ·of world'wideidentity. The 
oversampling ofWestetri countries, of 
urban and thus possiply Westernized raters, 
and poss,bly of occupational titles of West­
ern industrial origin each might yield pro­
Western biases. The sizeable undersam­
piing of inter-country correlations involving 
non-industrial countries and peoples, and 
the large proportion of low correlations 
suggest that Treiman's conclusion may be 
premature. 

There is little new about these concerns. 
The only truly new information is the wealth 
of detail that Treiman has presented. In the 
best scientific tradition, all the necessary 
data are there so that the careful reader 
may inspect them for himself. The most 
serious challenge to Treiman's main con­
clusion and thus to the SlOPS could come 
from vastly improved 'original data, col­
lected so as to satisfy the criticisms implied 
above. But a bit more may be done even 
with Treiman's data. 

Even though Treiman's eVidence is 
biased (unintentionally, of course), so as to 
yield an illusion of greater occupational 
prestige similarity than probably really 
exists, it may stili be analyzed so as to de­
termine the extent to which the correlations 
among the occupational prestige hierar-
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chies vary lawfully. If, in spite of these 
biases, sociologically meaningful indepen­
dent variables turn out to control a sub­
stantial proportion of the variation among 
occupational prestige hierarchies, it may be 
necessary to abandon or modify the hy­
pothesis, and to use with speCial caution 
the SlOPS instrument based on it. We have 
performed such a test on Treiman's data. 
Two,substantive sociological variables and 
four technical variables are used as re­
gressors. The latter are employed to reduce 
the likelihood that correlations between the 
quality of the evidence on·the one hand and 
sociologically meaningful variables on the 
other might either obscure or spuriously 
indicat,e effects of the latter on the correla­
tions among occupational prestige hierar­
chies. Each of Treiman's correlation coeffi­
cients is taken to be an estimate of the 
degree of similarity between a pair of occu­
pational prestige hierarchies (OPH). We 
have then regressed the degree of OPH 
similarity on a series of pairwise variables 
which we have constructed from the data 
Trei,man provides. The objective of this 
exercise is to estimate the zero-order, par­
tial, and total effects of each of a set of 
available te«hnical and substantive pairwise 
variables (see the next paragraph) on the 
apparent degree of Similarity of occupa­
tional prestige hierarchies. The substantive 
variables are: Variable (1) the types of 
societies from which the samples con­
tributing to a correlation were drawn; and 
Variable (2) the rural or urban populations 
from which the pairs of samples were 
dravlO. For reasons that become clearer as 
we go on, both of these are dummy vari­
ables. The technical variables are: Variable 
(3) the number of shared occupational titles 
(this may in fact be a subtle reflection of 
serious. substantiv~ differences among oc­
cupational structures); Variable (4) a 
dummy yariiible describing the sizes of the 
two samples of occupational titles; Variable 
(5) a dummy variable describing the sizes of 
the two samples of raters; and Variable (6) 
a dummy variable describing the quality of 
the data of each pair (Treiman's estimate, 
Table 2.1:31-41). 

Pairwise variables may be new to the lit­
erature.ln any case, they are essential to 
thiS type of analysis. The phenomena which 
gave rise to the correlation coefficients ob­
viously cOrne in 'pairs. Our dependent vari­
able, OPH correlations, is thus pairwise. So 
are all. the independent variables. The oc­
cupations actually, correlated come from 

two samples of occupational' titles-one 
rated by members of one sample of per­
sons, the other by those of the other sam­
ple. Each of the two samples of raters is a 
participant in a society of one type or an­
other. Both sets might be rural people or 
both might be urban, or one might be 
urban while the other is rural. Not only are 
all the variables pairwise; all but one of the 
regressors (the number of shared occupa­
tional titles) are treated as dummy vari­
ables. So most are pairwise dummy vari-

ables. Each of these is made up of C(C
2
+ 1) 

possibilities (C is the number of 
categories). For example, given that each 
sample of raters may be rural (R) or urban 
(U), then C",2-one for R, another for U. 

