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STRATIFICATION AND DEVELOPMENT: L e -
THE BRAZILIAN CASE S
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For many vyears scholars and statesmen have been concerned with the
supposed relationship between stratification and development, The topic
is obviousl? of great theoretical and practical importance. Unfortunately,
7777 until recently the available specifications of both concepts have been too
imprecise to permit a clear delineation of the empiriéal relationships
between them, Morecver the data by which to meaéure the variables implied
by each afe only just now becoming available, and even at present are rarely
available except in the most highly developed countries, Topics such as
this, which are important to many people but about which very little
systematic empirical information exists, tend to generate large numbers of
hypotheses-and even myths, Some may be held quite tenacicusly, often becoming
bases of massive political prcqrams.r Other than war itself, few issues of
the 20th Century engage the passions of practical pecple or the thoughts of
theorists more than the deﬁeloPment of nations and stratification--or
social, political and economic inequality among people, It would be
futile to try to list or to rationalize even a fraction of the often .
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contradictory hypotheses that abound in this field.ﬁ For example, some
:Té (Lenski,'lQGG; Treiman, 1970) hold that in the modern world, development
. reduces inequality and enhances social mobility, Others hold that develop-~
;;E. ment increases‘inequality {Lewis, 1976). One of the more useful and
complete lists of such hypotheses is presented in Treiman (197b). Never=

theless the confusion in the literature on stratification and develeopment

is so great that one perspicacious analyst (Garcrell, 1981) presented the

g conflicting hypotheses in sic et non fashion, arraying them locsely according

to "dependency" and "meodernization" hypotheses,



The fact is that down to today, most of the conceivable relationships
between social stratification and development remain unknown, This is true
despite the maqy years that research has been devoted to the topic. Perhaps
the main reasons‘for this state of affairs are the following. 1) Both
concepts, social stratification and development, are many-faceted, and the
full set of their empirical relationships may be determined only after all
of their various aspects have been identifiéd and subjected to quantitative
measurement, 2) The full array of conceptual variables needed to mark the
various facets of social stratification had not been identified until
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recently GSualastogaTu1964+ﬂBuncan**f968; Haller? 1970) . 4, 3) Appropriate

concepts and adequate descriptors of development are only just emerging,
despite years of research employing single-factor conceptions and measure-~
ments, such as irndexes of manufacturing intensiveness,energy consumption,

Thais
etc, 4) Even when satisfactory concepts and variables have been worked

out, it is enormously expensive to obtain the data to measure the variables
frmpliedt laj ‘ .
impliested—tn ecach concept, 5) Even now, such data are available only in
the most advanced nations and in a very few developing nations, If measures
of many of the key variables simply cannot be had for most of the less
developed nations, it is obviously impossible to draw valid inferences about
the relationships between social straﬁification and development ameng nations.

Indeed, to date élmost all, if not all, efforts to test hypotheses
concerning relationships between stratification and development have employed
comparisons among nations, Invariably, such studies fail to encompass the
full range of stratification phenomenon as in the research on income

inequality and economic deveiopment {(Paukert, 1973; Jain, 1975) or they

suffer both from onesideness and are based upon haphazard samples of countries,




as in the research on prestige and development (Treiman, 1977; Haller and
. Bills, 1979) or the studies of social mobility and development (Hazerigg
147¢L; 979
and GarnieryATyree, Semyonov and Hodgﬁg.
Clearly, as the requisite concepts and data become available it 1is
important that the empirical relationships between each aspect of both
phenomena be determined, At this juncture it would be useful to mark the
relationships between the development levels of all societies and the key vari-
ables describing their stratification systems. Given the data limitations in most
less developed countries (LDCs), this is not now feasible. But there is a useful
alternative, This paper presents such data for a nation (Brazil) whose
regions vary so markedly in development levels that they encompass most of
the development variation found among the nations of the world., This
analysis is not merely a substitute for the appropriate internaticnal

comparisons that may become possible in years to comejto be credible

' international comparisons must overcome serious research problems that de

not exist in the present instance, Leaving aside the question of diachronic
measurement the sampling and data-processing requirements of such systematic

international comparisons would be demanding and costly in the extreme,

Parameters must be measured or estimated for at leaét three levels of
units--household, national, and international, Prcbability samples of
households would be needed to yield unbiased estimates of national parameters,
A statistical description of the stratification system of a nation requires
at least one such parameter estimate be determined for each stratification
variabie. Since very few nations, practically all of them highly developed,
collect such data on stratification, new household probagility samples

would have to be drawn in many countries, The countries themselves would

have to be either fully enumerated or selected on a probability basis, The




¢

total number of nation-states is small (154) and most of them are LDCs,

At most, only 20 or 30 could be considered highly developed by current
standards, If nation-states were to be sampled rather than enumerated, the
sampling proportions would have to be high., So the problems of sample
selections would.be immense,

But this is just the beginning of the.complexity of the problem. An
internationally applicable indicator of national development level
capable of encompassing and properly weighting each demonstrably relevant
aspect of the concept, would have to be worked out; ''proxies' and
other ad hoc single-variable "indicators" whose validity is . untested simply
will not suffice, Among countries where data can be obtained, there still
may be problems of data cbmparability. Some of these can arise because the
various nation-states hav; different legal reéulations regarding collection
and recording, Others will surely arise because of lénguage and other
cultural differences among nation-states and among nations within certain
states, Still others may arise due to variations in the gquality of the
existing research infrastructures,

So a large and developmentally diverse nation-state, uniferm in language
and other major aspects of culture, with the required research infrastructure,
can provide a useful entity on which to measure the covariation of strati-
fication and development, A description of the relationships between
stratification and development within one nation, no matter how large,
cannct, of course, provide information on the relationships of corresponding
phenomena as they exist EEEEE nations, But there are substantial gains to
be made by throuch such a description., At minimum such evidence would show

that at least some of the numerous and often contradictory speculative
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hypotheses are false in at least one significant case, thus either negating

or limiting their applicability, Also, by providing a clear example of

reseafch yielding simultaneous measurement of the relationships between

development levels and the levels of each of a comprehensive set of strati-
fication variables, it would show how similarrresearch might be carried out

in other developmentally diverse nations such as Italy, the Soviet Union,

Saudi Arabia, china, etec.,, as appropriate data beccme available, Lastly the
resulting estimates of parameters can serve as benchmarks by which to determine the
relationship between changes in development and changes in stratification. Most of
all, it can clean out false hypotheses and bagin tﬁe construction of better ones.

Brazil is one of the few nation-states meeting the above conditions,

It may be the only one today. In theory and in fact, it is a nation of one

culture and one language, Portuguese, Its culture, indeed, is mostly

European, with certain African and Indian elements, The nation was founded
by Portuguese empire builders, together with their African and Indian slaves,

and consorts and the descendants of these in every imaginable combinatiof--

seamen, plantation owners and workers, prospectors and miners, small farmers

cattlemen, and adventurers, The borders of the vast national territory

have not changed much in 200 years and not at all in this century. Brazil

- | has wide variations in levels of development, In a loose way this has been

known for many vears. It now appears possible to measure its regional

o § development differences with relative precision: an abstract single-factor

indicator of socioeconcmic development of demonstrated validity has been
(Hdlon 1642 ; 1947)

worked out for the nation's 360 continental microregionsA From it the

nation's macroregions have been determined (see this volume}). Finaily, the

national statistical agency, (IBGE: The Brazilian Institute of Geography

and Statistics) regularly collects excellent household sample-survey data on

most aspects of life essential to the study of stratification,




In the discussion to come, we shall present a set of concepts permitting
a description of vari;tions in key stratification phencmena among large
gsocietal units such as nation-states, macroregions and microregions of
nations, and communities, These concepts will be used to summarize, from
the empirical literature, the findings regarding the relationship hetween
stratification and development, This will be done in two stages, The
first will be devoted to findings regarding between 6§€:Z;;ural dimensions
of stratificationﬂrz;d development, and the second between status attainment
processes and development., After determining what is already recorded in
the‘empirical literature, the same two-stage strategy will be applied to the

analyses of stratificaticn and development in Brazil.
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The "substances" of gtratification phenomena: content dimensions of

status (CDS), Several names are given by various authorities to the sub-
1

stantive dimensions--"content dimensions" (Haller, 1970)-by which small

social units such as individuals or households are arrayed in terms of
stratification, Comprehensive lists of them usually include at least four:
wealth, or access to goods and services; power, or pelitical influence;

social status, usually oOccupational rank, and informaticnal status, usually

educational attainment, Measuring the level of each small unit of a larger

system on any one content dimension requires a prior act of measurement of i

each unit's level on one or more qucific status content variables by which
each more general DS is manifested,
C DSr

The questions of how many &2s there are and exactly what they are
composed of must be answered from factor analyses of well-selected indicators
of each, Exactly how many factors of what composition will remain to be
seen, The factor composition may vary from across time and place (Jackson
and curtis, 1977), Indeed, several sets of such dimensions have been
proposed over the years, They traverse quite a range in complexity. Marx
seems to have thought in terms of a simple one-dimensicnal distinction,
between the owners,whom he supposed monopolized both capital and power, and
the workers tho had neither,

Weber (1946, 1947) seems tO have assumed the existence of a single
basis continuum of power, which controls "life chances" and which cculd be
manifested in any one of three ways--the political influence of parties,
the economic standing of classes, and the “"status honor" of traditional
strata, Sorckin (1927) prcposed three content dimensions: "economic
stratification," "political stratification," and "Occupétional stratification,"

Svalastoga (1964) proposed the four we mentioned above, though with slightly
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different labels--economic status, political status, social status, and
information status, Lenski (1966) argued for power and privilegeJrecognizing
prestige but treating it mostly as an epiphenomenon, Oversimplifying a bit,
we may say that Duncan (1968) listed seven such dimensions, with "level of
living" or "life chances" being a single dimensional summary of them,

Other recent writers have gone back to single diqensional sysfems, prestige
(Geldthorpe and Hope, 1927&; Treiﬁan, 1977) or occupational status (Featherman
and Hauser, 1978},

Each of the above "dimensions" is quite abstract. It is a complicated
matter to measure even the simplest of them, for example, those of Marx o+
Treiman, or Featherman and Hauser, As yet no widely-accepted measure of
power differentials among small units has yet emerged, Yet it is striking
that many researchers seem to have settled on three specific status content
variables as the empirical focuses of contemporary gquantitative research in
stratification (Alexander, Eckland, and Griffin, 1975; Sewell and Hauser,
1975; Otto and Haller, 1978): income or wages, occupational standing in
prestige units (Treiman, 1977) or in socioeconomic index units (SEI: Duncan,
1961; Featherman and Hauser, 1978), and education inyears completed (e.q.
Sewell and Hauser, 1975},

Because of their terminological differences, the reader might be led
into thinking that there is wide disagreement among the many authorities
on stratification, Some basic differences do indeed exist, But their
agreement is deeper than it may seem, The source of the problem is this:
Every scho}ar who writes about such matters is aware of the existence in
every known society of patterned, enduring and marked inequalitiesé?&ﬁjiiﬂ'
people regarding resources--sometimes serving as sources of societal intégration

and sometimes as bases of conflict--and in the deference and respect people




accord to one another, But different 6bse£Vers emphasize different aspects

of these phenomena. Without precise statistical data on each of the

variables implied by the various dimensional concepts and the specific
variables by which they are manifesﬁed, as well as the mathematical statistical
concepts and the computers necessary to make the resulting millions of
observations intelligible, there was until recently no way to determine

precisely how the apparent dimensions of stratification relate to each other

empirically, The research effort that would be required to do this would be
enormous, and might turn up great differences among societies, In fine,
all writers on social inequality or stratification are concerned with one
or another aspect of the same set of phenomena. But they emphasize different
specifiecs, At this juncture, the prudent researcher would employ a range

" of conecepts general enough to encompass the central substantive dimensions
of all major writers on the subject ;nd specific enough to exclude all other
phenomena, This is what, in recent decades, Svalastoga (1964), Duncan (1968},

and Haller (1970, 1979) have tried to do, Any of these sets of terms would

serve our present needs because they are equally comprehensive and because

@? the ranges of their referents ceincide exactly, These sets also enccmpass

income, occupaticnal prestige, and education, the three specific status

variables that are used most often in today's empirical stratification
research, In the present work we shall use the generic terms as they were

most recently presented ({Haller, l982£; also 1970, 1979}, This will keep the

terminology and specific concepts consistent with earlier writings
(Svalastoga, 1964; Haller and Portes, 1973; Haller and Spenner, 1977; Pastore,
Haller, and Gomez=-Buendia, 1975, 1977), Thus the content dimensions are

taken to be wealth or economic status, power or political status, prestige

or gsocial status, and informational status, Income is the nearest measure of the

first, occupational status of the third, and educaticn of the last. Power

measures are not availible.




o£ j‘-la‘!‘f_lgg J\Df)-

The forms of stratification phenomena: structural dimensions, Under
rd} .

various names, thought regarding. at least one formal property of stratifica-
tion systems, dispersion, goes back many years, haviné been applied mestly
S . to income (Gini, 1921) but also to other stratification dimensions (Sorokin,
1927). Even so, only within the last two decades have theorists begun
systematically to apply a set of such concepts to stratification phenomena
(Svalastoga, 1964; Duncan, 1968; Jackson and Curtis, 1968; Haller, 1970).
Each the resulting set of "structural dimensioné'kHaller, 1970, 1979) is
theoretically applicable to each of the substantive dimensions noted above
and to each of the more specific status content variables by which the

latter are manifested,

" . Structural dimensions of status (SDS) may be used to describe variations

in stratification systems, whether diachronic (of a given system over time}
or synchronic {among such systems at one point in time),., The nomenclature
of Haller (1970}, if used here because this set of concepts seems a bit
more comprehensive than others; althcough in éoﬁcept, but not in name, about

half are very cleose to Svalastoga's (1964) "parameters/:ii;;ere are at

f‘ﬁ least six of these, Illustration of possible diachronic variations in

each are presented in Figure l(and to certain variables of Duncan (1968),

Figure 1 About Here

Variations in the central tendency of a status content dimension

variable (§DS) indicate the degree to which the dimension is rising or
falling in the same system over time, or the degree to which the average .
differs from cne system to another, Economists employ this dimension quite

regularly, especially in studies of Gross National (or Domestic) Product per




FIGURE L ILLUSTRATIONS OF CHANGES IN THE STRUCTURE OF STATUS STRATIFICATION SYSTEMS
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capita, Actually, sociclogists also employ this variable rather often,

But so differently do they process the data and discuss the concept that

it appears to represent anocther concept altogether, The alternative form to
which we refer shows itself in status analysis as "structural mebility™

{e.g. Yasuda, 1964; Broom and Jones, 1977). Upward structural mobility

simply means that most people rose a bit because the whole occupational
structure edged upwards, say, between fathers' and sons' generations, Such
a change could just as easily be represented by the difference between sons'
and fathers' mean occupational statuses, allowing for some loss of detail,

Typical statistical devices measuring this $DS would be the mean, median,

or mode,

Variations in the dispersion of a CDS indicate the degree to which
people are more or less equal as far as that dimension or variable is
concerned, It is often called "inequality.," Typical measures of status
dispersion are the standard deviation or variance of tﬁe iogs, coeff%cient
of variation, Ginl coefficient, Kuznets' H, ordinal shares etc.(Weisskoff,
1976). Variations in the skewness of an SDS indicate another aspect of

inequality, Distributions of some (DSs are often markedly skewed, as in

T3 of the upper right panel of Figure 1, Personal income is usually

skewed such that logrithmic transformations are routinely applied to it to

yield an approximately normal distribtion, Several measures cf the degree
of skewness are available,

A fourth SDS is called stratigraphy, This aspect was offered in view

of the fact that certain status variables likely to be polimodal, In the
United States, the distribution of educational attainment in years success-
fully completed, for example, may be trimodﬁl, one mode for each "graduation"

point--eight years, twelve years, and sixteen years, A fifth SDS has been
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called "flux," although in recent research it is perhaps best known as

circulation mobility. Just as varijations in status central tendency may

be expressed as vertical structural mobility, so also may circulation
mopbility be either calculated from a "mobility table" (Featherman and Hauser,
1978) or as the opposite of status inheritance after the change in the

means {or "structural mobility") has been eliminated by subtraction

or standardization (Kelley and Klein, 1981}). Correlation coefficients (r)
and coefficients of determination (rz) antomatically perform just such a
standardization, S0 a cocefficient of flux circulation mobility, F, may be

. 2 .
defined as F=l-rT ! where Tl and T2 refer to two standard time points,
172

Usually status measurements are taken on men at the time of the interview
when the interviewee also provides a status measurement on this father at
some standard reference time, such as "when you tock your first regular job,"

Variations on the sixth and last - SDs, crystallization, show changes

in the degree to which the different SCDs vary together, As Landecker
(1981148-49), using the terms''rank system''where we use CDS, puts it,

" low correlation indicates the extent to which different rank systems are
distinct and separate hierarchies",,."The direct significance of a high
correlation is that it represents.the degree to which the different rank
systems converge with one another and jointly form a monclithic and com-
prehensive system of inequality."” Ways to measure variations in status
crystallization have not yet become standard, If sufficient numbers of
appropriately selected indicators of each main SCD are can be obtained an
examination of variations in item-factor weights might serve, While it
would be useful to summarize the degree of crystallization in a single number,
this does not now seem feasible,

Content variables and structural dimensions in the present analysis.,

In analyses to follow, we shall examine Brazilian regional developmental

-




differences regarding four structural dimensions of status as they are

manifested in three commonly used status content variables, drawn from a
different SCD, The four SDSs are central tendency, dispersion, circulation
mobility and crystallization. The status content variables are educational

attainment, occupational status, and income,
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What is known about stratification and development: the evidence,
L]

Scholarly knowledge of stratification phenomena go back as far as scholar-
ship itself, records of lay awareness of them further yet. But historical
records are spotty, both topically and regionally. At least until recently,
even the best historical scholarship was incapable of providing a com=-
prehensive and precise description of even one key strucltural dimension
of the stratification system of a given societal unit. As insisted
earlier, valid reliable measureménts of appropriate indicators of each
status content dimension must be so taken and processed that the SDS
parameters may be estimated with precision. This must be done comparably
for each of a set of societal units which have been arrayed in terms of
valid and reliable indicators of development such that precise estimates
of 5DS parameters may be drawn for the larger universe to which the
societal units belong. Such data are an emergent of the past twenty-

five years or sco, and are still quite incomplete.

Considerations regarding the concept and measurement of develcpment
are as important to this topic as those of stratification. It will be
evident that the term "development" means different things to different
scholars. This is because its not all of its ambiguities have yet been
clarified in the literature, despite the fact that there is clearly a
central core of meaning. A comprehensive review of meanings of national
development is presented by Portes (1976); it would appear to apply about
equally to other levels of sociatal units. Forshortening his definitions,
he sees it as meaning economic transformation ("increases in the national
preduct"), social transformation (“egalitarian distributiop of income and

widespread access...to social goods”); and cultural transformation




16

{"reaffirmation of naticnal identity and traditions"). Clearly, not all
writers share these meanings] the first stresses productive economic
growth, the second, distributional aspects of the economy, and the last
national identity. For present purposes; the main meanings are bound up
in the first two. The first pertains to variations in the level of
economic productivity of a societal unit. Economic growth, GNP per capita
(Kuznets, 1971), variations in energy consumption per capita (Jackman,
1974), or 1in the consumption of electrical energy per capita (Rubinson,
1976), among others, are commonly used indicators of this aspect of the
concept of development. The second pertains to economic benefits to the
population. It ié perhaps less clear in concept than it appears at first
sight. To say that a population has "widespread access to social goods”
does not necessarily mean that there is an "egalitarian distributicn of
income."™ 1In richer countries, general availability of services such as
clinics, hospitals, schools, housing may go hand in hand with income

inequality. Oneé facet of the concept of develcpment deals with the

availability of services to the population of a societal unit. -This is
the meaning it holds for Streéten (1976), for example. This facet of the
concept of development is closely related to that of the SDS dealing with
the central tendency of economic status. It is most useful to keep it
separate from development in the sense the degree of‘inequality of income,
which is part of the SDS dealing with status dispersion.

We are left with two aspects of the concept of development which are
useful in research on variations in stratification. The first is the
economic productivity per capita of the gocietal unit. It has been
measured in several ways, yet it appears that the relationship among them

has not yet been clarified. The second is the per capita accessibility of
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items or institutions promoting individual development=--survival, health,
infqrmation, and contact with others; in other words, individual access
to goods and ser?ices. The empirical relationships between these two
aspects of development cannot be taken for granted.

In the following paragraphs, we draw upon the small but growing body
of quantitative research literature in which at least one SDC parameter
has been estimated comparably and with precision for each set of comparable i
societal units (communities, definable regions, nations, states) so selected
as to permit reasonably accurate estimates.of the corresponding SDC-by- i
development parameters in the universe of societal units from which they %
were drawn. These findings will be presented for each structural dimension
of status (3DC}, and, within each of them, for each the most commonly used
specific indicators of status content dimensions--income, educatiocnal
attainment, and occupaticnal status.

when such comparigons are made among nations, serious problems of
comparability of measurement may arise. VFor income, it is obwvious that

monetary units vary among societies, Economists have faced this problem

for years, and today most such data are presented in roughly comparable

terms, usually standardized.

For education the problem appears to be more difficult and has never,
to present knowledge, been solved in a definitive way. The usual ad hoc

solution is to treat educational attainment as if whomever successfully completes

up through a certain number of years of school has obtained the same

amount of learning, regardless of country. If pressed closely it is

obvious that the assumption is untrue. But it is useful nonetheless.

Congider some hypothetical cases. Suppose a 20 year old Brazilian has

successfully completed three years of primary school. Would his learning
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be most nearly equivalent to that of a 20 year cld American who had not
gone to school at all (zero years) or to one who had completed the é&th
grade (six years), or the 12th grade, or the 3rd grade. Certainly it

would not be very much like that of any of them, especially the one who

completed 12 years. It is most  likely to be egquivalent to that of one
who completed two, three, or four years, Now how about a Nigerian who
successfuliy completed the university course. It is true that so-called
"universities" differ greatly. Yet it is extremely unlikely that his learniag
would be equivalent only to that of that American who had finished no
more than high school. If the Nigerian had attended an elite university,
his learning would be deeper than that of an American who graduated from
an inferior so-called "university," or about as deep as that of one who
graduated from one of the better American unjversities. In other words,
it is aésumed that, on the average, a given number of years of educatlion
successfully completed in one place is approximately equal to the same
number in another. The assumption appears to be approximated closely
encugh in reality to permit valid comparisons among societal units. In
practice researchers often compare proportions or numbers complefing a

certain broad level, such as university, or high school, or primary school,

or as literacy rates.

For occupational status, the problem is at least as complex.

Surprisingly, evidence systematically comparing the central tendency of

occupational status with average development levels is only just now
becoming available. This is because, first, occupational status indexes
that may be comparably applied among or with nations éf sharply varying
development levels are only just now coming into being; and, second,

because the job of comparably identifying the job titles and the numbers of
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holders of each is an immense undertaking even for individual countries,
‘
and multiple-country comparisons compound it.

The two main types of occupational status indexes are called
1) occupational sociceconecmic indexes (SEI: Duncan, 196l; Featherman and
Hauser, 1978) and 2) occupaticnal prestige scales (OPS: Treiman, 1977).
SEI techniques use standard weighting procedures to assign scores to
specific occupational titles according to the average income and education
of persons employed in them. They assume that the order of occupations is
a consequence of differential individual rewards and inputs. An occupation's
rewards are indicated by the average earnings of incumbents, its inputs by
their average number of years of education. Obviously, these differ from
country to country. Published SEI scales are available only for the

United States (Duncan, 1961; Featherman and Hauser, 1978). OPS techniques

have been in use for many years (Haller and BRills, 1979). Recently

Treiman (1977) has proposed a Standard International Occupational Prestige
Scale (SIOPS), which he believes tobe a satisfactory instrument for
comparing the occupational structures of societal units. As yet published

of descripticons of the relationship hetween development and cccupational

status as measured by the SIOPS are not available. Definitive research on

international comparisons of occupational status is just now getting underway
{Jonathan Kelley, personal communication). Preliminary findings based upon
%L- what appears to be a modification of the SICPS are presented in Kelley and
Klein (le8l).

1. Development and Status Central Tendency (SCT). Obviously, these
are some extremely important senses in which these two concepts overlap.

In some senses, perhdps including its deepest, the term "development"
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means a rise in the central tendency of status of small units--individuals
or households--within larger socigtal units. Yet even in ecconcomic terms
"development" is not a wholly unambiguous weord, and eéch of its variations
of meaning may have a different implication for one or another of the
variations of status central tendency. 1) In its meaning of "individual al
access to goods and services," it is exactly the same as central core of one

of the status content dimensions, wealth or economic status. In this case,

variations in development among societal units are precisely the same as

variations in this aspect of wealth. Its implications for other measures

of the wealth domain are almost the same. On the average)societal unitsg'

access to goods and services will of course vary directly with the average

individual or household income among them. 2) If the term means variations .-
among societal units regarding production or production capacity, then its

implicétion for variations in status among individuals or households is

problematical and must be determined empirically. Throughout the history

of civilization,rulers have been ahle to organize the efforts of large

masses of people to accomplish production goals, often without much apparent ' ‘ %

benefit to the average person. In recent years, the "dependent development" ﬁ f

(Evans, 1979) of poorer nations has apparently been thought by some (Frank, .
1967} to impoverish their populations. Whether this is true or not, the

fact remains that the growth of productive firms within a societal unit

does not automatically result in an increase in the economic well-being of

its population. As one Brazilian president put it a few years ago, "Brazil

iz doing well, but the people suffer."™ So it would be imprudent to overlook

measures of the income central tendency of small units in the study of developmental
variations in the structure of stratification systems. 3) The possibility

of redundanc? between development and STC really does not arise for other

SCDs or variables corresponding to them. It cannot be taken for granted
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that among societal units regarding average occupational status or average
. _ '

educational attainment follow the same pattern as variations in development. .

Income. It follows that at the levél of nations, there is abundant
evidence that development and the central tendency of income wvary together;
indeed they are often assumed with good reason to be exactly the same
(Portes, 1976; Kuznets, 1971), The sdme holds for regiong within Brazil
(Langoqi, 1973, p. 15%), and a similar pattern has been found for rural
Thailand (Chiswick, 198l; Roongruangsee, 1982) and for the Philippines
{(Valera, 1980), except that the wealthiest nonindustrial area is Manila
rather than in its industrialized urban surroundings. The conclusion is that

development and average income are identical for most purposes.

Occupational status. In occupational hierarchies the jobs that score

highest are usually those that pay better, are most prestigious, and require
the most formal education. The most highly developed societies (or other
levels of socigtal units) are those where small inputs of human energy

yield large cutputs of goods and services; and conversely the least
developed are those in which large expendithres of human energy result in
low outputs of goods and services. It follows that highly developed
societies require and are most capable of supporting a larger proportion

of workers in occuéatiOns of higher status than are those in less develcped
societies. So there should be a2 strong positive relationship between
development and the central tendency of occupational status. Data on the
relationship are just now becoming available, as noted. In a preliminary
statement, Kelley and Klein (1981:75) havé graphed the per capita gross
naticnal product of 14 societies by their mean occupational statuses (1973),
using a collapsed version of Treiman's (1977) SIOPS as the measure of OPS.

The sampling of societies is too spotty to permit calculating the correlation
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between the two variables. But it is obvious that théy are positively
correlated; this is the main conclusion to be drawn. But a close study '
of the scattergram seems to show that, if measured, the correlation

would not turn out to be very high.

Educational attainment. As hinted above, problems of measurement

comparability regarding education make the available data on the development
and the CT of educational attainment cumbersome. Nevertheless, the overall
picture can be inferred from the available evidence. KXelley and klein
(1981) present graphed data on literacy and GNP/k for 1950, taken from
the United Nations (1961} and the International Bank of Reconstruction and
Development (1971). Some allowances must be made before interpreting it.-
Pirst, for almest 1/2 of the countries--most of which were rather highly
developed~-the literacy percentages approached 100 pércent. Among the
others, literacy and development were positively associated, althcough even
for those, the correlation {not calculated) must have been gquite a bit
lower than +1.00. In another analysis (Meyer, Ramirez, Rubinson, and
Beli-Bennett; 1979) examined the effects of three development variables
(1955 log GNP/k 1955 leog KWH/k, and 1950 percent male labor force not
agriculture} on educational expansion, 1955-1970, at three levels--primary,
secondary, and tertiary. In general,:the higher the level of development
the greater the expansion.of aeducation. On the whole these data support
the notion that, at least in teday's world, develoPment and educational
attainment are positively associated. The degree of association cannot
however be estimated for this sort of evidence.

In summary, despite some conceptual problems and quite an even data,
at least among nations, some aspects of the relationship between development

and status central tendency are clear and others are net. The concept and
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and refefents of development are a bit ambigquous. Nonetheless no one
seriously doubts that GNP/k (or GDP/k) and KWHJk both measure atlleast
cne aspect of economic development rather well. Development in the sense
of GNP/k is the same thing as CT of income. KWH/k is not, but because of
its (presumably) nearly perfect correlation with GNP/k it might as well be.
The scanty data available within countries conform teo the international
trend. Similarly, the evidence regarding the CT of occupational status
and educational attainmen£ is consistent with that regarding income.

But the data presented here leave much to be desired. Neither the

indicators of development nor those of the status central tendency are

precise enough to provide a reasonably accurate estimate of the relation-
ships between them,
" 2. Development and Status Dispersion. This topic is at least as

problematical as the previOus: Regarding the concept of development, as

Portes (1976) has noted, some authors define it as a reduction of inequality.

S0 conceptual redundancy is poessible here, too. If on the cther hand,

development variat;ons in the average level of access to goods and sexrvices,
- then development and inequality are indeed two different concepts (barring
o
problems with the measurement of inequality), and relations between
indicators of the two concepts should be straightforward.

But they are not. The measurement of status dispersion is. far from
unambiguous. Most of the measurement techniques_that'have been proposed
aré appropriate for interval scale data, especially income in money, the
variable for which they wére worked out. They are less appropriate for
education and occupational status, which at best only approximate interval

scales. But even for income it is not at all obvious how ineguality should
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be measured. & brief but informative discussion of these questions is
presented by Szal and Robinson (1977). This discussion draws theirs but
is by no means restricted.to it. Perhaps the main issue concerns relative
versus absolute measures of inequality. Relative measures are most often
used., They deal with the shares of the total income (or other status
variable) possessed by all the people (say workers or households) in the
societal unit, in effect taken as equal to 100 percent. They yield
estimates of the degree to which the proportion held by higher strata %
exceeds that of lower strata. The Gini coefficients (1921), Kuznets' H
(1957), the log variance, and the coefficient of variation s/§ are perhaps
the most widely used. But then are others. There would seem to be at
least one serious disadvantage to felative or "share-based" measures.
Consumers do not buy goods and services with "share" of the national income,
but with absolute units of disposable income--"take-home pay." In the real

world, the same (proportionate)} share of a societal unit's income can

provide vastly different levels of "buying power" depending upon thé totél
income per capita. Suppose each of two societies (A and B) has a population

of 5,000 people, and suppose that in both societies the bottom decile (Dl)

holds one percent of the disposable income, while the top decile holds

25 percent. So the shares of the national income are the éame for corresponding
deciles in the two countries. But A is rich and B is poor: a's ﬁotal annual

income is $1,000,000,000,whilst B's is $10,000,000. Then in A, the 500

would total $10 million,whilst their 500 b, fellows in B would

people in D 1

1

total 3100 thousand. In A those in D would share $250 million, whilst

10

their DlO counterparts in B would share $2.5 million. Fox Dl of A the

of A, the aﬁerage

average income would be $20,000; for B $200. . For D10

income would be $500,000; whilsf for B, $5,000. Note the "average Dl person”
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in A is rather well off at $20,000/vear; whilst the "average D person”

10

there is wealthy ($500,000/yea?). By contrast the "average D, person" in

1

Bis in abject poverty at $200/vear; whilst even the "average D person”

10

inB is poor, at $5,000/year. Note, too, that the differences in shares
of income is the same in both countries at 24 percent {25% - 1%)-~they
appear to be equally unequal, so to speak. But the absolute differences
between the respective means are enormous, for A: $500,000 - 55,000 =

5495,000; for B: $5,000 - $200 = $4,800. In this absolute sense the

$495,000

degree of inequality in A is huge compared to that in B. It-is $1.800
r

103.125 times as great. This is no doubt why Thurow and Lucas (1973), for

one example, compared the (disinflated) dollar value of § - §D for
_ 10 1

two time periods when studying the changes in real income in post-war

D

America. The sustained economic boom was so considerable during this periocd

that though the share of the lowest decile remained about the same, their

absolute earnings went up dramatically. But the real increase among those

in the teop decile was even greater--everybody gained but the well-to-do
gained by far the most. This has two implicaticnsg. First, societal units

.
with larger disposable income per capita can have higher degrees of absolute
ineguality than those of lower, even when sﬁare distribution parameters
based upon exactly the same observations indicate equality or that it is
the poorer that is more unequal. It is absoclute, not relative, disposable
income that buys goods and services. So valid measures of absolute inequality
might tell more about inequality in goods and services, whéch is the issue
of most central to stratificationjthan do share-distribution measures.
Unfortunately, the international data are compiled for share differences,

not absolutes. Second, uneguivocal conclusiocons may be drawn only when

share=-distribution and absolute data both indicate that the same one of the




societal units is the more unegual. In other words, if both the share and

the absolute dispersion indicators show that one is more unegual than the
other the evidence of difference in inequality is probably indisputable.
One final note. Different indicators of inequality yield different
conclusions about the degree of inequality and the concensus concerning
their objectives of which one is better than another is weak at best.
Besides this, a variety of measures appear to be used often apparently
without any strong justification for the choice that was made. The upshot
of this is assessments of the relationship between development and status
dispersion aré at least as disputable as those for development and status

., 2 :
central tendency, except when absolute increases, such as s.d. or§~ are used.

Income disperéion. Income dispersion analyses by Xuznets (1955) and

Paukert (1973), backed up for the most part by those of Ahluwlia (1974),
lead tec the conclusion that among nations the relationship between develop=-
ment inequality is an inverted U-curve: low among the least developed nations,
high in the middle, and lower among the most highly developed. As Frank
and Webb (1977) point out, this appears to be a rather weak relationship.
This appears to be consistent with Lenski's (1967) long term historical
thinking on development and equality. Perhaps the clearest statements of
this relaticnship are to be found in Rubinson (1976} and Bornschier and
Ballmer~Cao (1979). Using slightly modified versions of Paukert's (1973)
data, they arrive at almost identical zero-order linear correlations of
relative inequality (Gini coefficients) and economic¢ development (Log
income/capita): r = =.183 (Rubinson, 1976:Appendix 2) and r = -.14
{(Bornshier and Ballmer-Cao, 1976:Table 1}. The latter then develop a

in Income/k (Yn) davelopment indicatog,including a quadratic term,to

account for the curvilinearity intrcduced by the inverted U relationship

Fo_ o
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and the Gini coefficient is +.43., This provides strong support for the
inverted U curve hypothesis. In general, share-distribution income data
describing relative inequality show two trends: 1) an overall trend in
which the higher the level of development, the lower the degree of relative
inequality, overlain by 2) an inverted U curve in which relative inegquality
appears to increase with development among the least developed nations,

to reach an asymtote at $230/k/year (in constant 1964 United States dollars},
-and to turn down agéin among more developed nations., (Tyree, Semyonov,

and Hodge, 1979, reported a much higher correlation between GNP/capita and
“income inequality” [r = ~.539]. This partly done to their use of the
percent of income held by the top five percent. It may alsc be affected

by their choice of countries: Bornshier and Ballmer-Cao, 1879, report a
correlétion of -.39 for the same two concepts taken over a larger list

of countries.)

In cur own review of Paukert's {1973} and Jain's (1975} data, we are
struck by certain special exceptions to the overall trend. Eastern
European socialist nations are generally low. (In part, this may be
artifactual [Lenski, 1978], in that 1) those with multiple jobs are counted
as if each job was held by a different person and each job of a multiple
jobwholder is likely to pay more than the single job of others, and 2} the
State tends to provide its special perquisites to those who are already
the best paid.) Ameng nations whose economies are organized to respond
strongly to market signals ("capitalist" countries), the nations of the
British Commonwealth tend to show relatively low low levels of share
inequality. The northern-most countries of East Asia whether socialist

or not tend to have rather low levels of share-~distribution inequality.
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the United States, West Germany, and especially France, tend tc have
rather high inequality coefficients. So the overall patterns are not at
all unambiguous.