Thus, in this case, C(C+1) '" 2(~ '" 3. 
2 , 2 

These three pairwise, classes are RR, RU 
(which is the same as UR), and UU. Now 
let us take the case of the type of society 
from which each sample ,of raters was' 
drawn. As will be seen in more detail in a 
moment, we have broken the samples into 
four categories of societies: Western Indus­
trialized and Their Offshoots (W), Socialist 
Industrialized (S), Old Non-Industrialized 
(0), and ,New Societies (N). In this case 

C(C+1)", 4(5) '" 1 a pairwise classes. 
2 2 

Categorical pairwise variables such as 
these may be used as regressors simply by 
dropping one of the pairwise classes, that 
is, by making ,dummy variables out of them. 
For the rural-urban pairwise variable, UU 
was taken as the dummy; for the type of 
society WW was the dummy. These dUmmy 
variables (Su,its, 1957) require thatthe re­
gression coefficient for a category be read 
as its deviation from the omitted category. 

The most complicated, pairwise variable 
is type of society. Contemporary civiliza­
tions, whether industrial or not, ,have en­
ormous durability and influence. Europe 
during and after the Age of Conquest was 
and is such a society. So are the Hindu 
society, Southwestern Asian, and North Af­
rican Islamic society, as well as China, Ja­
pan, and Java. The industrial system is also 
influential. European civilization is now 
more influential than the others precisely 
because it has the socioeconomic orgll­
nization and trained personnel to operate 
the industrial system. The others,except 
Japan, are just learning how to do it. 
Capitalism and socialism, where they are 
more then rhetoric, also stand for basic 
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pervasive and durable differences among 
societies. ClearIY,·the Eastern European na­
tions, four of which appear in Treiman's 
data, are socialist in name and fact. So too 
are Cuba and several Asian nations-China, 
Vietnam, North Korea-none of which are 
in these data. The bases 01 this classifica­
tion ·are civilization, in·dustrialization, and 
capitalism-socialism. Thus Western Europe 
and the nations it spawned (W) should ex­
hibit an occupational prestige hierarchy re­
flecting its industrial structure and 
capitalist economic organization. That is, 
Western European nations and their ur­
banized offshoots in the Americas and 
OCeania (the once sparsely populated re­
gions they peopled with emigrants from 
Western Europe) should be relatively near 
to each other regarding their basic culture, 
their understanding of the industrial sys­
tem, and their involvement in the capitalist 
system. Correspondingly, the socialist na­
tions (S) included in Treiman's data are all 
European and industrial. But their mode of 
economic organization is different from 
that of the West and their evaluation of oc­
cupations should differ accordingly. The 
occupational structure of contemporary 
pre-industrial urban-agrarian societies 
(O)-India, the Islamic countries, Java, 
China, Japan (though the latter is not easy 
to classify)-we would surmise would be 
rather like each other because of their deep 
experience with labor intensive agriculture 
and urban commerce. Their populations, 

. especially rural people, would be relatively 
unfamiliar with the industrial system in 
general (thereby differing from the people 
of the West and of the Industrial Socialist 
nations) and be untouched by socialist eval­
uations of industrial occupations, thereby 
differing ,from people of Eastern Europe. 
The people of many newly emerging states 
may have not yet been steeped in any of the 
above three kinds of systems. These New 
Societies (N) have been formed by colonial 
powers within the last 300 years, by mixture 
of once-separate non-urbanized ethnic or 
tribal groups. They are certainly not Euro­
pean capitalist industrial societies, neither 
are they European socialist industrial 
societies (although some of them claim to 
be socialist), nor old urban-agrarian 
societies. Raters from such societies would 
be expected either ·to respect the evalua­
tions transmitted to them by their former 
colonial "mother countries" or simply not 
to have very clear evaluations of the occu­
pations of m,odern, industrial societies. 

The resulting basic. clas.sification of the 
societies in Treiman's samples has few am­
biguous cases. Western Europe's offshoots 
are clear enough. They incll!de all of North 
America, urban. South AmerIca, Australia, 
and New Zealand. Also unambiguous are 
the Socialist Industrial nations, Java, India, 
and the Islamic countries are clearly old 
agrarian, and commercial civilizations. 
Japan poses a bit of a problem because it is 
an old urban-agrarian civilization that has 
industrialized. To be conSistent, we classed 
it along with India, etc., rather than with the 
West. Those from the New Societies, the 
ex-colonial tribal regions, are equally un­
ambiguous. The basic four-fold clilssifica" 
tion (W, S, 0, 'N) generates a pairwise vatiC 
able of ten classes: WW, WS, WO, WN, SS, 
SO, SN, 00, ON, NN. WW was used as the 
dummy. This pairwise variable is labeled 
SOCIETY. 