Gartrell (1981) has measured at the village level in India & set of
variables that appear to be comparable to those used by others at the
national level., His key table (for present purposes) is so abbreviated
as to make its interpretation uncertain. It seems to say that the Gini
coefficient for inequality is negatively correlated with household
electrification {(r = -.218) but positively correlated with household income

(r = +.541). These coefficients may be correct, but seem contradictory in

that both electricity and household income should be measures of develop-

ment, and indeed they appear to be positively correlated-~r = +.484, Also,

the negative correlation of relative income inequality and household income

seems to be inconsistent with national-level findings regarding relative

income inequalgty and development. Given these uncertainties it is probably

best to refrain from drawing conclusions for the time being.
Data on the relationship between development and absclute income

ineguality (say, the differences between standard high and low sets of

centiles in a common metric) do not seem to be available. One would guess that

if they were to-be found they would show a monotcnic increase: the higher

the level of economic development (GNP/k or KWH/k) the greater the absolute

difference between contrasting centiles. This happened in the U.S. since World War

absolute inequality increased dramatically (United States Department of Commerce, 1
Occupational status disperéion. Ag far as can be seen there is as

vet only cne bit ¢of suggestive data available on thé dispersion of occupa-

tional status by development. These are presented in Kelley and Klein (1981).

They appear to show that, except for agriculture the distribution of
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occupational status in three developiﬁg sccieties (LDCs) is almost identical
to that of te; developed nations (DCs).The averaée level of the LDCs is

a bit lower, but the dispersion does not seem much different. If agriculture
is added, then inequality increases among the LDCs, because most farming is
at the bottom of the occupational status hierarchy, and because there are many

more pecple in such positions in the LDCs. The tentative conclusion is

that higher levels of development reduce occupational status dispersion,

but mostly because small farmers are eliminated. But we cannet place much
confidence in this conclusion; better data are needed.

Educational attainment dispersion. Systematic data on development
and educational dispersion have not been compiled. But some strongly é
suggestive trend data have been presented by Meyer, Ramirez, FRubinson, and
Boli-Bennett (1979:40). PFrom 1950 to 1970 educaticnal attendance for each
age group of school-aged children and youth rose in both rich and poor
countries. But 1960, almost all children in richer countries were attending

school, so this rate had hit its ceiling. For poorer countries the cor-

respending rate increased sharply, hitting about 70 percent by 1970. The

attendance rates for the secondary and teritary levels for richer countries
diverged from those of poorer countries, So it would appear that develop-
ment must ha@e increased educational attainment dispersion. This is
purely inferential and if true it applies to absolute dispersioﬁ, not
nepessarily to "share-distributions" of education.

3. Development and flux ¢r circulation mobility., Over the years
perhaps more research effort has gone into the relationship between social
mobility and development than perhaps any other aspect of stratification
and development other than share-distributions ¢f income. Most research

and theory pertaining to social mobility is concerned with 1lts vpward and
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downward components. It deals, that is, with shifts in the form and

1
composition of hierarchically ordered strata. The great debates over
revoluticonary changes in stratification systems have all been concerned

*

with this aspect of the concept. Thisg, too, is the present focus. It

must be stated however that this is not the only concern of mobility

researchers. Recent work in Eastern Europe, Zagorski { ), seems to be

!

moving away from a hierarchical to a broader focus, a concern with occupa-

tional shifts that are lateral as well as "vertical." Some researchers

in the United States are also moving in this direction (Hauser, personal
communication). Behind these two foc%)two different research objectives

appear to stand. The first is concerned with understanding social

hierarchies, that ig, with stratification as such. The latter is concerned

with labor market analysis. The first is tied to status distributional questions,

the second to guestions of the operation of the economy. For nearly 20

yvears (Yusada, 1964}, researchers have distinguished between structural
and social mobility. As we have seen,variations among societal units
regarding structural mobility are conceptually the same as variations in

the central tendency of stratification systems. The fact that most data

on the former are based on ratings of occupations, whilst most in the latter
employ income,does not make any relevant conceptual difference. With minor
provisos, conceptually what applies to one applies tec the cther, although
their calculating procedures are quite different. The concept of mobility

{structural .or circulation) applies logically to income and education as

well as to occupational status, and central tendency applies legically to
occupational status and education, not just income. If a population is
structurally mobile, its whole structure is rising or falling. Mobility

rates regquire that measurements be taken on the same social unit at least
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two standard times, of course, while synchronic comparisons can be made
]

on measurements of central tendency. Synchronic measures of central
tendency differenes among societal units merely show that the "structural
levels” of units vary. Structural mobility differences among such units
would imply that the rate of change in central tendency varied ameng them,

Circulation mobility or flux refers to the difference between total
mobility and structural mobility. Conceptually it means that apart from
the mobility caused--some say Tﬁorced“-—by changes in the occupational
structure. In other words, it is the degree of flux (in a technical sense
0f the word) remaining after the effects of a change in central tendency
or structurai moebility have been eliminated by standardization. The usual
way to do this as indicated above, is by subtraction within "mobility" tables.
But it can also be accomplished through correlation‘(r) because correlation
coefficients automatically standardize the metrics of the variables they
employ to a mean of zero and a sténdard deviatign of one, and because
coefficients of determination (rz) and of alienation (1 =~ r2) are simple
de{}vatives of correlation. So the degree of flux or circulation mobility
can be measured by a simple formula, F =1 - r;O, where p is parent's status
and o is off-spring's status ({Haller, 1970}; rio {or rpo) thus
would index status inheritance (Kelley and Klein, 198l1). In future research
this way of handling flux or circulation mobility might be preferable
because it lends itself so well to correlat;on and regression analysis.
The concept of flux or circulation mobility applies to any status content
dimension or variable, although in the literature to date it seems only to
have been applied to occupational status.

Income and education. As just noted, flux does not appear to have

been studied with respect to these status content variables.
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Occupational status. International studies of circulation mobility,
employing "mobility tables" (hierarchically organized father-to-son .

origin-destination tables arranged for categorical data) are perhaps the

focus of most mobility studies. Much of the early work was compiled by
Lipset and Bendix (1952). The findings in this area were revised following
methodological discussion by Duncan (1964) and Yusada (1964). Two major
"mebility ﬁable“ analyses of circulation mobility and development have
appeared since then., The first (Hazelrigg and Garnier, 1976) used a 17-
nation sample of more or less industrialized countries. They reported
results that were mostly negative: “The principal finding has led us to

the conclusion that the endocgenous (i.e. circulation: commentator's

note ) mobility process itself was unrelated to differences in the size

of productivity...,” as measured by log energy consumption per capita. -

The second such study (Tyree, Semyonov, and Hedge, 1979) adds a few more

countries and has a somewhat different focus. Regression equations (p. 418)
seem to show a weak positive relationship between the degree of circulation
mobility and level of national development (GNP per capita), net of relative
inequality. Unfortunately the zero-order correlations are not given.

Taking the two together we infer that there = may be a weak positive

relationship between the degree of flux and the level of national development.
4. Development and status crystallization. The first clear presenta-

tion of the concept of status crystallization seems to have been in an

article by Benoit-Smullyan (1944). It is also employed by Duncan (1965)

under the label, "rigidity of inequality." But its main exponent over the

years has been Werner Landeckef. His recent hook on the concept, here

called "class crystallization' (Landecker, 1981), describes it rather completely.

By whatever name, the concept is the same. It is a characteristic, or
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structural dimension (Haller, 1970) of the sto_ o ___.. —c - —— 30cietal
units. It describes the degree to which the various content dimensions

or more specific status variables are related to each other. When crystal-
lization is high, all the status content vériables are highly correlated.
The presumption is that this would méke the system "closed" in a sense
different from the "clogures" described by high degrees of ineguality

and of status inheritance. Theoretically the most "monolithic" or "closed"
stratification system would be one that is very unegqual (absolutely and
relatively), has a very high degree of status inheritance (or low degree of
£lux) apd is highly crystallized. As research on structural propertie§ of
stratification systems unfolds over the years, it will no doubt be the
combinations of various levels of each of these three (and the other)
structural dimensions that will prove informative in explaining the

antecedents and conseguences of stratification.

To date only one analysis of crystallization and development has been L

performed, that of Covello and Bollen (1879). Over the nine societies
they compared, they showed ajdegree of status crystallization ranging from
r = +.694 to r = +.225,depending upoﬁ how crystallization was measured.
Apparently the more developed societies exhibit a higher degree of status
crystallization.

5. Summary. We have seen that the evidence of the relationships
between development and the structure of stratification is quite uneven.
M&st of the data are at the level of comparison among nations., Lower levels
of societal units such as macroregion or communities within nations have
not been given much attenticn. Then, too, the research literature tends
to be concentrated in certain of the cells generated by cross-classifying

status content variables with structural dimensicns of stratificationjand
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there are conceptutal redundancies as well., Research on the central tendency
of status is concentrated on income, where it is redundant with development.
Education and occupational‘status central tendencies have not bheen well
marked., Dispersion data, too, tend to be concentrated on income, especially
share-distripution of income., Absolute dispersion data on income and
dispersion data in general on education and occupational status are lacking.
Circulation mobility-data tend to be restricted to occupational status.

Crystallization studies.are just beginning. Common wisdom would have it

that the most developed ’ . . societal units would 1) have the

highest average levels of income, education, and occupational status: 2) low,

if not the lowest, levels of inequality of income, education, and occupational

status; 3) high levels of circulation mobility for each of the three central

variables; and 4) low degrees of status crystallizaticn. It would hold

that the least developed societies have 1) very low levels of central

tendency regarding income, education, and occupational status; 2) moderate

or low levels of inecuality on all these variables; 3) low levels of

circulation mobility; and 4) a high degree of status censistency. The more

advanced developing societies would have 1)} moderate levels of central

tendency regarding each of the variables; 2) very high levels of ineéuality
regarding each; 3} low levels of circulation meobility; and 4) a high degree
of status crystallization. It would appear that the data do not fit these

observations very well. Yet the evidence is hardly ever unequivocal. True,

high levels of development and higher incomes go together, and there is

an inverted U curve between share-distribution inequality and development.
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Status attainment and development. In the strict sense of these
terms there appears to be almost no defensible published research on this
topic to date. It is extraordinarily difficult to combine evidence from
various data-sets éo as to conduct such analyses on secondary data
(although it appears that various data-sets are now being "recalibrated"”
to permit such analyses; Jonathan Kelley, personal communication). Lin
and Yauger (1975) have attempted to compare the- United Staﬁes and Great
Britain with Haiti and Costa Rica. Unfortunately, serious sampling biases
in the latter two countries made it impossible to draw any pertinent
conclusions from it. Holsinger (1975) has attempted to determine the
relationship between status attainment and development amcng four Brazilian
cities, using data collected.in 1959 and 1960. He uses standardized
regression coefficients, although at the time researchers did not fully
understand that metric (unstandardized) regression coefficients provide
more clearly interpretable evidence, . ‘ He concludes that the
higher. the level of development, the lower the degree of status inheritance
on occupational attainment and the greater the effect of education oﬁ
the same variable. So far, the data are in agreement with the Treiman
{1970) hypotheses. He also found, contrary to hypotheses, mixed results
regarding the development level of the city, and the combined effects of
fathers' education and occupational status on the respondenﬁé educational
attainment status.

Conclusions: Development and the structure of stratification and
status attainment. A dozen years ago Treiman (1970) wrote out a set of
proposifions regarding industrialization and stratification., Quite
appropriately he called them "assertions." (learly, he understood
industrialization to mean development. His assertions may well remain the

best available set of statements regarding beliefs sociologists hold

i
H
1
i
i




36

about the relationships between stratification and devélopment. The
results of research conducted since then on stratification and development
leave them essentially unmodified. This is not-hecause tﬁey have been
tested well and found to be solidly confirmed. Rather it is because they
remain untested.

It would be presumptucus to label as "theory" his propositions and
those of most others. More accurately, they are suppositions of well-

informed thinkers. As suppositicns they neither represent rigorous

deductions from well-established axioms nor empirical generalizations from
adeguately conceived and executed research. and the little relevant
research that has been done since then neither confirms nor denies them.
To add to the confusion, practically all of thé socioleogical research

on the topic was concerned with mobility aione. Treiman clearly says that
mobility research would change its form and go in the direction of the
status attainment research of Blau and Duncan (1967). His essay does not :

deal with developmental variations in the structural dimensions of stratifi-

cation.

In view of the eguivocal nature of both speculation and research

regarding most aspects of the relations between stratification and development,

it seems prudent to determine them empirically, by means of systematic
research., The following analysis of structural dimensions of stratification
and of status attainment amcng Brazil's developmental macroregions constitute

one effort.
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Structural Variations and Development

Data of the PNAD-73 can be organized so as to permit an assessment of
the relationship between Brazil's Developmental Macroregions and four of
the variables called “structural dimensions" of stratification central
tendency, dispersion, flux, and crystallization. The findings regarding

each of these are presented in Tables 1 through 4. For convenience the

Tables l-4 about here

first three tables are ordered by status content variable; the last is
devoted to status crystallization. Each table presents the information

separately for men and for women. The samples are weighted to permit

direct estimations of the respective parameters for each macroregion and

for the nation (see D.S. Godfrey and D.B. Bills, "Weighting the 1973 PNAD
sample to estimate multi-state and national parameters,” this volume).
Neither formal tests against null hypotheses nor confidence limits are
presented. The sample sizes are so huge that aimost any difference, no
matter how minute or trivial would be labeled "statistically signiflcant,"
and statistical estimates are very close to their respective parameters.

The data concern all persons who reported working regularly 17 or more

hours per week. Three basic statistics are presented, the mean (i), the
standard deviation (S), and the coefficient of variation (S/X). The mean
is of course the measure'of central tendegéy and the standard deviation
provides the main evidence regarding dispersion. The coefficient of

variation is used to permit comparisons with other status ceontent dimensions

(Allison, 1978) and for those who are interested in relative measures of
dispersion. Because income distributions are usually skewed log normally

the same data are presented in logrithmic form.
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Structural Variations in Iﬂcomel/ Among Brazil's Socioeconomic Development (SED)E/ Haérbregions, Data on Employedlf Men and Women (1973}).

Income by Macroreglon for Males and Females

South's
5
. south (78)% periphery {54} Frontier (32.5)%| 01d noreneast (3113 | new northeast (1% Brazil
Structural Dimensionyg of | ; o -

Stratification Hen Women Men Women Man Women Hen Women Hen Women Men WDmen—
tral Tendency
san (X} 1,800.30 890,81 § 1,423,42 609,65 | 1,579.82 738.67 841.92 169.75 536.02 264.01 ] 1,455.76 £88.13
an, logn (iln' 7.02 6.39 6.72 5.96 6.91 6.18 6.22 5.47 5.91 5.28 6.73 6.04
sersion
randard deviation (S) 2,670.59 1,132.18 2,329,62 864.10 2,297.98 969.41 1,528.11 642.91 903.08 400.47 2,369.23 994.08
-andard deviation, lcqn (Sln) .89 .86 .95 .90 .87 .86 .88 .82 .75 .65 .97 .94
sefficient of variation (S/i) 1.48 1.27 1.64 .42 1.45% 1.31 1.81 1.74 1.68 1.52 1.63 1.44
vefficient of variation, logn (Slnfﬁl .13 .14 14 .15 .13 .14 .15 .15 .13 12 .14 .16
er of cases 41,574 15,711 7,686 2,581 2,342 2969 14,919 6,885 5,841 2,777 72,3865 28,92]
rces Original calculations from an individual-level data-tape of the 1973 National Household Sample Survey of Brazil (PNAD 1973},
alues given in annualized United States dollars of 1973, Sece D.B. Billas, “Measuring income in the 1973 PHAL," this Volume.
scioeconomic Development scores. See "h socioceconomic regionalization of Brazil,™ this Volume.
11 persons who reported working regularly 17 or more hours per week. ) d,
I1 structural dimensions for which data are available, except status crystallization which fs given in Table 4. Each statlstic based on all data present. ﬁn

i mediang {Md}. See note 2/.
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Table 2., Structural Variations in Occupational Statusl/ Amang Brazil's Socloeconomic Developwment (SED)—/ Macroregions, Data on Employed—!}bnand Women (1973},

Occupational Status by Macroregion for Males and Females
South's olgd Hew
South (78)2/ Periphery (54]§/ Frontier (]2.5)2/ Northeast t]1)§/ Northeast (13)5/ Brazil
Structural Dimensions of
Stratificationd/ Men Women Men Women Hen Women Men Women Men Homen Men Remen
Cenktral Tendency
Hean (i) : 19.43 20.29 16.79 21.24 21.88 26.16 12.15 13.31 6.86 B8.58 I6.69 17.80
Digpersion
Standard beviation (S) 18.86 19.69 17.98 20.44 1B.66 21.01 15.60 17.25 10.76 14.64 18,06 19.32
‘coefficient of Variatlon(S/ﬁ .97 .97 1.07 .96 .85 .80 I.2a 1.29 1.57 1.73 1.08 1,09
Flux (Circulation Mobility) !
' 2 .6 w
Flux coefficient {l-x"g¢, .72 .69 .79 .75 .77 79 .12 .76 .85 .63 .71 LTu \?
Number of cases 41,578 15,711 1,686 2,581 2,342 969 14,919 6,885 5,841 2,117 72,365 29,923

Source: Original calculations from an individual-level data-tape of the 19713 Hatlonal Household Sample Survey of Brazil (PNAD 1973).

A/Values given on a scale from 0-100, based on a canonical weighting of speciffc occupations by the mean income and education of each,
2/

={ sociceconomic Development scores. See "A sociceconomlc regionalization of Brazil,® this Volume.

E/All persons who reported working regularly 17 or more hours per week.
a/

= All structural dimensions for which data are available, except status crystallization which is given in Table 4. Each statistic based on all data present.

§-/SI‘ZD medians {Md}). See note 2/.

6/

~rlux coefficients (l—rzto): r2 is a coefficient of determination; {l—rzp a coaefficient of aljeantation; f is fathers*' ({(occupationall} status; and o is the
“offspring's* or respondent's status. .




Tahle 3. Structural Variations in Educational Attainmqntl/ Among Brazil's Sociceconomic Development (SED)E/ Macrnreglons,Data on Emplayedlf Men and Women
{1973).
Educational Attainment Status by Macroreglon for Males and Females
South's - old New
South (78)§/ Pariphery (5412/ Frontier l32.5)§/ Northeast (32)§/ Hortheast (13)2/ Brazil
Structural Dimensions of
Sivratificationd/ Men Women Men Women Han Women Hen Women Men Women | . Men Women
Central Tendency
Mean {il 4.86 5.29 4.15 5.05 4.81 5.84 2.54 2.73 .71 To1.62 4.05 4.32
Dispergion
Standard Deviation (S) 3.93 4.32 3.76 4.47 3.96 4.43 3.43 3.79 2.27 2.67 3.88 4.31
cCoefficlient of Variation ﬁuﬁ) .al .82 .91 .89 .82 . .76 1.35 1.39 1.33 1.65 .96 1.00 |
' £
: 7
Number of Cases 41,578 15,711 7,686 2,561 2,342 969 14,919 6,885 5,841 2,177 72,365 29,923

Source: Original calculations from an individual-level data-tape of the 1973 Natlonal Household Sample Survey of Brazil (PMAD 1973).
l-/l-.‘.dunz:en:lon is given in approximate yesar-equivalents. .
2*/Sm::ioecoru:'mic Development s8cores. Sea “A socloeconomic regionalization of Brazil,” this Volume.
gfnll persons who raported woxrking regularly 17 or mora hours per week.
: i/all structyral dimensions for which data are available, except status crystalllzation which is glven in Table 4. Each statistic based on all data present.

§/SED medians (Md}, ‘See note g/:




Table 4. Status Crystallizatlonl/ Among Brazil's Socioeconomic Development (SED)E/ Hacroreglons,Daha on Empluyedéf Men and Women (1973).

Status Crystallizationif
South's old New
South (TH)ﬁ/ Per iphery lSd)ﬂf Frontier (32.5)i/ Northeast (32)1/ Northeast (13)1/ Brazil
Status Variables Men Women Men Women Hen Women Hen Women Man Women Men Women
Income x Occupational Status .23 .23 .16 17 .26 .19 .27 .22 .13 .16 .24 .23
Income x Education .27 .23 .la .20 .20 .18 .29 .25 .16 .20 .28 .25
Occupational Status x Education| .52 .65 .51 .67 .49 .61 .53 .63 .35 .52 .53 .65

Source: Original calculatioﬁs, National Household Sample Survey

i/
2/

~ Bivariate shared variance (rzl.

~ Socioceconomic Development Median scores.

£74

of 8razil, 1973.

Seea "A pociological regionalization of Brazil,” this Volume.

=~ Reported to be working regularly 17 or more hours per week.

ﬂ/SED medians.

—'[t?...
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The Question of the Developing Amazonjian Frontier. In the data to

follow it will be noticed that the Frontier often seems out of line with
the trend of variations in structural dimensions that appear to fit the
other four macroregions. It is not clear why this is so, but at least
three factors may make the Frontier data hehave differently from other
areas. First, the data were collected differently in the Amazon region.
Because of the inordinately high c¢ost of on~the-ground sampling and
interviewing in the dense and immense forests, the interviewers were
instructed to confine themselves to the urban areas. Even thouqh the
population dehsity here is very low, given the enormous size o¢f the land
surface affected, it is possible that rather large urban bias have been
introduced into the data in this macroregion. Second, for many years the
government has been especially concerned to develop and populate the Amazon
valley (Silva, 1967). The city of Manaus, for example, was made a tax-free
area in the mid-1960s to encourage manufacturing and thus to serve as a
"development pole" for the region. Though it is nearly 1,000 miles upstream
from the coast, transoceanic freighters steam directly up its wharves.
Roads are being built through the region. Along side the roads and rivers,
new farming areas are being copened up and occasionally a manufacturing
plant will be set up. Here and there, mining operations, some quite
substantial, are also being organized. The per capita capitaiization of
these efforts may be large. If so, it might well raise the averages of
inceome, so, better paid, more educated workers whose education and occupational
status is higher than would otherwise be expected may be attracted to the
region. The third possible explanation of the anomolous behavior of the
Frontier, may be mostly another way of looking at the second. Both de
Touqueville (1340}and Turner (1920) have argued that frontiers have special

develcopmental consequences for people of Eurcpean culture. They were
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thinking of the United.States of course, .Touqueville mostly wrote about

the incentives encouraged by the American's freedom from a landowning class;
1

Turner, too, about the availability of land but also the resourcefulness

induced by the demands of frontier life. This position would argue,

not that the economies of frontiers attract unusually productive people

but that frontier life induces traits of individual preductivity. One

would guess that most if not all of the anomolous scores of the Frontier

are due tec sampling and/cr the urban concentration of the bulk of the

population.

The Question of Dispersion and Inequality. As we have seen researchers

seem to ﬁhink of ineguality as a special kind, or set of kinds, of dispersiom.
When applied to distributions that are at least approximately normal or have
been normalized by some appropriate transformation of the original metric,

the standard deviation (S or §) and its sguare (Szcn:Jz) have mathematically
definite properties, and they measure the absolute dispersicn of the empirical
distribution of a variable. When divided by the mean (f) to yield the
coefficient of variation (5/X), the resulting number permits comparisons

of the relative dispersion of the empirical distribution of one variable

with that of another (Allison, 1978), permiting statements of the Kind,
"Variable Y has a greater (or lesser) dispersion than variable X." It

would appear that the many measures of "inequality" regarding stratification
variables go beyond unambiguous discriptions of dispersion, additionally

specifying them in terms of one conception or ancther of good or just

distributions. Some are unabashedly at least as ethical as analytical in
concept, as noted by Allison (1978) and Frank and Webb (1977). Indeed there seems
to be a wide spread tacit consensus to the effect that when "share-distribution"--

relative dispersion-- measuresremain equal within a country over time,or are
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equal among countries}that somehow this is just. So injustice is thought
to be done if share-distributions Pf a country increase , and"justice is
done''if it decreases. Similarly a country is that thought to be more just
than another if its share distribution is more equal. Those who do not wish
to prejudge the ethical implications of a given distribution may prefer

to employ the ordinary measures of dispersion of the standard deviation or
variance, which are clearly comparable as long as the same metric is used
and the shapes ¢f the distributions are approximately the same. The
standard deviation is used herein. In the case of income, the dispersion
of the natural logrithm is also presented.

Income. The data on inceome central tendency and dispersion variations
among development macroregions, for men and women, are predsented in Tabkle 1.
The data are given in or computed from annualized United States dollars of
1973, The mean and standard deviations of the original dellar distributions
and of the log normal distributions are provided., Coefficients of variation
for both distributions are also présented.

For present purposes the breakdowns by sex are mainly to provide
separate checks on the general trends, to avoid drawing the misleading
conclusions that might be possible if the sexes were combined, and to allow
interested researchers to examine sex differences. We do not deal with sex
differences here, however, except to note that in each region the means and
standard deviations are much higher for men than for women. The ratios of
the means (i men/i women) ranges between 2.02 in the Developed South and
2.33 in the South's Developing Periphery. The ratios of the standard
deviations (S men/S women) are even greater, ranging between 2.26 in the

Underdeveloped New Northeast and 2.70 in the South's Developing Periphery.
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Regarding the central tendency, the main trend is a general rise in
income with regional development, regardless of whetﬁer_one looks at the
data for men or for women regarding the means of income or the log trans-
formations of income. qu the Develcped South {whose SED score is 78),
the South's Developing Periphery (SED = 54), the Unevenly Developed 014
Northeast (SED: 31), and the Underdeveloped New Northeast (SED: 13) the
dollar trends are almost linear. The unexpected finding is that the
Developing Amazonian Frontier (SED: 31.5) appears to be ocut of line.

The same trends, including curve location of the Frontier are evident
for the standard deviations of the dollar distributions--a more or less
linear positive trend of Sincome by SEb, except for én upward jog for the
Frontier. The rest of the data appear to be less useful. The standard
deviations of the logs are misleadingly close for men and women, and equally
misleadingly make it appear that there is a curvilinear relationship between
SED and income variability. The macroregional SED variatioﬁs of the
coefficients of variation are even more deceiving and are to be disregarded.

It seems almost certain the Frontier anomolies are genuinely special cases,
and should be held in abeyance for now. S0 the unsurprising
general conclusion is that macroregional mean income and dispersion of
income rise with macroregional socioceconomic development.

Occupaticnal status. The corresponding data for occupational status,
together with data on fafher-to-offspring flux, or circulation mobility, are
given in Table 2. Here, too, sex differences are of general interest.
Contrary to the data on income, the mean occupational status scores for
women exceed those of men in each macroregion, ranging from a ratio of sex

means (X men/X women) of .79 in the South's Developing Periphery to .95 in

the Developed Scouth. The same is true of the ratios of the dispersions,
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ranging from .73 in the Underdeveloped New Northeast to. .95 in the Developed
South. The flux coefficients, however, yield a mixed pattern of small
differences: .94 in the Unevenly Developed 0ld Northeast to 1.05 in the
South's Developing Periphery.

It will be recalled that the Occupational Status Index is based upon
Brazilian data and has theoretical range of 100 to zero. The highest
scoring of the 93 categories is indeed 100 and includes Engineers, Architects,
and Geologists. The lowest, at zero, consists of cigar and cigarette makers.
Farm laborers score one, small farm operators 11, heavy machine operators
17, mechanics 22, pestal delivery workers 27, primary and secondary school
teachers 56, university professors 92, judges 97, etc. The means for the

five sociceconomic development microregions range from a low of 6.86 (men

in the Underdevelcoped New Northeast) to 26.16 {women in the Developing
Amazonian Frontier). Scores of seven and lower are the equivalent of
unskilled blue collar workers and farm laborers. Scores of, say 20 or 30
are about the equivalent of skilled clerical workers, skilled cperators,
and foremen. Another way of locking at the meaning cf the scores is to
indicate that only three percent of the employed men have scores of 60 or
meore; 42 percent have scores less than ten.

The central tendency trends for occupational status are more or less
like those for income, but they are not identical. Apart from the anamolous
Frontier data, which are much higher (21.88) than any other, the SED trend is nearl-
linear. For men. it mounts from a low of 6.86 for the Underdeveloped New
Northeast, through 12.15 for the Unevenly Developed 0ld Northeast, 16.79 for
the South's Developing Periphery, to 19.43 for the Developed South. The
women's trend, however, appears to be slightly curvilinear,even allowipg

‘for the Frontier. For the New Northeast, the occupational status score is
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B.538; the 0ld Northeast is 13.41; for the Frontier, 26.16; for the South's
Developing Periphery it is 21.#4; for the South‘it goes down to 19,43,

The dispersion t;ends do not conform perfectly tc any predictable
trend, either. True, for males and females they both rise from the New
Northeast through the 0ld Northeast, to the Frontier. After that they are
almost flat., (The macroregional SED variations in the coefficients of
variation (CV) are misleading: the higher the mean, the lower the CV.) %

The flux trends are not completely clear, although the overall pattern
may make sense in general, and the main anomoly may make sense in Brazil.

It should be recalled that flux or circulation mobility refers to temporal

Tl' Tz)variations net of structural mobility. Total mobility in Brazil has in-

creased substantially as measured £rom father to son and most of the increase

is structural (Pastore, 19827). This is true for all regions, Using a

different scale and a more refined regionalization, the present analysis of men

too finds that the average "distance of upward mobility" (sons' scores

minus fathers' scores) varies directly with development level--except for

the Frontier, of course, whose residents started higher, ended higher, and moved a
greater distance to get there. The women's trend is a bit different,
however. The greatest average mobility "distance"™ was travelled by women

in the'Periphery, with the Frontier and the South feollowing close behind}
the shortest,by those of the New Northeast, nearly the same by thcse of the
0ld Northeast. A flux ccefficient, on the other hand measures the degree

to which a person's status is, within the status parameters of his or her
societal unit, free of control by his or her fathers' status. In this

sense, it turns out that flux or circulation mokility tends tordecrease

with thé level of development. But Unevenly Developed Old Northeast is

the main exception here. Its flﬁx line ié quite low for women and much lower

than the trend line would lead on to expect for men.



In summayy regarding structural variations in occupational status with

variations in macroregicnal development in Brazil: Except for the anomolous

Frontier data, mean central tendency levels and dispersion vary more or

less linearl; dnd directly with macroregional SED levels. The variation

in flux levels is generally the reverse of what sociologists might have

expected: the higher the SED level, the lower the flux level. For men,

the Frontier departs slightly from this trend—circulation mobility is a

little lower among Frontiersmen than would be expected for a linear

F x SED trend. But among women and especially among men, the circulation

mobility is much lower in the Unevenly Developed 0ld Northeast than one

would predict from a linear SED x F regression line, In other words, on the

whole, occupational status central tendency and.diSpersion vary positively,

while circulation mobility wvaries negatively with macrdregional socioeconomic

development in Brazil., The main exception is in the Frontier, and this may

be due either to the Frontier economy or to bias in sampling. Also noteworthy

is the dramatic drop in circulation mobility in the 0ld Northeast,
Educational Attainment. These data are presented in TablelB. As in

the case of income and occupational status, both central tendency and

dispersion increase more or less linearly with SED, except for the Frontier.
Status Crystallizgtion. Table 4 presents these data. Following

Covello and Bollen (1979), the covariances (r2) of each pair of status

‘central variables are analyzed separately. When plotted (in graphs not

presented here), they show a number of useful ﬁatterns. We locok first at those

that are mrerly useful background items, then second at those pertaining to SED
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and status crystallization. 1) The degree of crystallization of occupaticnal
status and education {at .35 to .67) id much higher than either of the

other two types (.16 to .28). 2} The tie between education and occupational
status is much higher for women (.52 - .67) than for men (.35 - ,53).

The main apparent trend, cutting across all the six comparisons (each
pair of status content variables by sex) is that crystallization tends to
increase wtih macroregional level of sociceconomic development. Twe main
anomolies, seen before, also appear here. The Frontier appears to be a bit
more crystallized than would be expected, no doubt as part of the more general
Froﬁtier Phenomenon. . The Unevenly Developed 0ld Northeast also appears
to be more crystallized than would be quessed from the trend lime; this
is probably an accurate reading. In the one other comparison that has
been made of status crystallization by levels of development {(industrialization)
the findings appear to be about the same. Covello and Bollen (1979} alsc
report that status crystallization appears to increase with industrialization.

Summary. The general findings are mostly in line with what one would
expect, most anomolies due toeither a peculiarity of the Frpntier

or to the especially "rigid" stratification of
the Northeast. Ignoring the Frontier, the following structural variations
in stratification by macroregional SED have been found: 1) The central
tendencies of all status variables rise with develcpment. 2) The dispersion
cf all status variables rise with development. 3) Cccupational status flux
or circulaticn mobility falls with development. 4) Crystallization tends
fo fisé with development, Despite the above, both the flux level and the
degree of status crystallization are higher in the 0ld Northeast than
would be predicted from the rest of the data points (less the Frontier, of

course). The overall cross-~sectional picture of Brazil, then, is one in
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which individual statuses indeed rise with macroregional development levels.
This is another way of visualizing the familiar increase in structiral
mobility with development. As these statuses rise, they also become more
varied. But the rise is accompanied by a decrease in intergenerational
circulation mobility relative to the status of origin (fathers' occupational
status), and an increase in status crystallization,

The Unevenly Developed 0ld Northeast does‘not quite conform to this trend

of status "rigidity" increasing with development; its "rigidities" exceed

those that would be predicted from the main trend-~lines.
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Status Attainment and Development

Problem and method. As we have seen, definitive research on status

attainment in relation to development has not yet emerged, although there
is a small amount of suggestive work available (Holsinger, 1975; Lin and
Yauger, 1975; Hansen, 1977). This is true despite the fact that more or
less systematic hypotheses concerning the matter have been available for
years. Within the United States there is a long tradition of status
attainment research though it has little to do with development. From a
social psychological perspective, this work has recently been reviewed by
Haller (1982). The present essay is an attempt Lo provide the first
systematic analysis of status attainment and developmeng. For employed
men and women, it compares successively, by socioceconomic development (SED)
level of Brazilian macroregions, the metric (unstandardized) regression
coeffidients of a number of recently codified antecedents of education,
occupational status, and income (and log income). The antecedents of
education are age and two social origin variables, father's class and
occupational status. Those of occupational status include education and 1its
antecedents, plus three variables describing the labor markets in which
the workers participate~-the SED or general quality of the local {microregional)
labor markets, urban veréus rural labor markets, and internal vs. nonintermal
labor markets. All of the foregoing variables are used as the antecedents
of income (or log income).

All individual data were taken from the 1973 Household Sample Survey
of Brazil (reported elsewhere in this.Volume), and are weighted to permit
generalization to states, regions, and the nation (see Godfrey, this Volume).
Only persons of 20-64 years of age who'workéd regularly 17 or more hours

per week are included herein.
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The dependent variables are years of formal education, as estimated
'from a detailled set of responses to categorical questions (such as,

"Did you attend scheol?", Did you complete primary school?", ete,, through

the university level). The distinctions are fine enough so that the means

and other statistical esimtates of year-equivalents completed are surely

very close to reality. More important for present purposes, they are
precisely comparable among regions. Occupational status Qas measured by a
canonically weighted score reported in Bills and Godfrey {this Volume).
Income and its natural logrithm were taken from reports of weekly or monthly
earnings and other income and are stated in annualized United States

dollars of 1973 (Kelley and Bills, this Volume).

For the most part, the independent variables are measured as in the

paper, "Antecedents of income: complementary hypotheses from conflicting

theories?"(this Volume), although subsequent experience and reflection
have helped to understand one or two of them a bit better than was the

case when that essay was written.

Father's occupation, is also called "status origin.” It is one of

the variables describing the individual's social origins, and is measured
by the same canonical scale used for the individual's occupational status.
Clags origin refers to a parsimonious conception of the social class in
Marxian and Dahrendorfian terms (Robinson and Kelley, 1979). Persons
identified as self-emploved employers_ are counsidered to be "capitalists,”
and those who are employees or are self-employed without employees are
considered to be "workers." This is consistent with the Robinson-Kelley
stance and apparently with practice in Marxian socialist countries. In

the most fully "socialized" nations, private economic activities are

permitted as long as one person does not employ another. Of course, many




of the people thus labeled as "capitalists' are gmall operators, and the
literature is confused as to the role of size of holdings on the definitien

L]
of the term. Yet owning the means of production and exploiting the labor of

' Size 1s

others is clearly the core of the "relations of production.’
ancther matter, and most of the status effects of size are surely included

in the effects of fathers' occupational status. Class origin thus may miss

ﬁhe size effects of capitalist origins, but those are picked up by fathers'

position in the occupatinal status hierarchy. The variable here called

"elass origins' captures the unique effects of father's capitalist/non-

capitalist class, net of the effects of his occupational status and other

variables,

Age in years is the third antecedent variable. This is frequently used
ag a proxy for "experience." It surely includes an experience component,
but it may include more. In this analysis we include only the linear
effects of age. The well-known quadratic effects are ignored.

Three labor market variables are introduced into the explanation of occupationa
status and income differences. They are metropolitan/nonmetrecpolitan residence;
microregional socioeconomic development (MR SED), and interanal/noninternal
labor market. Urban-rural residence distinguishes between those who
resided in a metropolitan area from those who did not (as defined for
purposes of PNAD 73-—the Pesquiﬁa Nacional de Amostragen por Domicilios,or
National Household Sample Survey of 1973). This {s taken to be a way of
conceiving of labor market segmentation. Brazil's population ténds to be
concentrated in large cities and in rural areas. The urban area wages
respond to the requirements of manufacturing and other more or less
specialized activities. In the rural areas, wages tend to be quite low
{(Haller, Tourinho, Bills aﬁd Pastore, 1981l; also this Volume). We assume

that metropolitan wages and occupational status, as well as the demand for
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aducation are driven higher by the urban occupational st;ucture, and that
the opposite is true for rural status. )

The MR SED is taken as another measure of the quality of the local
labor market. It is now known that Brazil's 360 continental microregions
differ greatly in socioeconomic development (SED), that this variable is
unifactorial (Haller, 1982, in press:; also this Volume), and that it
includes the level of industrialization of the microregion. ﬁicroregional
SED has been scored from zero to 100. It has been found that only a few
of the MRs are highly industrialized, 20 at most. All are among thpse
with the highest SES scores. But many non—industrial MRs also have high

SED scores.