The rural-urban pairwise variable was al­
ready sketched above. It was included be­
cause of earlier evidence (Haller, Holsinger, 
and Saraiva, 1972; Haller and Lewis, 
1966; Lewis and Haller, 1964), some of 
which data, together with others presented 
by Treiman (peasant India, rural Thailand, 
and rural Brazil), suggest the possibility 
that rural people are likely to have variant 
evaluations of occupations. This is for two 
reasons: (1) rural divisions of 'labor are 
characteristically different from urban, and 
(2) in non-industrial countries, rural people 
are less Ii kely to have been exposed to 
European industrial occupational hierar­
chies. Students, of course, were treated as 
urban. So were all nation-wide samples 
(which, incidentally, only were drawn from 
industrialized countries). There are three 
possible cases-RR, RU, ANDUU. UU was 
used as the dummy. This pairwise variable 
is labeled as RURAL. 

The third variable is the number of similar 
occupational titles rated by members of 
both the samples involved in a given OPH 
correlation. Its main function, like that of all 
the subsequent variables, is to control the 
effects of technical matters whose possible 
correlation with both the inter-societal OPH 
correlation coeffiCients and the variables of 
clear substantive importance mightspuri­
ously influence the estimate of the effects 
of the latter. But there is also a substantive. 
purpose in including it. The degree to 
which the occupational environment of any 
two samples of raters is similar enough to 
permit them to evaluate the same occupa­
tions, and thus to permit the assessment of 



728 REVIEW ESSAYS 

the degree of correlation of theirhierar­
chies, is one of the questions posed in this 
literature. If two occupational systems are 
so different that it is difficult to obtain en­
ough mutually translatable and mutually 
recognizable occupational titles on which 
to calculate a correlation coefficient, this in 
itself would constitute evidence of dissimi­
larity. This is the substantive reason for in-. 
eluding the number of titles actually used in 
each OPH correlation. Yet the latter is so 
confounded with the technical reason-the 
tendency to over-represent the top and the 
bottom will probably be greater when small 
numbers of occupations are available-that 
the two kinds of effects cannot be sepa­
rated. We treat it primarily as a technical 
variable. It is called COMMON TITLES. It 
was not dummied, of course. 

The fourth variable is the .number of oc­
cupational titles rated by each of the two 
samples. It is entered as a proxy for quality 
of the research operations going into each 
data set which are directly pertinent to the 
measurement of occupational prestige 
hierarchies. The lower the quality, if any" 
thing, the less dependable the estimates of 
the degree of inter-hierarchy similarity. 
Other things .being equal, one would,sup­
pose that less sophisticated reseilrch' teams 
would be content with smaller and probably . 
poorer samples of occupational titles. 
Teams with greater experience with re­
search regarding occupational prestige 
hierarchies would normally draw larger and 
more representative samples of occupa-' 
tional. titles. This variable is controlled be­
cause of the strong possibility that it is cor" 
related with the substantive variables. The 
sizes of the occupational title samples were 
broken .into three groups: L (100 or more 
titles), M (30-99 titles), S (29 or fewer titles). 
This yields a pairwise variable with. six 
classes:LL, LM, LS"; MM, MS, SS. LLwas 
used as, the dummy. This variable iscalh.d 
ALL TITLES. . 

The fifth variable is the number·of raters. 
Small numbers of raters would provide un­
stable rankings, thus lowering the correla­
tions between OPHs. The depressing effect 
that small sizes would have on the value of 
the correlation coefficients would be 
greatest when both samples of raters were 
small. Each sample W<lS elassed as Large 
(200 or more raters), Medium (51-199 rat­
ers), or Small (50 or fewer. raters). This. 
yields a pairwise variable with six classes. 
LL, LM, LS, MM, MS,and SS. LL was used 
as the dummy. This pairwise variable is 

called RATERS. It, too, might well be corre­
lated with the substantive variables. 

The sixth and last variable is the quality 
of each data set, as rated by Treiman. It was 
used as a control variable. As a rule, poor 
data leads to low correlations. This variable 
is included because of the likelihood that 
lower correlations would be observed in 
non-Western and rural societies-because 
of the relative paucity of capable su rvey re­
search agencies and personnel, and be­
cause of the rarity of respondents accus­
tomed to such research. Treiman classed 
the quality of each data set into one of four 
categories: 1 (worst) to 4 (best). His criteria 
are not clear, but we infer that 4 was re­
served for research in which national sam­
ples of raters were designed and conducted 
by professional survey research agencies. 
We cannot determine how he distinguished 
between categories 3, 2, and 1. (By coinci­
dence, we are intimately familiar with three 
of the data sets which he has classified and 
would disagree with his scoring. of at least' 
one of them, if not all.) We surmise that 
those to which he assigned a scoring 4 are 
indeed quite dependable, but that he may 
have mi.sestimated the quality of some of 
the others. At any rate;thebette'the quality 
of each of two samples, the more valid and 
reliable the data from them, and the more 
dependable the estimate of the correlation 
between .them. As with. the other technical 
variables, this is included to control the ef­
fects of quality.variations on the estimates 
of the effects of substantive variables on 
Itie intercountry corr.elations. This leads to 
another pairwise variable. Its categories 
are: 44, 43,,42, 41, 33, 32, 31, 22, 21 and 
11--,-ten in all. Category 44 serves as the 
dummy. The variable is called QUALITY. 

The followil)gbrief discussion of the re­
sults of this. exercise. is taken from a multi-· 
pie regression of all six indepimdent vari­
ables on the corre.lation between pairs of 
occupational prestige,hierarchies. ' 

Given t.he large number of regression 
coefficients and F tests (generated by the 
five. pairwise dummied variables), it Seemed 
prudent to check the results of the full­
scale analysis against three lower-order re~ 
gression analyses:. (a) each regressor 
(dummied, of course) alone against the de, 
pendent variable.; (b) the multiple .regres­
sion of the "1\"0 substantive pairwise 
regressors-rural-urban sampling .andtype 
of society (RURAL and SOCIETY, in the" 
Tables)-on the dependent variable; and (c) 
the multiple regression 01 each 01 the tech-

• 
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nical regressors-number of occupational 
titles rated by both samples involved in the 
estimate of correlation between occupa­
tional prestige hierarchies (COMMON TI­
TLES), the pairwise size classification of 
the number of titles rated by each such 
sample (ALL TITLES), the pairwise 
classification of the number of raters in 
each such sample (RATERS), and the pair­
wise classification of Treiman's estimate of 
the quality of, data in each such sample 
(QUALlTY)-against the dependent vari­
able. In reading these data, it should be 
recalled that the F test for a category indi­
cates whether its value differs significantly 
from that of the omitted category, and that 
each of the omitted categories was chosen 
because it provides a reasonable basis for 
comparison with each other category in its 
set. 

The overall results .of these checks are 
presented in Table 1. The ceefficients of 
determinatien (R') shew a consistent pat­
tern despite the fact, to be expected, that 
they shift around a bit depending on which 
specific regressors are included in the 
equations. The main conclusions to be 
drawn from the table, are: (1) The, substan­
tive variables (S), RURAL and SOCIETY, do 
indeed seem to have noteworthy impacts 
on the estimates of the correlations among 
pairs of occupational prestige hierarchies. 
Their estimated effects are just a bit larger 
than those of the technical variables (T). 
(Uncorrected, Ri = .175, R¥ = .125, Total R' 
= .277.) (2) One of the technical regressors 

Table 1. Summary of Estimates of Explained 
Variance of Sets of Regressors on 
Treiman's Estimates of the Correlation 
Between Occupational Prestige Hierar­
chies* 

Regressors (Pairwise variables). 

RURAL 
SOCIETY 
COMMON TITLES 
ALL TITLES 
RATERS 
QUALITY 
SUBSTANTIVE REGRESSORS 

(Rural, Society) 
TECHNICAL REGRESSORS 

(Common Titles, All 
Titles, Raters, Quality) 

ALL REGRESSORS 

R' 

.027 

.131 

.060 

.004 

.023 

.039 

.175 

.125 

.277 

Soure_e: Original calcu_lations based on data in 
Treiman (1977), Tables 2.1 (31-41) and 4.1 (81-
92). 