It is assumed that, net of éll else, economic activity reflected in high SED
levels drives wages up, and conversely for low SED. So SED is employed as
a second labor market segmentation variable.

A third labor market segmentation wvariable is called internal-nonintermal-
labor market participation (Taira, 1977). 1In the case of Brazil this is an

unusually easy variable to measure on a worker. All civil servants and

all those who have a signed "labor card” are considered to be participants

in an internal labor market. The govermment and the larger companies both
are required to provide a series of social bemefits for workers who have
completed and continued beyond a certain minimum service, usually six months.
In the private sector, such trusted employees are given signed work cards.
Internal advancement rights are among the perquisites of having a signed work
card or of being in civil service. Private sector employees lacking signed
work cards have no such rights (Pastore and Haller, 1982, in press; also

this Yolume). Those who have these advantages have an especially high dégree

of security as well as advancement rights.
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Taken together, then, with education and occupational status,;income

(or log incomel‘ is regressed on all of the above. In the analysis to follow:
we compare metric regression coefficients across development macroregions

for both sexes. The largest sample sizes for education are presented

first, followed by those used for occupational status and income (and log
income) are in parentheses for the five regions are: .Developed South -

41 578 (31 586) men, 15 711 (8 791) women; the South's Developing Periphery =
7 686 (5 942) men, 2 581 (1 658) women; Developing Amazonian Frontier -

2 342 (1 641) men, 969 (602) women; Unevenly Developéd 014 Northeast -

14 919 (11 80@) men, 6 885 (3 918) women; Underdeveloped New Northeast -

5 841 (4 501) men, 2 777 (1 320) women. These figures vary downwards for

certain variables in certain samples. The exact data are given in Addendum 1,

‘which also presents the means, standard deviations, bivariate sample sizes,

and correlation coefficients for each sample as these were used in the
larger samples available for education. Addendum 2 presents all regressions
for the full sample ("All Regions"). Addendum 4 shows correlation matrices
for the regressions of occupational status, income, and log income. It is
based on the bivariate data given in Addendum 4. The nominal definitions

of all computer acronyms for variables are presented in Table 5.

Table 5 About Here

Results. The results are presented in 40 regression tables generated
for sexes (2) by dependent variables (4) by regions (5)}. They are numbered
in three-digit decimals. The left-hand digit is 1 for men or 2 for women.
The middle digit is 1 for education, 2 for occupational status, 3 for income,
and 4 for log income. The right-hand digit is 1 for the Developed South
(SED=78), 2 for the South's Developing Periphery (SED=54), 3 for the

Developing Amazonian Frontier (SED=32.3), 4 for the Unevenly Developed 0ld
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Table 3. Nominal Definitions of Computer Acronyms and Ranges of Variables.

‘Computer Nominal Definition
Acronym (Abbreviations in parentheses) Range
ED Education in estimated year-equivalents 0=-17
CANCCC Cancnical occupational status score (SES) 0=100
INCOME Annualized income in United States
dollars of 1973 ————
LNINC National logarithm of INCOME = =====
URBRUR Metropolitanl/—Nonmetropolitan residence 0=1
{a labor market variable: Metro/
Honmetro)
SCORE Microregional sociceconomic development Q=100
score (a labor market variable: MR SED)
FCANQCC Father's canonical occupational status 0-100
score (a social origin wvariable: Father's
SES) 1/
INTLAMKT Internal— ~Noninternal labor market 0-1
participation (Int/Nonint)
CLSSORGN Father's occupational class, self- 0~1

employed employer {"capitalist"}
versus other (class origin}

i-/'.T.‘his side of the dichotomy is scored 1.

@ |




Northeast (SED=31), and 5 for the Underdeveloped New Northeast (SED= 13).

The decimal numbers for these tables run from 1.1.1 for '"Men--Education—-
L]

Developed South" to 2.4.5 for "Women--Log income--Underdeveloped 0ld

Northeast.'" These tables present the details. The conclusions are drawn

from graphs of them which are not presented here.

Tables 1.1.1 through 2.4.5 after this page
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_PARTIAL CORRELATIOMS AND CORRECTED REGRESSIUNS FOR WORKING MEN

FILE
UAF ILE

WKGHEN  (CREATIOH DATE w 04/10/82)
HKGMEH,

Rom ARk R oA A Ao oa kA h ook n ko hoaoroan MULTIPLE

DEPENDENT VARIAHLE,, En
~ VARIABLE(S) ENTERED oM STEP WIMRER _1,, FCANOCC . .
A AGE
C1L.830RGN
MULTIPLE R 597060 AMALYSIS UOF VARIANCE
R SUUARE « 35641 N REGRESSION
ADJUSTED R SnUARe 7L i5635 77 RESIDUAL
§TANDARD ERROR 3.09850

comecmsannasccsan YARJARLES [N THE EQUATION evecessemssesasens

VARIABLE =~ B TTURETA T U 3TD ERFOR ST F T T
FCanocc J1410981+000 50022 L0116 14694 343
AGE =, 4504968«001 -, 13384 00147 41,461
CLSSORGN 15565074001 L1298 LUel3l LY TN 7Y
C(CONSTANT)  ,47%1730¢001 e

ALL VARIABLES ARE IN THE EGUATION
STATISTICS WHICH CANMOT RE COMPUTED ARE PRINTED AS ALL NIMES,

Nevecvr g b Souwckd4/18/82

REGARESSTON & & % & & & &k # #t 0 & & %

PAGE

12
VARIABLE LI8Y
REGRESSION LIST & =

OF 3UM OF SDUARES HEAN BQUARE F
3. 161299,16505 60419, 72168 T 6202,84930
34690, T321308,29384 9.60130

NOTY IN THE EGUA'ION evesuaawsswenga
PARTTAL ™ VOLERARCE

--;--------.O VARIABLes
TUT TVARITABLET T BETAIN T

g
|
L
S A
1

14

[

A oAt E ® ~oE all

(1
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PARTIAL CORRELATIONS AND CORRECTED REGRESSIONS FOR

FILE WKGMEN
SUBFILE

(CREATION DATE = Q4710/82)
MNKGHEN,

N &2 & & & & & &k k & A A R A N A N R kK & kA A

RULTIPLE

ssesavssnsnewewee VARJARBLES IN THE EQU‘T!DN DR D NS O W R

CVARTARLE T TR TAETA T BTDERROR'H T T F T T T
FCANDCC ,13339624000 .05809 L00319 1753,906

. AGE -, 5914363=001 -.18587 ,00302 299, 3614
CLSSORGN 11111394001 L0978s L12380 80,552
(CONSTANT) 50761274001

ALL VARIABLES ARE IM THE EQUATINNH

STATISTICS WHICH CAMMOT BE COHPUYED ARE PRTIMTED A8 ALL NINES,

HWORKING MEN Sekrriri H@vereopiwet 04718782
FPenivhEsy

REGRESSELION

PAGE 12

VARIABLE LIST 1
REGRESSION LIST §

o R Ak & kN AR A AR

DEPENDENT VARIARLE,, ED
. VARIABLE(S) ENTERED OGN STEP muUMpgR 1,,  FcANOCC — - - e+ e S —
AGE
CLSSORGN
HULTIPLE R »53318 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE oF SUM OF SQUARES HEAN SQUARE F
R SUUARE _ _ .aghd2a . _ REGRESSION - 3. .. 2U35b,8326b 8118,94422  B27,7725%
ADJUSTED R SOUARE 2ntal REd10UAL b252, 51320,75992 9,80818
STAHDARD ERRNR 3,13180

u-;--u.-----. VARYABLES NOT IN THE EQUATION Sresrrsacsonaw
T T ARIABLE T T BETAINT T PARTIAL T CTOLERANCET F

§
.
(Ve

1
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PARTIAL CURKELATIUHS AND CURRECTED REGRELBSIONS FOR WORKING MEN JEvELlepiug 04/18/82 PAGE 12

FILE WKGMEN  (CREATION DATE = 04/10/82)
SUBFILE _ WKGMEN,

LT I T B T BN RN B N RN SN I DN TN BEC I I IR RN IR I R

Artaowian  Floxrica

MULTYIPLE REGRESS3ION & & % % & 0 an & d kA VARIABLE LIST 1
. _REGRESSION L18T |

DEPENDENT VARIABLE,, £D
VARIABLE(3) ENTVERED on STEP NUMRER 1,,  FCANOCC - .. et e . B R e
AGE
CLSSORGN
MULTIPLE R .S56690 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SUM OF SQUARES HEAN SOUARE F
R 8GUARE 32948 _REGRES§IeN Yy, 8388,%288y  2862,90860  266,55139
ADJUSTED R SQUARE 32024 RESTDUAL {688, i8i130,00a468 10,74455 -
STANDARD ERHOR 1,27728
musuwevasssunwveas VARJARBLES M THE EQUATION econcvoascssssswnum --.-.-------;--- VARIABLES NOT IN THE FQUATION sewcuwpesscses
VARIABLE 7 77 7T T UUBETA T T STD O ERROR B T T OF T T T T T NARIABLE T T UBETA N TURARTIALT TUYOLERANTE T TR -
FCANOCC 12075684000 49297  _ ,00499  S85,s6 T |
AGE v b264b]5000) -.17878 L00715 76,686 &

CLS5ORGN 16374124001 L2110 L27425 15,648 S |
CCONSTANT) S%94i3sedot e Vb
ALL YARIAHLES ARE IH THE ERIATION - I o .y
STATISYICS WHICH CANNOT RE COMPUTEN ARE PRINTED AS ALL NIKES, ‘
i
y i
t
)




PARTIAL CURRELATIONS AHD CORRECTED REGRESSIUM3 FOR WORKING MEN (/dgvamwers | 0as18782 PAGE 12 b
BEvELpE D) GLh Aol rhgaedT .

FILE WHGMEN (CREATINN DAYE w 04/10/R2) 3
SUBFILE  WKGHEM, o L . . . . R
Ao & A &k ok ok oa Ak ko x ko kA d s HULTIPLE REGREBSITION & & & & & b ok ad w VARIABLE LIST ¢ o
o . . . . . . REGRESSION LISY -1 s
DEPEMDENT VARIABLE,, ED "
.. VARTABLE(3) ENVEREL f!_'.‘_AS‘,!;'.‘.‘.’ HuMpER  t,, | FCANOCC e e e e e e e e e ™
. AGE o)

CLSS0RGH -

4]

MULTIPLE R .?%81103 ANALYSTI9 OF VARIANCE OF SuM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE F I
_R SQUARE 34203 ' REGRESStoN = 3, 4628948295 13429,82765 = 2170,2573%f |«
ADJUSTED R SNUARE 34187 RESIDUAL 12525%. 89048 69948 7.]096! . ot
STAMDARD ERROR 2.,064640 ut
L i

ar.

T L L P T Y ) VAHIAHLES IN THE EQUATION peswancwsuvesvwcas --;------.--- VARIABLES NOT IN THE EQUATION wescesmssmnsnns sr
VARTABLE. 7 7R 7T T U BETA T T STp ERRDA BT TP T T T T U TVARTABLE T BETATIN T PARTIAL T TOLERANCE T T T T ke
. N . TC

FCANOGE . 15965284000 ,34985 00216 _  5482,809 R e . S 1T
AGE w ,2R14950=001 - 10302 ’00198 201,658 — oc
CL3SO0RGN «8909991+000 072718 09081 96,275 I oz
CCONSTANTY RGBS Y00 e e e e _ 0z
(x4

2z

ALL VARIABLES ARE IM THE EQUATION N o L _ - B . R
STATISTICS WHICH CANNOT BE COHPUTED ARE PRIMTED A9 ALL NINES. cz:
T2

e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e &

(+rd

777777 ) ) B T =)

i

vk

(¥

4]

()

- _ — - PR .

£

1]

—"

zl

_——:—j\‘-




PARTIAL CURRELATIONS AND COWRECTED REGRESSTONS FOR WORKING MEN f/4dsq picvase p ¢ 04718782 o
AEw Mol Tirggr ' e

FILE WKGMEN (CREATIDHN DATE = Q4/10/682)
SURFILE  WKGMEN, _ . , _ , , , ) D
13
A oA R B R E Rk WAk kN oA s ko kR &k Ak HULTIPLE REGRE S S8 I ON » &8 & & & & & & & & & & VARIABLE LI8T %
_ . ] REGREBSION LIAT | e
DEPENDENT VARJARALE,, . ED - av
VARTABLE(S) ENTERED 0N STEP NUMARER |, FCANOCE o , . o o R -
AGE o
CLS30RGN .
. - . . mme . cr
HULTIPLE R 42293 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE  OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN BQUARE - f "
R BUUARE . ald7RA7 v e ... PREGRESSION .. 3. . __ . _ 4308, 60552 .. 143b,20184 _353,48727 L
ADJUSTED R SOUARE L7838 RESIDUAL LT 19779,88985 8, 06318 e
STAHDARD ERROH 2,0157% _ : -
- o i
ac
seassvssennsvewsas VARTAQLES IH THE EQUATION arevnsccscessansuss —.;n.-.-.-.-- VARIARBLES NOT IN THE EQUATION FRYmunhdnsveUy 11
e . _—— it e e i oam —-— o - - - PR [ - - - - - o e w [ — [P f ramis ma e e CRE T . Lo - - - - . _______..-..v‘
VARIABLE n U RETA STD ERROR B F VarIABLE BETAIN PARTTAL  YOLERANCE F ce
- 2
FCANOCE L 1252488R4000 .a1183 ,00425 868,970 Sy e
AGE =.17906999=001 -, 09664 Qo241 55.268 s
CLSSOHGN «,5431036=001 ..007t0 T10602 .262 Vol
(CONSTANT) J1B9R275e000 e e e ue
- £
. 0
ALL VARIABLES ARE IN THE EQUAYIGM ) ’ . L A . R
’ I%3
STATISTICS WHICH CANNOT BE COMPUTER ARE PRINTED AS ALL NENES, <z
U N e e . . O =2
- . =
[+14
al )
_ _ e ____QI
i A1}
| J
CE
1 .
ny J
~ . .%o‘
.
«®
&
L]
« 1O
I [
T
my




REGIESSTONS FUR WORKIHG MFN

FILE HEH

% & & & & h & 4 & & & A& Rk A

DEPENDEHT VARJABLE,,

VARTAALE(SY FHTFREM Nt STEP wNilMpfk 1,

MOLTIPLE R «T6T70
R SQUARE + 58937
ADJUSTED H SnuAPE «SA928
STAHDARD ERRNKH 11,7231

PElgeopgr [vir#f

(CREATINN DATE = 04/09/p2)

I I I R AR

canieg

URRUIKR
SCORE

: FrANOCC
AGE
INTLAHKT
CLSSORRN
(]

ANALYSIS OF VARTAHCE

HilL T I PLE

REGRESSINN
RESTDHAL

covmmsesvsrnverasn VARTJTAHLES IN THFE FUAT]ON amecvconcanonaccsws

VARTARLF f

URRAKUR «36797T984001
SCNRE +26RIXATe0G
FCANDCC 1H197304000
AGF LJINSARU4NDD
THTLRMKT 59969904001
CLSSNRGN «,114731A+000
)] LA T4 00
(CONSTANT) «, T730A7Q¢001

RFTA STh EAROK # F
L0960 17911 422,074
L01534 LMORYY 10,420
1299y , 00559 A39, 2AA
07947 00609 456, 088
L0117 . 15225 1551,514

- 00174 .2uBo0y o214
L5A6T5 02215  16000,34%

ALL VARTARLES ARF It THE FINIATINN

STATISTICS AHICH CANNOT RAF COMPHTED AKE PRINTED AS ALL HINES,

REGRFS5S51!ON

ousn9/82

SUM OF SQUARES

1. 6440101,50726
31560,

4gATOOL 29556

PAGE 10

A A A & b ok ka4 A& & &k A A

MEAN SQUARE
920014,50104
142,1749S

VARTABLE LIST
REGRESSJOR LIST

F
8UT1,0

1
4

0299

asuvew=vasnun YVARTABLES NOT IN THE FQUATINN csvuacsnanmesm

ViRTARLE RETA IN

PARTIAL

TOLERANCE

]
F o)
Iy

t

.,

.




i
ki

e 2.2

REGHRESSIONS FUR WORKING MiN [otrrmid HEvscor s PEL/ FoeRe

FILE HEN [CREATIH DATE & waz094n2)
"B T T BT N TR T T T S T T N N A N N | MUY T I #L i
PEPENDENT VARJAKLE,, CANICL
‘VARLARLE(S) ENTEREDR ON SYEP numprk  § HRHRUK
: SCORE

FCANOCC

AGE

INTLAHKTY

f1.SSORGN

£n
MU TIPLE R 15257 ANALYSTS F VARTANCE
R SUUARE + 56628 REGRESSTAN
ADJUSTED B 5QUARE 56577 RESTDUAL
STANDARD ERKOR 11,7299

evmanunvesceswany VAH[AHLES TH THE LMHIATINN evecceemessusneswe

VARJARLE H RETA STD ERKOR i F

JRAKIH 19211344001 L05313 237175 26,706
SCNKRF JFU33571=002 L0658 .01475% 409
FLANDEC A 7223494000 L123%A 201383 155,122
AGE L11857934000 L7764 01372 15,985
INTLRMKT Lo6ThABAL0D] L17822 L 367613 129,781
CLSSNAGH 204048 2=001 NI TY) JUATT2 2036
ED LARUTELIT4001 1T 1 L05099 311A,779

(CONSTANT) =, 43B254%4001 .

ALL VARTABLES ARE [ THE EAHAT]OM

STATISYICS wWHICH CANNNT BE CRURUTED AKE PRINYED AS ALl NINES,

rREG

RESSTON

OF
1.
5934,

RN
‘?W.

Quz709/782 PAGE 10

vaRTadLE LIST 1
REGRESSINN LTST 4

A ok & Rk & & & & * & & A @

SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SOUARE F
1066008,51347 152286,93050 1106,80192
A164T0,0T41% 137,59186

.-;..-----.-- V‘R[‘RLES NGT ‘N THE EQU"!UN LA LR L LAl 4 L]

VAglABLE

RETA [IM PARTYAL TOLERANCF F

I
(o]
T




REGHESSTONS FUR WNRRTHG Men  BEVELEFPIAG AReN 2 8 L by FLOLTTAERD

Fliet MEN (CREATION DATE = wa/08/R82)

..-tlttllnt.itqthtt.olt

MuUL ¥TLPLF

OEPLMDENT VaARIARLE,, CaNnre
VARJARLE(S)Y ENTERFP o1 STEP MuUMDFR 1, URARLR

SCORE

FCANOCCE

AGE

THTLRMKY

CLSSORGN

ED
MULTIPLE H L7212% ANALYSTS OF VARTANCE
R SOUARE 52017 REGRESSJON
ADJUSTED R SJNUARE <51R1) RESIDUAL
STANDARD ERROR $12,91849

P LT LTI LYY Vﬁnllﬂ[.[s M THE Fn“‘]’]UN ST TT YL LTI YL T Y

VAPIARLE 1] RETA S§TH ERROR R F
UHAHIIKR «3B26T304000 L00978 A3403% 166
SLOPE -, 1628550=-002 -, 0058A 02257 026
Feenncce LA59115R4000 R LETY L02329 46,674
AGF 17082634000 L10274 02942 33,283
INTLRHKT JH0R596Men0 1 J1304% J1008} 52.b67T
CLSSNHAN LAGNSULS 4000 L0t3ad 1,113%9 584
ED J2RNTOYI 4001 Lo001) Jd0072 TT6.T20
(CONSTANT) =, 22BRAXS+0D01

ALL VARTADLES AAF TN THF E0PATINM

SIATISTICS WHICH CANMDT B COHPUHTER ARE PRINTED A5 aLL NIMES,

R EGRESSTAON

PAGE 10

naso9/8g

VARTABLE LIST |
REGRESSION LIST 4

* h * & & B N 34 & & & & &

DF SUM OF SUULARES MEAN SOUARE F
1. 296352,61615 42334,08802 252,89696
1633, 167 40450

273371,5401668

evomuseseasese VARIABLES NOY [N THE EOUAFION meseusu-cenaes

VARTARLE RETA 1IN PRRTTAL TOLERANCE F

.—gg_

Ll
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- _ f_ui;,L;'

REGHESSIONS FOR WORKTNG MpN HNEVENLY DELFLOX 0L P NOLTT At T~ 04/09/82 PAGE 10
FILE  HEN (CRFSTION DATE g DU/00/R2) _ €
Lo Ak A k& R R P & bk h A s w ok hoa e s HULTIPLE RFGRESSTON o & o & & & & & o & 4 p VARTABLE LIST. | -
REGRESSION LIST 4
DEPENPDENT VARTARLE,, CaNOGCE - )
vanlanersi ENTERFD nre STEP HUMRER 1, URARYR '
SCURE
FCcanoCC -
AGE
INTLAMKT
L SSORGN -
(3]
MULTIPLE R RINEL AHALYSIS OF VARIAMCE nF SUM OF SOUARES HE AN SUOUARE F -
R SuUARE «38727 REGRESSION T, to01942,05288 22RAUB BbHULY 2397 ,79685
ADJUSTED R SOUARE L5703 RESIOUAL 1179, 1125825,65418 95,4411} -
STANDARD ERROR 9,Te%4a1
e 1 VAP[‘“LF_S 1N THE FIHIATION eesanesssccvscvenns --;----..---- V‘RllRLEs NOT IN THE EDUAYION Y P YIYETT TT P ) -
VAR]AHLE ) HETA STD ERANR N F VAglaBLE BETA IN PARTIAL TOLERANCE F é\ -
o
URRRUR +26911004001 04003 ,29726 nt,957 !
SCOKE 220920nu=001 Ln22a0 L00A23 LN TY -
FCAuNCE 120064000 Junr2 LN 373,116
AGE +B255A%U-001 L8927 JO0TRY hT,.134
[HTLHMKY JE1RE2994001 171554 24055 660,950 -
"CLSSORGN L2A1U1UALNQD LOGA9R 234599 Lhb2
£ L2N622TR4N01 L53%45 03673 449%,120

(COLSTANT) = TR4TNOQ+0OD

ALL VARIAALES APE It YHF EMIATEON

STAFISTICS WHICH CAMNRT HE COMPUTED ARE PRIMTED 43 alL MNINES,




REGRESSIONS FOR WoRkIng mpn WATER O VELOPED Ngh NiRrisiy i

FILE MEn (CREATION NATE x 04/0Q/R2)
Boa bk kA Ak Ak A oa e e kose s ke MULTTIPE
OEPENDENT VARTANLE,, caNDeC
VARTARLE (5) ENTFREDN 0N STEP RUMHER  §_, URHRUR

SCURE

Frakace

AGE

INTLAMKT

CLSSDRGN

En
MULTIPLE R 66336 ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE
R Sullarg U405 REGRESSION
ADJUSTEN R SNQUARE LU%9tA RESIDUAL
STANPARD ERRNR 7.R4099

LT T T Y P T VARIANLE? TH THE ENMUHATIN ceunssssrmvescvenuss

VARTARLF 1] RETA STD ERPOUN B F

URHRIR 1037180400 02711 LLESH 4,588
SCHKF 12945 30a001 01827 L01225 1.117
FLaNDCE 217219384000 .11947 L01902 At 990
AGF » JIRLUGT0(Y L03819 ULLTY 11,080
INTLHMKT JIIO0AGH 41y P L271%g 51334 Suh 424
CLESARGH 9632534000 02670 L3592 4,901
ED LA19A95Tdsuy ] JO13RK L0617y 017,913

(CONSTANTY) IRTHLAS N0

ALL VARLARLES AKRF Td THE EDDATION

STATISTICS WHICH CANNOT BE COMPITEN ARE PRIMTED A5 ALL NIHES,

1.2.5

REGRE SIS ! ON

0us09/82 PAGE 10

VARTABLE LIST
REGRESSION LISTYT 4

* & & & & b &K X 2 & R A R

DF SUM OF SQUARES - MEAN SQUARE F
T. 217085,20352 31012,1719% S00,4175%
4493, 276234827192 61,48115

mecmeacsecane VARTARLES NOT IN THE EQUATION evamsssmcceass

VaolaRLE BETA [N PARTTAL TOLERANCE F

|
L= 2]
~
]

s




REGRESSIONS FOR wORKING MEN (blr 1401y DEVELE prars FEAIPNEE

FILE  MEN

"IN JEE JE T IR DA T B T B N R NN DR B BN BT R N R N R )

NEPENDENT VARIARLE,, TNCDOME

VARLARLE(S)Y FNTEREDN 0H §TEP NUMAFR

MULTIPLE R .30047
R SOUARE : L25L49
ADJUSTEDR K SAUARE .Z531R
STANDARD EWROR 2029,20546

(CREATINM NATE = W4/709/R2)

ML T1PLE

UaBRLUR
SCORE
FCANNCC
AGE
INTLAMKY
CLSSORGHM
ED
CANOCC

AHALYSIS DF VARIANCE

PEGRESSINN
RESIDUAL

[T T I LYY T Y T ) VA”].RLES N THE EHUIT‘DN Y LT T T Y

VARIARLE n AETA
URAHIR 1716014000 «NATAY
SCNKHE «J1BAS 0092 06262
FCANDCC +1104%1A4002 . N599%
AGE +2ABESNS4002 L0107
THTLAMKT “ 18726 7R400% -, 15322
CLSSORGH L2045 4000 L1373
ED 18619244003 29460
canocc <2 U5U6S+002 MET)
(CONSTANT) = 164992%A4000

ALL VAR{aHBLES ARF [n THE EQHATION

STATISTICS WHICH CANMNOY AE CAMPUOTIED ARF PRINTED A4S

STh ERROR A ¥
64,045569 at.ABy
?2.55244 21 ,6R1
242336 20,786
- LLEL 104,087
55_3406A 134,317
Aa _3733%2 95,182
10, A952¢ 292,047
2.24572 N,2Nn

ALL NINES,

o4s09/82

REGRESSI1IOM

nrF LI
8, LERLLY
5913, 2443016

PAGE 12

A k4 & & & & & & A & & &

OF SQUARES
7576,04534
6535,99A96

MFAN SQUARE
1062039897, ,00567
a§VvTHTA TOILS

VARTABLE LIST 1
REGRESSTON LIS1 5

F
253,16222

--;-----..’-0 VARIASLES NNT IN THE EGUIT!ON SeanESEESSwedy

VARIARLE

RETA IN

PARTIAL

TOLERANCE F

_69-.-



REGRFSSIONS FOR NORKING HLN PEVELOPIn G ANFA2 0 Mooy S ) Ae 77 s

FILL HE il (CHEATINN
l‘!ili.i..ﬁ.i

DEPLNDENT VARTAHLE,,

DAYE

h & & e

THCI'ME

VARTARLE(S) FHMTEREN nNu STEP NUMAFR

MULTIPLF & JSHIAR
R SUIIARE L YUThH
ADJUSTED H SNUARF L 30478

STAMDAKD ERHNR

enprronssnenaewas VAR ARLES

VARJANLF H

URAKIIR <29tS5904+00%
SCNKF = 1031 T6%:001
FCANOCE JTob66225+001
AGE +3IPh26R2N02
INTLRHKT «,53503604+003
CLSSORGN -, 2327RNAMON2
ED «22R54%84003
CANOCC +296T015+00¢2
(CONSTANT) =,130)51040p40

19u0,57129

RETA

NS94
=, 0087e
«052%
18571
--"‘q’
-, uN292
J3A797
2313513

ALL VARJAHLES AFF §n THE ERIMTINH

2 NA,0G/7R2)

a s ML TIPLE

A " A

URARUR
SCORE
FranOce
AGE
INTLAMKT
CLSSORGN
En
catioce

ANALYSIS OF VARIAMCE
REGRESSTON
RESINUAL

M THE FIMVATION artevtsemeTnnsesne

STD EARDR R F
138, 138864 4,458
3,31597 097
3,46978 LY
4,39550 55,098
thy_ S9338 26,168
163,57955 020
17,9729 161,714
3.63506 66,622

STATISTICS WHICH EANNOY HE CNMPUTED 4RF PRINTED A8 ALL NIMNES,

REGRESSTION

DF
a,
1632,

naso09/82

SuM OF SOUARES
3145932808 76003
S5A051A7S514,56A30

PAGE 12

Y I N L I I T 2 I B )

MEAN SQUARE
39324460),09500
$e12247,25157

VARTABLE LIS8T |
REGRESSICON LIST &

F
108,86302

caemeseursns YARTABLES MOT In THE EQUATION ev=wscmcsssevs

VARIARLE

AETA IN

PARTTAL

TOLERANCE

F

...OL_




REGRESSINNS FUR WORKING MEN [LEAVLBUENL (¢ FLP st o b2 FLi7 NORIirE9ys 0n/09/62 PAGE 12
FILL MEHN CCREATION PATE a nu/ng/sp)
L A L R S PO T . ML T PLE REGRF.‘SHION T EEEERE RN VAHTABLE LISY
REGRESSION LISY %
DEPENDEMT VARTAALE,, THECOME
VARTARLE(S) ENTERFD nu STEP NIMBER fee UrRHRUP
SCORE
FLANNCC
AGE
INTLRMKT
CLSSDRGN
En
CaNOCC
HULTIPLE R 38354 AMALYSIS OF VARIANCE DF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQIIARE F
R SOQUARE , ansa REGRESSIOH a, RGATQ225TA 94157 11234903%22,36270 161 ,349%2
ADMISTED R SOUARE L3a009 RESDUAL 11795, tT4053722R7,79173 1475656 ,82813 :

STANDARD EHROA 1214, 768616

ST EAB LN ESE N TS VA”IABLES l” THE EQU!T[[IM BT E AR YRS e. -.;--.--O---- V‘RIAHLES NOT I" 'HE EGUIT]"N Lt e de e bk
VAPTAHLE (] RETa STD ERRNR A F VARTARLE BETA [IN PARTLAL TOLERANCE F
URABRUN =.7519531 s002 . 02273 37.09060 .o 4,110

SCORE 33910464001 03892 1.023414 10,977

FCANOCC 210R0T 734002 7991 1.2501% 12,001

AGE 15903224002 12731 295204 219,012

INTLAMKT - 181007340 . 04970 39,737155 21,0u%

CLRSORGH «URSOSS2 4001 . «0AT12 13,0229 127,111

ED 13927634003 «3NGTH 5.36708 673,312

CANUCC oPURRINAM0O2 «2521%3% 1.1aan7 4To 030

(CONSTANT)  w b01ni3nenpd

LLIL VARJABLES ARE " THE EOQUATIOM

STATISYICS WHICH CaunnT RE COMPUTER ARE PRINTED AS ALL HINFS,




REGRESSINNS FUR WORKTHG MEN LAPBEHN OEE Ao PUErD VEPI DK r HE4S T

Ne/09/R2 PAGE 12
FILE HEN (FREATTON DATE g VU/09/A2)
S s e b e e s e h AR At A et e s e MUNLYIPLE REGRESSITION «»asaet a0 VARTABLE LIST 1
REGRFSSION LIST §

DEPENDENT VARIANLE,, THENME
VARTAEHLE £3) ENTERED NH SYEP NIMOER 1, 1HRARNIR
: SCORE

FCANDCC

AGE

INTLHAMKT

CLSSNAGN

En -

caNOCC
MULTIPLE R JHANRY ANALYSIS (IF VARJAHCE DF SUd DOF SCUARES MEAN SQUARE F
R SulARE L23512 REGRESSION LIS A25A35861,53366 to32294R2 65171 172,59847
ADJUSTFD R SiIARF .21375 RESIDNMAL q492, 2688522001 ,L1T765 598090 3A3LS
STANDARD ERRNR 173,3%6303

enshmensnnsnswesw VARTAHRLES 1!l THE EAUATTION wermeveesuwnwsansaw

VARIANLE n AFTA STD ERROR R F

URRRIN =, 22339304003 -, 07429 47,79187 21,049
SCnRE = 1N209TheONY -,01330 1.20807 720
FCAnNCL J1706RAXT4002 L15479 1,089268 101,501
AGE ' LB120603400) LIS L7A561 38,615
THTLAMKTY JIna1n27ennd L329%¢ 53,61H129 3,770
CLSSOKRGN NELIELTEYYIS. LO393A 82 931951 T.745
ED L1131RT7AR00Y J2R1RA 6, 70317 2hy, 754
canoce JNPEATARLNY2 RETLE 1,a714% A9 _0R|

(CONSTAHT) = 1842197¢hp2

ALL VARTANILES &KHE Tn THE EOUAYIIAN
STATIATICS wHICH CAUMOT RE COMPHTEN ARE PRINTED AS aLlL NINES,

¥

--;..—--u'.-. VARJIARLES NOT 1IN THE EQUATInN FPrecanenssenan

VARTABLE AFTA IN PARTTIAL YOLERANCE F




REGRESSIONS FOR WORKIMG MEN

FILE MEN

LI T B B B R B N BEK RN D R DN RN BEE BN NE DR BN Y R B

DEPENDENT VARIABLE,,

VARIAALETSY ENTFRED i SYEP NUMRER

MULTIPLE R 60997
R SUVARE LJUUARS
“ADAUSTED R SQHARF L4871
STANPARD ERPNR +H00713

LHTINE

PEVELOPE P Solris.

(CHEATION DATF w UN1/09/82)

LN g

HUtLTTIPLE HEGRE

URARUR
SCORE
FCANOCC
ARE
INTLRMKT
Ct SSORGN
ED
CANDCC

AMALYSIS 0OF VARTANCE DF
REGRESSINN 4
FESIDUAL 315%9

F R A P V“RIQHLES tH tHE EnuATION e

VAR TARLE n

LURARUR +AS37937=001
SCNRE ,1054642a00t
FCANDCE e 2358235002
AGE JJ1R3UT2anp
TNTLRMKT = AG20TAARMOAN
CLSSURGN «22550044000
FD T0TT 1000t
CAMDLC L1301 dn1=00t

(CONSTAMT) O0%1A9%sNY

RETA SYD ERRNR H . F
LO1TAY 00909 73,021
12533 000480 524,811
L01958 ,00031 56 438
JA5182 L00034 1210,331
- 0iTAY LY 9r.211
RYIRL L01373 269,102
J3VToa 200158 2610147
21210 Lnonst 1740,895

ALL VARJARLES ARE TH THE EQUATINM

TSTATISTICS WHICH CANNUT RF COMPUTED ARE PRINTED A4S alb NINES,

Qas09/82

$ s1O0ON

UM OF S0UARES
. 11220,49904
- 13777,58a48

'BE B N I R B B I I B S

VARTABLE LIST |
REGRESIION LIST &

HEAN SQUARE F
1402 ,56238

3212,7t601
L43657

--;---.-..--. VAR"BLES NOT TN THE EQU"!DN Fossssnanessew

VaptAnLE

BET: IN

TOLERANCE F

-EL-




REGRESSIONS FOR woHKING Wit fouwr & r f@az Lpiny MER S PG [

FILL AF (CREATINN DAT
I I T T T S S R R R S R

DEPENDENT VARTARLE ,, Ly

F e nasn0/np})

& & & A & & 4 ML TIPLL HEtEGRESSTUON

VARJABLECS) FHNTERED Nty STEP MR L

MULTIPLE H ,63391
R SUIIARE Laniaa
_ADJUSTED R SNUARE NTITE
STANDARD ERRAR LTU33b

HRPRPIIR
SruRE
FeAMOCE
AGE
INTLHMKY
CLSSORGH
En
CanNDCC

AHALYSIS OF VARIANCE
REGRESSION
RESEDIAYL

eveassnsmasscasnne VARIARLES TH THE tDUATINN aewssvuansavswscen

VARIARLE H

URARNR «2295THS 4000
SCORE «F6UNS5T=002
FCANDCC s 3120204=002
AGFE ,10RUE50=0nt
TNTLAMKT w 1027709000
CLSSORGN . 3339939000
£D TOB240RwNDY
canurc JNE80723%-001

(CONSTANT) 51120354001

ALL VARTAHLES 232E [M THE LA

AETA

11766
2421
L4142
. 13050
-, 05NAY
112865
27328
. 271913

11nM

SIP ERROR B F
»023s1 94,538
L0Nnagu 106,301
L 00089 12,354
L000R7 153,837
L 02394 t8, ut4
L0309} 116,760
Lonye9 313,00
NILLF 335,457

STATISTICS WHICH CAUNDT RE CNHPUTED ARE PRINTED AS ALL NINES,

nF¥

&
5931

nas09/s02

BAGE

NN EEEEEREEEEER VARTABLE LIST
REGRESSINN LIST &

SUM OF SQUARES

L]

2202 145949
3278,52199

MEAN SQUANE
2TS . 30T44

« 55259

L4
494,21201

.-;..-..-q.-u VAHIABLEu NOT IN 'HE EQUI‘IﬂN [ P R ———

VAglARLE

REYA N

PARTYIAL

TOLERANCE

r




REGHESSIONS FOR WORKING MEN HEVEL G Pive AT LN #rv £FHINTTER

FILE MEN

[ I B B B N B K I DY TN T IR R S T B B R B N )