.. R2s are uncorrected . 

appears to have noteworthy effects. It is the 
number of occupational titles correlated 
(COMMON TITLES): r2 = .060. (3) The ef­
fect of the number of occupational titles 
(ALL TITLES) ill the original samples ap­
pears in this table to be inconsequential (R' 
= .004), but Table 2 will show that this is 
misleading. We believe that a suppressor 
effect is operating here in conjunction with 
COMMON TITLES. (4) The estimated effects 
of the other two variables are small (R' = 
.023, R' = .039, respectively). Still, their 
sizes are large enough s.o that researchers 
would be imprudent to ignore them in ttle 
future. ' 

The main results are sU,mmarized in Table 
2. They may be stated quickly. (1) People 
from rural and urban samples do disagree 
Significantly regarding the evaluation of 
occupational titles. The, b values would 
seem to indicate that Rural-Rural pairs of 
rater samples disagree sharply with 

,Urban-Urban pairs (b = - .328}-quite a bit 
more so than rural-urban pairs do (b = 
-.117). We believe this finding warrants fu­
ture work in identifying characteristically 
rural occupations with the same sort of 
care that has been given to urban and 
industrial occupations and incorporating 
them into studies of occupational prestige . 
In this we should be prep'ared to cope "'(ith 
the possibility that the occupational roles of 
specific rural workers may be more varied 
according to region and season, among 
other things, and possibly more complex, 
than seems to have been assumed. Surely 
their work is less standardized than that of 
many types of machine operators in fac­
tories. Similarly, the number of rural sam­
ples of raters is so small (7) that it is su r­
prising that the band F values are as large 
as they are: -.328 and 39.299, respectively. 
(2) The type of societies compared (SOCI­
ETY) clearly affects the correlation among 
occupational prestige hierarchies. 
Western-industrial pairs were used as the 
contrast samples. Th", greatest similarities 
to Western pairs are found among those 
pairs that include at least one Western 
sample. Pairs invelving .one Secialist and 
.one ether type .of seciety shew the greatest 
diSSimilarity, while these,exclusively invelv­
ing New Secieties and Old Nen-industrial 
civilizations are in between. It seems a bit 
anemeleus that Secialist-Secialist pairs de 
not differ much from Western-Western 
pairs. (3) Datafrem Table 1 (espeCially the 
last celumn)· appear te shew that the 
number .of shared eccupatienal titles 



Table 2. Summary of Est.imates of" Simultaneous Effects of Six Reg"ressors on Treiman's Estimates of the" Correlation Between Pairs of 
Occupational Prestige Hierarchies 

Comparison 
Vari~ble Dichotomy W j( " Constant b f3 R2++ F 

1. RURAL Urban-Urban 939 .829 .377 .6510 .257 13.630' 
Rural-Rural 7 .006 .078 -.328 -.173 39.299' 
Rural-Urban 185 .163 .370 -.117 -.291 76.135' 

2. SOCIETY West':"'West 113 .100 .300 :D 
West-Socialist 59 .052 .222 -.158 -.237 54.720' m 
West-Old 249 .220 .414 .000 -.001 0.000 :5 
West-New 205 .181 .385 -.047 -.121 8.392' m 
Socialist-Socialist 9 .008 .089 -.031 -.019 0.488 ::E 
Socialist-Old 65 .057 ',233 -.098 -.153 19.802' m 
Soc"ialist-New 38 .034 .180 -.190 -.231 54.615' en en 
Old-Old 146 .129 .335 .032 .072 2.833 » 
Old-New 195 .172 .378 -.028 -.072 2.544 -< 
New-New 53 .047 .2.11 -.023 -.033 0.996 en 

3. COMMON TITLES 22.506 14.574 .003 .267 46,031' 

4. ALL TITLES Large-Large 45 .040 .195 
Large-Medium 368 .325 .469 .084 .266 11.842' 
Large-Small 67 .059 .236 .113 .180 13.664' 
Medium-Medium 541 .478 .500 .090 .302 10.642' 
Medium-Small 110 .097 .296 .149 .298 23.046' 
Small-Small 1 .001 .030 .242 .. 048 3.333 



Table 2. (Continued) 

Comparison 
X Variable Dichotomy W " 

5. RATERS Large-La~ge 461 .407 .492 
Large-Medium 475 .419 .494 
Large-Small 51 .045 .207 
Medium-Medium 116 .102 .303 
Medium-Small 27 .024 .153 
Small-Small 1 .001 .030 

6. QUALITY 11 (Worst-Worst) 298 .263 .441 
1 2 160 .141 .349 
1 3 314 .277 .448 
1 4 115 .102 .302 
2 2 16 .014 .118 
2 3 77 .068 .252 
2 4 31 .027 .163 
3 3 64 .057 .231 
3 4 51 .045 .207 
4 4 (Best-Best) 6 .005 .073 

Dependent Variable: Correlation of 
Occupational Prestige Hierarchies 1133 .797 .148 

Source: Original calculations based on data in Treiman (1977), Tables 2 (31-41) and 4;1." 
t Cases with complete data. 