DEPENDENT VARTARLE,, LETNEC

(CREATION DATE = DUs09/A2)

VARTABLE (S) ENTERED NH STEP MIMBRER

MULTIPLE R 52332
R SRUARE + JARS]Y
ADJUSTED R SOUARE . 10553
STANDARD ERAOH LYY

HULTIPLE

uRRRUR
SCORE
FrANOCC
AGE
INTLAMKT
CLSSORGN
ED
CAHOLC

AHALYSIS DF VARTANCE
REGRESSTON
RESIDUAL

esnuwncsnnwanpevas VARIAR|ES IN THE FAUATIOH avessvsessvwscesse

VAR]ABLE R
HRARHR +220329R4+000
SCORE «JTT5531 =002

FCAnOELC 3045249902
(143 « 1232435001
TNTLAMKTY =, 15425924000
CLSSORGN 113686962000
EVL . 7905220001
CANULC o 110%Ubtiaiind
(CNHSTANT) «56127703001

ALL VARTABLES ARE IW THE ENUA

RETA

LEPan?
.0U0NS0
05653
L 15808
-, 089401
.03A30
J3h0S0
L2%66

TInH

STD ERHOK B F
0h97A 19,588
L08120 2,200
L00125 5,931
00184 60,541
JU3T869 17,1A%
, 05895 3,718
L00648 148,965
LN0131 rt,.725

STAaTISTICS wHICH CANN{OT RE COMPUTED ARE PRINTED A8 ALL MNINES,

REGRESS]ION

n4/09/82

OF $1H OF SQUARES
8. 286, 49672
1632, 765,64R8%

u-;-.-------- VARTABLES NOT IN THE EQUATION eveerweccccuns

VaplAALE PETA IN

PAGE

L IR TN DA NN BN BNE BN BNE BN DN B B

14

VARJABLE LIST 1

REGRESSINON LIST &

MEAN SGQUARE

T 40

PARTIAL

LB1209
LH6915

TOLERANCE

F
129,62252

F

_gi_




REGKF SS1DNS FOH WORRTIHNG MEH

FlI L MEN

LI T B TR R T T T S T T S U G S S S G PO O

NEPENDENT VAPTADLE,,

VARIARLE (3) FNTERED On STEP NUMRER 1,

MULTIPLE R +07512
R SAHARE 45579
ADJUSTED W SOUARE L 15%02
STANDARD ERROR Lh3e0n

LNTNC

LAVEVGNE VY BlVice DP E2

(CREATION DAYE =2 04/09/A7)

URARUR
SCOPE
FeAMOCC
ARE
INTLBHKT
CL580RGN
En
canoce

AMALYSIS OF VARIAMCE

ML TYLIPLE

REGRESSTION
RESIDUAL

B P VAR!AHLES I THE EOUATION avenccpsa=mssasscnenas

VAR] ARLE . R
URRRIUR L103012%;000
SCORE + 235591y
FCANOCC JA324 1 T8=002
© AGE e T Shub=n?
THILBMKT JIHENARTI4DN0
CLSSOKGN . 30926292000

En 1231527001
CANUCC BYLVIE T YT
(COHSTANT) L922T2%a4+0010

RETA STD ERRDR A
05404 L08942
NETLT) RIYLY
05654 L000KS
J1377p .nnosa
LaT12%a D1an9
2060 02253
.2764% L0022y
L2917A 00080

ALL VARTABLES ARE T THE EOQUATIQM

F

28,140
19,324
43 _.60R
395,700
RO, 507
188,506
662,572
781,553

STATISTICS wHICH CANHOT RE COMPOTED ARE PRINTED &S ALL MIMES,

REG

DD NoR TPt T~

HESSTOHN

oy s09/7A82

L IO DN DN N BN BEE BEE R BT RN B RN ]

DF $UM OF SQUARES
A, 1995, 89089
11795, 4771,0316R

PAGE

1d

VARTARLE LIST 1.

REGRESSION LIST &

MEAN SDUARE
n99,8R636

,80450

F
1234,83599

..;-.--«---.- V‘RIABLES HOT M YHE EQU‘T!OM rTeftewenuRedTeny

VAplARLE

BETA IN

PARTIAL

" TOLERANCF

F

|
~
o

I




REGRESSIONS FOR WNRNING MEN LA PER PIEVIEL G P& b NV Edm VB 1 0r /™

FILE MEN (CHEASIUON DATEL » 0UZ00/82)
AR R A A 4 b & & R & A Kk A 4 & ® & s A s a MUDLTIPLE HEGRESSTON 2 & & & & & & 4 & % & & @ VARTABLE LI3T 1
REGHESSION LIST &
DEPEMDENT VARIARLE,, tHTME
VARTAALE(S) FMIEREN pH SYEP NUMNER 1., URAHLUR
- SCORE

FCAMODCC

AGE

INTLAHKT

CLSSNRGN

En

caNOCC
MULTIPLE R 52934 ANALYSES OF VARJANCE DF UK OF SQUARES MEAN SOUARE F
R SUUARE «2AN2D REGRESSION A, 709,723139 Ra_ 71542 218,577133
ADJUSTED R SOUARE 27R92 RESTOUAL an92, 1R23,19749 Lansan .
STANDAKD ERRDR +63708
wunessssansasenas VARTARLES it THE ENHATINN evvacssmcscssssvore wwaswsusesase VARTARLES NOT In THE EQUATION wmescvwcassunrses |

~J

VARTABLE R RETA STDh ERRNR A F VARTARLE REYA IN PARTIAL TOLEHANCE F :J
URHRUR -, 19355744000 -, 0758p L03937 24,1710
SCORE =, PU90TE1=Np2 -, 0%8%2 Joo1n0 AL
FCANNCC 2 70283TUa002 LO0ATUR L00156 31.53¢ 7
AGF : +AGTAIS0=N02 13677 ;00081 1ty gan
INTLRMKT L1 THRISH4 000 L5994 LT R 16,039
CLSSNRGN 12331 3R4000 LBUTRS N1537 12,153
)] +TGN9AART=001 02317 ;00555 187,673
CANDEC L200T0704001 L 2RSHA L0021 2R5 200

{CONSTAHT) L5419550400)

ALL VARTAHLES ARE TH THE E£QUATTNN

STATISTICS WHICH CANMOT RAF COMPHTED ARE PRINTED AS ALL MNINES,




g e e
. PARTIAL CURHELATIONS AND CORRECTED REGRESSIONS FOR WORKING WOMEN Dizvetopcn larrk 08/18/82 PAGE 12 S

1 FILE  WKWOMEN {(CREATION GATE = 04/10/82)
© SURFILE  WKWOMEN,

A b A A A AR A R A AR A a bt et HULTIPLE REGRESITON #a sk dtxsrdr VARIABLE LIST 1
‘ st REGRESSION L18T 1

DEPENDENT VARIARLE,, ED
" VARIABLE(S) EMTERED OH STEP MUMRER 1,, . FCANOCC e e - - e
| AGE
i CLSAORGN
MULTIPLE R L2170 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE DF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE F
R SQUARE ,38602 L ... REGRESSION 3. . AST19,32364 28573,10855  2337,21384
ADJUSTED R SQUARE 30687 " REBTDUAL idots, 136998 ,07808 “1i.28160
STANDARD ERROR 3,3554%
asmsmewssus-snvee VARJABLES 1IM THE EQUATIUON amesccassrmassvsnes B ) VARIABLES NOT IN THE EQUATION meussvocsesamenw
VARIABLE oy T T T petA T sTD EmROR AT T F o T NARDABLET TTUTBRETACIN PARTIAL  ~YOLERANCE ~ ~ T F 7
. . 1
FCANOCC JNUUTI00+000 .526%] » 00200 3219,235 =
AGE - 8091234001 -.2051} .00283 818,697 ¢
+  CLSSORGM 21R2022+4001 . 13815 .118a9 363,222

~. (CONSTANT)  ,60455752001

ALL VARTABLES ARE IN THE EQUATION . ‘ , e I

STATISTICS WHICH CANNCY RE COMPUTED ARE PRIMTED AS ALL MNINES,




PARTIAL CORRELATIONS aMD CORRECTED PEGRESSIONS FOR WORKING WOMEN fotrrieh DEvetopavsat/18/82 PAGE 12 ) ' o
' PENIPHEAY v

FILE  WKWOMEN (CREATION DATE a 04/10/02) )
SURFILF WKHOMEH, ok
- ]

A Ak k& Rk &k RS oA kR A KA x ks e MULTIPLE REGRESIION a & & & r dafrto & VARIABLE L1387 1 o
. _ _ ‘, REGREASION LIST 1 o
DEPENDENT VARIAALE,, £p ’ o
} \!ﬂ“_l"m:-.i(s_l EMTEREN_ON STER NUMAER 1,, . FCANOCC e e e e VR b
AGE s

CLSSORGHN ‘ v

C

: MULTIPLE R «b1199 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE DF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN BOUARE F !
+ R SQuaRe L 3¥p453 . REGRESSION . I . tas80,80518  A893,60173 _385,a3398 b
iDJUSTED R 8nuiRE 373156 PEATDUAL i9%i, 24%1{6,63701 j2 69834 o
STANDARD ERRNR 3,56319 )
ennwnnanannannea=w YARIARLES IH YHE EQUAT]ION averccenscsepnsssue .-;..---.---- VARTIABLES NOT IN THE EGU‘TION LT T L )] 1
vARIABLE 77 TR 77 UTRETA T 81D ERROR B~ F T T ARTABLE T T T BETA IN T PARTIAL TOLERANCE ~— — F e
FCaNOCC 15136064000 48876 L 00589 107,187 A
AGE =, 11223884000 27119 L00748 224,883 P o
CL8SORGH .1831%06+0n01 13257 2h002 g2.908 82
(CONSTANT) 72181760010 . I S U IR 92
. L3

a:

ALL VARIABLES ARE IN THE ENGUATION ) I
STATISTICS WHICH CANNDT BE COMPHTED ARE PRINTED A3 ALL NINES, ce
R zz

o ] e e oo e . e e s i

4

a1

£1

.- _ o . R __.ﬁ_‘____-______._u,““q.’i‘

1 4]

C1

T

(N}

) T e

L

s U

- - ——. ..:_..k_'. c

2|l

ﬁ?




&
PARTTAL CURHELATIONS aND CONNECTED REGRFISINNS FOR WNRKING WOMEN DEVELLpinG o4/18782 PAGE 12
FILE  WKMOMEM  (CREATION DATE & 04/10/0?) , AIAL2 Ll 14K

SURFILE  WKHNMEM, _ ' ‘ FRom 1L R S ) ‘ o D
s
A oh % 4 R A & kR A oA kAR R AR AR R A e MULTIPLE REGRE S SION & a6 % 2 &0 8t p s & VARTABLE LIOT | oc
_ REGREBSION LIST | o
DEPENDENT VARIABLE,, En ' uv
) e
VARTABLE(S) ENTERED oh STEP NUMAER 1,, ~ FCAMOCC . e e .. - VDO
AGE o
CLSSNRGN . -
19 4
_ : SRR
HULTIPLE N 61195 AHALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF - SUM UF SQUAREY MEAN S0UARE F "
R SQUARE 37408 REGRESSton -3, S029,3ert0 - 1676,45870  130,70916 |
ADJUSTED # SRUARE iriei RESINUAL 655, 8460,929719 {2 ,8258% ve
STANDARD ERROR 3.58132 o -
i
- : e i
wrernsseeumewwrew VAPTAHLES IN THE EQUATION evEEeTerenER .- 6-;.‘.---.--- VARIABLES NDY IN THE EQUATION -_-Q'-—O_---O-ﬂ ©f
YARIABLE R T T BetA T TsinERROR B T F T T T T VapIABLE T BETAINT PARTTAL T TOLEAANCE T T T F e
€
FCANOCE J0958154+000 TS L0076 204,520 L e L S DR L
AGE 12739604000 -, 30143 .01320 93,097 : 3 oc
CLSSORGN «27514548+001 17109 49759 o.576 1 0z
{COMSTANT) - ,83IR5007+00Y S : : e e e oz
: f44
. . k24
ALL VARIABLES ARE IM THE ERUIATION ‘ : T
. . rz
STATISTICY WHICH CANNDT RE COMPUTED ARE PRINTED A8 aLlL NINES, : oz
2T
e e e e e - e e e e e e e e et e e e e e °
or
= e - &1
3
L1
. il
T - B T - o B oo ._—_'_——Gl
¥\
- - . Gt
Z1
l.. [N L
—
T, : ) - - . - S >
e[
I3
T I
L

T
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ORI - S . f;ﬂw_“A;gé_ug*q-
__PARTIAL CORHELATJONS AND CORRECTED REGRESSINNS FOR WORKING WOMEN (/Aprusacw. . ... 04718/82 PAGE 12 -
PEVEZLopED pl0p HoRrmizisr
FILE WKWOMEN (CREATION DATE = 04/10/7R2)
SURFILE  wkwoMgw, S . . . . . . e
A& A R Nk A AR A AR A AR e kAo MDLTIPLE REGREDNITITON a & a8 x a8 & a &8 & VARIABLE LIST 1|
Co : o REGRESSION LIST 1
DEPENDENT VARIABLE,, Ep
_ VARTABLE(S) ENTERED 0N _STLP NUMBER 1,,  FCANOCC S R e - - e e e i
AGE -
CLSSORGN
MULTIPLE R ‘ +S59ARY ANALYSIO OF VARIANCE - DF SUM OF BQUARES MEAN B8OUARE F
_RSumaRE 38860 REGRESStow 3, 2%238,13582 8412,71194  1034,8718%
"ADJUSTED R SAQUARE 358235 RESTDUAL 5333, a%fai 51598 8,12923 '
STANDARD EVWOR 2.65118
enavesssaseavewws VARTAMLES IH THE EQUATION wesacsscassseaswsuns ' --;-I-‘---h.- VARTABLES NOT IN THE EQUATICN seesgvwnpeonan
VARIABLE " 7m0 7 peTA T 8TD ERROR'B  F ST T UVARTASLET T UUBETATINT T O MARFIAL T YOLERANGE T TR T
FCANDCC + 18096104000 »53200 200376 2315,000 e - N
AGE ..613739R=001 ., 20392 .00328 356,723 ™
CLSSORGN «0516261+4000 J04TLY 15205 18, 347 . ’ r-'-'

(CONSTANT) _ ,35995R44001

ALL VARIASBLES ARE IN THE ENUATION
STATISTICS WHICH CANNOT RE COMPUTED APE PRINTED AS ALL NINES,




- VARIABLE(S) ENTERED 0N STEP NUMRER 1,, = FCANOCC _
AGE .
CLS30RGN
HULTIPLE R 53430 ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE
... R SQMARE . ,28sa8 . REGRESSION
ADJUSTED it SduARE 2805 RESibyiL
STANDARD EHROR 2,11202

K

i

g
N
PARTIAL CORRELATINNS AMD [ORKECTED REGRESSIONS FOR WORKING WOMEN

FILE
SURF ILE

AKWOMEN (CREATION DATE = Quar10/82)
_WKHOMEN,
AR R AR AR r e ek A e HOULTIPLE

DEPENDENT VARTABLE,, En

L LT T T T e g sy VAPIARLEs IN THE EOU“IDN L LT TR T S P r e

VARTABLE R : I RETA~  STDERROR' A T T - T T
FCANOCC «14098R64000 . 46667 00582 621,412
AGE =, 4306035=001 -, 20312 ~00380 128,090
CLSSORGN «40338094+000 L4195 L17966 5.061
. _(CONSTANT) = ,2581m02+000

ALL VARIABLES ARE IN THE EQUATION
STATISTICS WHICH CANNOT BE COMPUTED ARE PRINTED AS ALL NINES,

: ; i - o ki
Lk s

UNDER PF VgL peiNN/18/82 PAGE 12

Wi Nolrirne !