H After correction. Uncorrected, R2=.277. 
" P<.05. 

Constant b< f3 R2++ F 

.018 .062 3.443 
-.035 -.049 3.079 

.053 .109 10.118" 
-.044 -.045 2.539 
-.143· '-·029 1.223 

:Xl 
m 

.059 .139 19.647" $ 

.032 .098 8.265" m 

.030 '.060 3.338 ::s 
;119 .095 12.178" m 
.093 .158 25.681"· (J) 

.093 .. 103 12.451' (J) 

> .046 .071 5.359" -< 
.. 030 .041 1.674 (J) 

.021 .010 0.134 
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(COMMON TITLES) entering into an esti­
mate of the degree of similarity of occupa­
tional prestige hierarchies is the strongest 
regressor among the technical group. Net 
of all else, the larger the number of com­
parable occupational titles entering the 
comparison, the higher the correlation. 
This was included mainly as a control vari­
able, but there was a substantive reason 
involved too, it will be recalled. Comparable 
occupational structures are those contain­
ing the same occupational roles and thus 
the same occupational titl~s. The smaller 
the overlap of the occupational structures 
of two societies, the smaller will be the list 
of comparable occupational titles. Thus the 
lower correlations which are observed be­
tween pairs of samples whose correlations 
are based on smaller numbers of occupa­
tional titles may be partly due to the degree 
of incomparability between the two occupa­
tional structures. Of course, it might also be 
due to the possibility that the more sophis­
ticated research teamsindude large num­
bers of occupational titles in their stUdies 
of prestige hierarchies, though the fact that 
the pairwise sizes of the whole lists of oc­
cupations entering such correlations (ALL 
TITLES) are included in the equation (see' 
Table 2) argues against this purely techni­
cal interperetation. In short, it is plausible 
that this variable's effect on the correla- . 
tions is partly due to variations in the basic 
comparability of occupational prestige 
hierarchies. If so, it would be a third sub­
stantive societal difference affecting the 
similarity of occupational prestige hierar­
chies. This would be quite important. It 
would bring the total amount of variance of 
the correlations among prestige hierarchies 
due to the combination of substantive fac­
tors (combinations of cultural and struc­
tural differences among societies 
[SOCIETY], and among sector-specific 
samples of raters [RURAL], and non­
comparable aspects 01 occupational struc­
tures not captured by these) up to about R2 
~ .200. (4) The apparent effects of the other 
technical variables (ALL TITLES, RATERS, 
and QUALITY) are not strong, and their only 
function in the analysis is to guard against 
attributing effects to the substantive vari­
abies· which might have been (though we 
now know they were. not) attributable to 
technical flaws. A few.comments might be 
in order. (a) As conjectiJred many yf;larsago 
(Haller and Lewis, 1966), net Of the number 
of occupational titles' actually compared, 
small samples of them (ALL TITLES) raise 

the estimated correlations among occupa­
tional prestige hierarchies (large-large vs. 
all others: b~,084). We presume that this is 
due to a tendency to overrepresent the high 
and low prestige extremes in small samples 
of occupational titles. (b) On the other 
hand, at these levels, the number of raters 
has no consistent effect. (c) Finally, 
Treiman's measure of the quality of the 
data set makes very little difference, al­
though there is a slight tendency for pairs 
he labels as the better to yield higher corre­
lations. 

So what do these results imply regarding 
the two main offerings of Treiman's book? 
The main questions are simple. Is there 
really but one prestige hierarchy in the 
world? Can Treiman's SlOPS be used with 
confidence to conduct comparative re­
search on occupational prestige? 

Regarding the first, regression analysis 
data do not permit us to conclude that 
there is but one pervasive occupational 
prestige hierarchy in the world. Too many 
comparisons could not even be made. Too 
many OPH correlations are too low. And the 
correlations among prestige hierarchies 
behave lawfully. But the observed correla­
tions among quite" few specific occupa­
tional prestige hierarchies are indeed quite 
high. A less sweeping hypothesis may well 
be tenable. It holds that the whole urban 
West-including' all of the non-socialist 
industrial nations of Europe, North 
America, and Oceania, as well· as all of 
urban Latin America-apparently has one 
single occupational prestige hierarchy. 
Treiman's data certainly suggest the 
possibility. It also appears that the urban 
areas of non-industrial countries share the 
Western hierarchy, but'until data from more 
of these areas are in, it is probably too early 
to be sure. The European industrialized 
socialist countries and to some extent the 
new SOCieties, however, are not in complete 
agreement with it. Moreover, the rural sec­
tors of non-industrial societies also appear 
to have rather sharply different occupa­
tional prestige hierarchies. 

Regarding the second, 21% of Treiman's 
pairs of societies could not even be corre­
lated because their OPHs had fewer than 
ten comparable occupational titles. 
Perhaps more important, many of Trei­
man'sOPHs are clearly different from that 
of the West. These facts make it almost 
certain that when serious attention is given 
to occupational prestige hierarchies of iso­
lated ru ral peoples and other peoples out-
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~ide the industrialized West, they will turn out 
to be different enough to warrant consid­
erably more attention than they have re­
ceived to date. It seems unlikely that the 
SlOPS would ordinarily work well in such 
societies. 

To answer Treiman's first quesition, we 
apparently do not live in a world that has 
but one occupational prestige hierarchy. To 
answer the second, we cannot depend ex­
clusively on the SlOPS in our efforts to 
lTleasure occupational prestige. Occupa­
tional prestige hierarchies are human con­
structions; some are very similar to each 
other, some· quite difierent. Both the dif­
ferences .and the similarities are too great 
to be ignored. Some prestige hierarchies 
are qujtedifferent from that of the West. 

. But the impact of Europe and its industri­
alized offshoots on the occupational 
prestige hierarchies of the urbanized, liter­
ate populations of the world seems truly 
remarkable. 

If a single occupational prestige 
hierarchy does not yet span the world, is a 
process of convergence going on? Here the 
evidence is circumstantial. It would appear 
that as the peoples of more and more coun­
tries are incorporated into a world system, 
convergence may be occurring. If today's 
illiterate and rural peoples continue to be 
brought into deepening contact with the 
industrial system and with the educational 
system linked to it, both diffusion and the 
requirements of' the industrial system 
should induce considerable convergence 
(Meyer, Boli-Bennett, and Chase-Dunn, 
1975). The question of possible socialist di­
vergence remains, however. Treiman seems 
to think that their somewhat variant hierar­
chies are temporary. He may be right, but 
the more prudent stance may be that it is 
too early to say. 

Then what about the SIQPS? It seems to 
us that, used with care, it will probably turn 
out to be an important research tool. There 
is no present reason to doubt that it is a 
good instrument for use in the West, and 
that it would be quite effective in many 
other urban and industrial areas of the 
world. Even so, cautious researchers will 
develop scales for specific countries and 
use them, perhaps in conjunction with the 
SlOPS, especially outside the West. Of 
course, there is always the risk that the 
SlOPS might be superseded by something 
else, such -as a world-widE'- so-cioeconomic 
status scale. 

Until and unless this happens, the 

stratification researcher interested in the 
possibility of drawing generalizations about 
stratification systems and their 'correlates 
would be well advised to include. the -SlOPS 
as at least one of his scoring systems ror 
occupational prestige. For $o",e purposes, 
it might be useful to employ other :;lEI-type 
occupational scoring systems along with it, 
as Featherman and Hauser (1978) have 
done .. ·F.urthj3rmore, the occupational 
prestige' hierarchy of a country is nq~ the 
only variable. essential .for describing a 
stratification system: The.dataarenotyet in 
regarding the relationship between the 
westige, wealth, and power of the small 
unit~families,' households, worker~ 
which participate in larger stratification sys­
terns.' For many purposes, the careful 
stratification researcher will ,want to ~se 

. other, nOrl-occ~pational variables, together 
with the SlOPS or an SEI instrument. 

This book is a landmark in·stratification 
research. It is a mode,l of thorough atten­
tion to detail. In the openness with .which 
the basic data are revealed to the reader, it 
may be unmatched in its field. It will be of 
practical value to other researchers who 
have been seeking jUst such an instrument 
as the SlOPS. Many will use it. Others will 
be stimulated by Treiman's analysis to de­
termine just what are the ractors that gen­
erate similarities and differences in occupa­
tional prestige hierarchies. 
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