REGRESISION & x & & & & & &4 & * & # VARIABLE LI3Y
) REGRESSION LIST 1

oF MEAN SQUARE
1320,15218

Y 7.7:1.1 S

SUM OF SQUAREKS
T2, 4568y 0

F
296,083208
T 9942, 788010 T

nsade
2229,

--;-‘-.?-.-.- VARIAHLES NOT IN THE EQUATION eevcavausscusa
CTUBEYA EN T PARTIAL T YOLERANEE T TTE

VaplABLE
&
]
|




REGRESSTONS FOR WNRAKING WOMEN FEVELIPEn fotr T

0N/09/R2

FILE ATME N (CREATION PATE = 0U/NA/RP)
f e k&b e AR r A ks s s s a e MU TIPLE REGRE S ST ON » & % a @ & & & 4 a &k & & VARJARLE LIST |
REGRESSION LIST 4
DEPENDENT VARIADLE,, canace
VARTABLF (SY EUTFRED N1l STELP MUMAFH 1.. HRARUR
ScOPL
Foanoce
AGE
INTLHHKT
Ct SSORGH
En
MULTLIPLE R +BB085 ANALYSTS NF VARTANCE or SUM OF SNUARES MEAN SQUARE F
R SOWARE 2 70653 REGRESSION 7. 280799 ,81076 301999 ,54439 3020.71263
ADJUSTED R SUNARE +TNH29 PESIDUAL ' RTAS, 1000240 ,3344S 113,88026
STANDARD ERROR 10, hT107
sesennssvesvensuaw VAR[ARALES TN 'HE FAUATIOH srveswscsesvscswomwnn --;-----..--. VARTARLES NAOT IN THE ERUATION eecescacsccan=
VARTARLE n AETA 8Th ERRNK B F VAQTARLE RETa IN PARTIAL TOL ERANCE F o
(W8
) }
(IRARUR «51S5RRUGIOGN .0135A8 231297 3.386
SCORE “ HEATSADwNY -, 03089 201513 16,647
FCANDCE «BT21259=00]) .OT342 00830 110,295
AGE 138300t s000 07535 L01117 153,304
THTLRAMKT «T249200010 20000 .21980 856,410
CLSSNAGN JAHB123140010 «020T1 LH1928 11,018
ED «302185R 400} L6951 L03489 . 767, 420

(CONSTANT) L12308194001

ALL VARFAHLES ARE Tt THE FRUATINN

STATISYICS wWHICH Cannitt AE CAYPHTFD APE PRINTED AS ALL N




REGRESSIONS FUR WPk [NE WOMEN Jouritly PEECorws PERIPIFELY

FiLE WNME M (CRFATION DATE = Qa/0R/P2)

s @ & A N 4 B R K R AR RS &g w ke 4 e HMULTIPLE

DEPENDENT VaRTARBLE,, CANUCE
VARTABLE(S) EUTERED ON STEP HUKAER 1, URARNA
SCNRE
FCAMOCE
AGE
INTLRHRT
CLSSORGN
En
HULTIPLE H JATE00 AHALYSTS OF VARTANCE
R SWUARE 16562 REGRESSION
ADJUSTFD H SAARE S Tus} RESIDUAL
1n, 207719

STAHDARD ERKNR

canswwsnweasesw=e YARIARLFES I®H THE E"Ul]'ﬂ" - T -

VARIARLE - H RETA STD ERNNE R F
URPRUR =, 20URTN 40N L _5a73A 11,761
SCOHE - 69791 T1=00) -, (U0AtL 02428 R,26%
Foannce 11259804000 LHROSH 01980 32,338
AGE «5357565=0u1 027306 02417 8642
INTLOBKT L1552586A4002 . yhtine Pb?ﬂ?? 523,261
CLSSNRAN 2986AT9s0N0} L4550 JhoAn2 13,651
ED +25773314001 56052 WLITY 927, A4}
{CONSTANTY JUAaUnSt2e001

ALL VAPTAHLES AKE IH THE EQUATIOM

STATISTICS WHICH CAuMOT HE CNMPUTED ARE PRINTED AS ALL NIMES,

REGRESSTON

PAGE to

0h/09/82

PO T T TR BT B A B T

VARJABLE LIST |
REGRESSINN LIST 4

DF SUM OF SQUARES HEAN SOUARE ¥
1. Seib26,72227 anz232,3848%0 To?,99257
1650, 171928,20604 104 ,19891

-.;----.‘-.--- V‘RI‘RLES Nn' IN rHE FUUIT!U’J ---ﬁ------.-hﬁ

RETA [N PARTIAL TALERANCE F

varTanALE

-178-



- mm—— o
& B A By & ‘|
AEGRESSLINNS FOR KNORKTHG wiMEM DEVELS PG Ar5 A oriay ERoTIery DUTUQIND PAGE 10
FiLE WOMF Y CCRFATION NATE s Ou/OR/AD) ' .
T T B B S R TR T ST IR T T R BB L Mt TEPLE n((;n[ss!nng.....p...... VARTABLE LIST 1
REGRESSINN LTISY 4

DEPENDENT VaRIARLE,, cANOLC
VARTABLE CS) ENTFPED NN STEP KHMARER 1, URARUR

SCORE

fcANDCC

AGE

INTLAMKT

C1.5SNRGN

En
MULTTPLE ® AYIAS AMALYSIS OF VARIANCE nF SuUm OF SMARES MEAN SNUARE F
R SHUARE T L,69199 REGRESSION 7. 19273%6,87490 21533,78213% 190,64180
ADJUSTEN W SOURRE SHBATS RESTOUAL 594, AS7A9 %0798 144,42678
STAHDARD ERANR 2,01717
Ll L L LR Ll ek b hadadd VIHIAFLES (Al THE En“"!nN - D .-;--.----.-- VARIAHLES NOT IN THE EQUA'ION e L T T Y LY
VARIARLE n RETA $TD ERRNR 1 F VARTAALE RETS IN PARTIAL  TOLERANCE ¥ o

w

HRARUK -.35390150001  =.07617 151949 5,425 '
SCORE ~ Un37Ap0=00a1 13536 03724 1.17%
FCANDCC L6T2585a=001 LnShar 03056 4.,Aaa
AGE LABATHOTHe000 09366 04928 18,494
INTLAHK] 12153294002 28195 }.1834a2 105,465
CLSSORGH 29733554001 L8033 t.73259 2,745
ED L309TT 64001 TLE L150%AR 020,970

(CONSTANT) =_,26335hA+0n00

ALL VARTAHLES AwE TN THF FRAOATTON

STATISTICS wHICH CANMOT RE COMPHIER ARF PRIMTED 25 ALL NINES,




REGRESS1ONS FOR WORKING WOMFN (iagirdney PEV Lo pEP OLY MORTHrmar

FILE WOHEH

..iii..ltﬁﬁ.ﬁ.ti.i‘li‘i

DEPEMPFENT VARTARLE,,

CaNpCC

VARIARLE(S) ENTFRED DN STEP MIMRER

MULTIPLE R LR2236
P SUUARE Wb7828
ADJUSTED % §DuyaRE TSR
STANDARD ERROR tn, 23492

(CREAYINN NATE = O0U/0RZ8P)

URRARLIR
SCOURE
FLANOCC
AGE

INTLAMKT
CLSSORGN

ED

AMALYSIS OF VARTANCE

MULTIPLE

REGRESSION
RESIDUAL .

..--.-;---.--O..-- V.Rl‘ﬂLEs T THE EHUAIIDN P Y Y ) T e e p—

YARPIARLE A}

URAKUR «951620Te000
SCNHE -, 9084827001
FCaroCe « 58718 denp]
AGE «3UT035-001
INTLANK ] 13057524002
CLSSOARGH «S1199R6e0gn
€D «foh7AT0s001
(CONSTANT) +HARS259,4001

RETA

01477
=, 0AS0N
03R29
02070
3201
LO0T2T
.5TASAH

BLL VARTAULES APE TN THE ENYATION

STD ERRNR A

L 49806
L01019
01712
L0144y
L51152
pu6001
L0h39p

'

1.227
an, e9n
1,757

4,754

T12,08713%
o602
1703172

STATISTICS WHICH CaunNOT AE CONPUITED ARE PRINTED AS ALL NINES,

04709782
" 4
REGRESS T ON & & & % & & & & & &% & Ao = VARTABLE LIST )

REGRESSION LISYT 1
nF SUM OF SOUARES HEAN SQUARE F h

7. 855646, 68041 122235,204063 1166,08438
1910, anIsas , 2451S 104,75352 1
emaeanuseesea VAR[TARLES NOT It THE EQUATION secsvssssascaca €

VAoTARLE RETA IN PARTTAL F

TOLERANCE

~gg-
-




REGRESSIONS FOR WORKING WOHEN

FILE WOHEN (CREATION DATE = 0NA/ORINZ)

Q.i.ii.iﬁ.i.'.iit..‘itl

DEPENDENT VAPTIAALE,, caNOr,

LN PEL DEVELC P G ANgiw NORIIIE A1) 04/09/R2 PAGE 10

C

VARIABLE(S) ENTFRED N STEP MIIMRER

HUL TTPLE R ,Rut 30
R SOVARE <INTIA
A0JUSTED R SOUARFE JTUR22
SYannakn ERpNH 9,11425

lee

IIRP.RUR
SCURE
FCANOCC
AGE
INTLBMKT
CL580RGNH
En

AHALYSIS OF VARIANCE

ML rYiIreLeE

REGRESSTON

RES

I0UAL

P L L L VARTARLFS TN THE FRUATINN mesvewsna=secsnceas

VARJAPRLE I

URRRUR = J6711114001
SCORE -, 6756569=0¢2
FCanOCC JhRE5303=001
AGF LAuL6055=002
INTLRMKY »27720R4002
CLSSORGN LY277R25 4001
ED L2001 TRUALANN

(CONSTANT) LA516ANADN]

RETA

-, 03161
t.uﬂslq
03835
LOo0EE?
L5alen
«N5292
" 35692

ALL VARIARLES APE IN THE EQVNaTION

5T ERNNR R

92815
"n2382
03236
02172
L9A561
. 96651
112621

STATISTICS wHICH CannOT RE COMPOTED AHE PRTIMTED A3

ALL NINES,

KEGHESSTOMN ea x4 &0 80 PO VARTABLE LIST 1

REGRFSSION LIST &

nF sUM OF SOUARES MEAN SOUARE Foo
1. 263977,02420 37711,06080 453 ,96944
1312, 108987,3179¢0 A1, 06960 »

ww_ mwmse=vess VARTABLES NOT IN THE EQUATION s~memeacucswe=

VARIARLE BFTa IN PaRTIAL TOLERANCE 4

-Lg_




REGRESSIOHS FOR WORKING WIMEN PEVELORIE D Sfolryi

FILE WOMFN (CREATINH DATE a V4/0R/RZ)

'S EE B A NN T 2 T T T I JEE N N DK NN B BEE SR

»mULTLIPLE

REPENDENT VARTAALE,, 1NCHOME
VARIABLE (S) FNTFHRED nh STER MUMRFR 1, uanrup
' SCORE

FCANDCC

AGE

INTLRAMKT

CLSSORNN

EN

CandCE
MUL TTPLE R L9694 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
R SUUARE 32026 REGRESSION
ADJUSTEN R SQIARE 32165 RESIDUAL
STAHDARD ERROR Agyg, Tue12

e T VAR]I“LES 1” THE ERIATION emesmsccanersacwns

VARTARLE ] AETA STD ERROR R F

URPRLIR . 3215124002 205650 25,95290 2,170
S OKE L13819084002 11753 1,25558 109,173
FCANNCE 253434964001 0R2349 269280 59,489
sGF 15713004002 15689 L93411 282,914
INTLAMKY  bNATLOT4002 - 02R17 23,5209 6,698
CLSSORGH L17485R24003 04602 Y4 _TR{5A 25,30}
ED JTIBRB2S 002 29059 3,91a78 327,895
CANOCE J123RA2T4002 27015 LTI 196,097

(CONSTANT) =, tS5TTAUT+00Y

ALL VARTIAHLES ARF Tu THF EAUATTNN

SEATISTICS WHICH CavndT RE COMPNTED ARE PRINTED AS aLL NTHES,

REGRESS T NON

ousoe/82

P I I N

DF UM OF SHUARES
A, 3298775731,42750

a1R2,

emmvannunnesn VARTABLES NOT IN THE ERGUATION mesecascceccens

VARIARLE

6ATUY92067,77184

AETA [N

PAGFE

REGRESSION LIST S
MEAN SQUARE F
412346966, ,42844 526,77110

782782,06192

PARTEAL

VARTAHLE LIST

TOLERANEE

F




REGRESSIONS FOR WORKING wampw  fou 74/7 DEVELe Prns PERipyeEty

FILE ANMEN {CREATION NDATL a 0U/0AZRD)

T T T S T T T S R S N S S
DEPENDENT VaARIAGLE, THCOME

VARIARLE(S) FNTEHRFD DNtt STEP NMMAER

MULTIPLE R .515AR
R SMIARE 26923
ADJUSTEND R SARE 26569
STANDARD ERRNI 730 4HRTO

‘l.

04709782 PAGFE \12
a4 v 8 MULTIPLE REGHRHRF S ST OHN & & % & % & & a2 & % % & & VARTABLE LIST
REGRESSTON LIST S

IRRRLIR

SCORE

FCANDCC

ARE

INTLBMKY

CLSS0RGN

En

catogcc
ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE nr SUM QOF SOUARES MEAN SQUARE F
REGRESSION A, 3205908795113 405231859, ,93966 75,94229
RESINUAL 1hig, RTSN2924A9 HOLRY 53%613, 86892

rhwesrervevennenw VARJARLES I} THE ENMUATION ecacscoanwuscuncans

VARIARLE n AETA

URRARIR f21198A0400% 12407
SCORE +957R9744001 LA0SY
FCANDCC 262483890001 RRRLY
AGE JI1281a04002 11188
INTLAMKY v, 23266044003 e 1336
CLSSORGN JAA241 4002 Lanlas
ED +59URASY 4002 < 31913
CANOCC JTOUHIR4 00 «195615

(COHSTANT) = _6A5%554] 4001

ALY VARTAHLES ARE IN TME FOUATIOH

8Th FRROR B

42 90174
1, Tuleq
1,43017
1.77527

54,.74262

SA_090A2
T_56A%5
1,76173

STATISTICS wHICH CANNDT RE COMPUTED ARF PRINTED AS ALL NINES,

--;----.-nn-. VARI‘HLES NOT ’N THE EQU‘Y!ON TPersTenecsanrcsws

VARTABLE

AFTA IN

PARTTAL TOLERANCE F




REGRFSSIONS FOR WORKIMG WOMEN DEVECLPIAG ANAZsivign FRLNTTE L 0us09/82

FILE WMME N (CREATINN DATL = OA/DA/ADY
A oA s N A A A R E A kAR ke st e MULTIFLE REGRF 3 S T OHMN & & & & &4 & & 2 & 4 & % # VARIABLE LIST
REGRESSION LISY .8
DEPENDENT VARIAGLE,, TNCIME
VARTAALE(S) ENTEREN NM STEP niMagk 1, URARIIR
SCORE
FCANOCE - .
AGE
INTLRMKT
CLSSDRGN
£n
CaHOCC
MULTIPLE H 2215 ° AHALYSIS NF VARTANCE o¥ StiM OF SQUARES HEAN SQUARE F
R SUINARE L27%27 REGRESSION a, 150739A50,4942% 19842481 ,31178 27,872%4
ADTUSTEND R SNUARE Ph3u? RESTDUAL S99y, “UO0ATSA9S aT906 67T601%,4A310 )
STANDARD ERRNR R22,200319 .
AR EEPETANEDSDDSN .- v‘pIAFLES 1N THE EﬂllAT'ION ML AT TR Y P e LY Ty ---‘.--..---.. v.ﬂllBLEs Nf}' IN ‘HE EOU‘T!DN LR L L L b L L XL 1]
VAR[AALE n AETE STh ERROR B F VaplapLE AETA IN PARTIAL TOLERANCE -F
URRARIIA +201587R¢003 L1108 108, 43022 5,350
SCARF -, 25001064001 - 0U932 2,55051 P68
FCAKOCE 16578724001 7145 2,09924 3,036
AGE 18753234002 16550 3,401233 1A, 4693
TNTLAMKT =, 11368970018 - N59237 A7, 8584 1,67
CLSSONGY J2452%5a400% 13560 11882933 ta, 040
ED LS6ETNNO002 .267%0 13.50212 17.309
canoce LA0016d0s002 L2250A 2.007112 12,7132

(LONSTANTY = S250T7TH2en08

ALL VAHIABLES ARF Tk THE ERUATINH

STATISYICS WHICH CAMNOT AE COMPHIED ARE PRINTED as ALL HINFS,




REGRESSIDNS FOR WORKING WOMFN LIFEVE ALy BEVECLPED Ol NORTHE ¢~ I~ 0L/09/RP PAGE 12
FILE WOMEHN (CREATION BATE = 04/0A/A2)
A4 %t E R E R a Ao p e oAk oxd s ML TIPLE "R EGARESSINDN & «f & 88 h s ¢ & & 40 VARIABLE LIST 1
REGRESSION LIST 5
NEPENDERT VARTADLE ,, INCOME
VARIARLECS) ENTERED NN STEP NUMRFR 1, URARIIR
SCORE
FCANOCC
AGE
InTLEMKY
CLSSORGN
En
cannce
MULTIFPLE R .30696 AHALYSIS NF VARIANCE DF SUM NF SQUARES MEAN SOUARE F
R SUUARE 29917 REGRESSION A, 374746628 ,99954 a6Nu33208 62090 208,58173
ADJUSTED R SQUARFE <2971} RES1DUAL 1909, BTTRARAOSR 09440 224580,20852
STANDARD ERROK 413 ROAQL
avvsevsnessnsswes VARIARLES IH THE EQUATION assssssresssnrmease weoemnwssnses VARJARLES NOT IN THE FQUATION sacoecscossnee
VARTANLE H RETA STD ERARNR A F varTAALE BETA 1IN PARTIAL  TOULERANCE ¢
URKRUN ., 33652084002 ., 02860 23, 06507 2,129
SENKF . 19507814001 11740 L6b036 35,793
FCANNCT 30015804001 NT0a2 .T19403 18,152
AGE JORB1T254001 L14384 266871 105 905
THILRHKT - 56009524002 e, 01180 25,75341 4,7%0
CLSSORGN 215226554002 .006A7 30,56249 .248
ED LMRI2TTT4002 31901 3,55758 169,580
cANOCC ,T16453ARs00]) L2271 LTapus 9y, 618

(CONSTANTY =,1341036400%

ALL VARTABLES AHF ¥4 THE EQINATION

BTATISTICS wHICH CANNNDTY RE COMPUTED ARF PRINTED 45 ALt NINES,




i ”
i.’@_\ '-L
REGRESSINAS FOR WORKING WNMEN  (INOERY E175Le PIED (VEK NCETIrit a4y 1~ ousu9/82 PAGE 12
FILE. WOHFN (CREATTON DATE =z 04/00/82)
0 N R & A A R A sk od R os hok R odoaoh ks MULTTPLE REGHESS I ON 2 & 6 4 8 8 & 4 4 4 ¢ A& 4 VARTAALE LIST |
REGREISION LIST S
PEPENDENT VARTARLE,, THCOVE
VARTARLE(S) FMNTEREN nH STEP Mimpfk 1., IIRRRUR
SCNRE
FEANOCC .
AGE
INTLBHKT
CLSSORGN
En :
cANDCC f
SMULTIPLE K 51324 AMALYSIS OF VARTIANCE DF SuUM OF SQUARES MEAN SUUARE F
R SWIfARE L2032 REGRESSION A, $1495522R,9%23R ANILI9NY, 61658 © 5A, 60583
ADJUSTEN R SODAKE . 25R9p RESTIDUAL 1311, 1#3ARNY12,65917 109748 52224
STANDARD ERKNR 331.2a115
eroencessveweenns VARTARLES TN THE FOUAYIDN awrcscecewsvavcaen , -w;--’--.--.. VARTARLES NOT IN THE FRUATINN senvewcnwecsenes
VARIABLE n PETA STHh ERRDR 0 . F VARIAnLE AFTA IN . PARTIAL TOLERANCE F
URRRIIR -, 32R69904002 -, 02803 33,.77553 -T'h;
SCNHE «, 2138169+000 “ 00716 .B6588 051
FCANDCE 13167174001 03214 1.17807 1,249
AGE + 3118147001 LOITHA L, 78952 15,598
THTLRAMKT - 17045906003 -, 14552 45 _35R97 10,123
CLSSORRN o 12796654002 . 40903 35, 2Ranq W132
ED «5905092602 LuUSha 5,0146] 13R 6469
caungc 2453517240001 L1987 1,00309 20,425

(CONSTANT) =, 55257h1+09]

ALt VARTAHLES ANF TH THE EOUATIOH

STATISTICS wHICH CANNNT RE COHRPYTEDN ARE PRINTED AS ALL MNINES,




REGNESSIONS FOR WORKING WIMFH

FILE WOMEN

® & 4 & @

(R IR BN A I B )

DEPENDENT VARJABLE,, LNINE

PEVECOPED foura

(CREATION DATE = 04/0n/R2)

R EEEEE

VARTARLE (S) FNTERED nn SVEP NUMAER

MULTIPLE R 73394
R SUHARE L,51872
ADIUSTED R SOUARE I53R30
STAMDARD ERRAP "58260

'.-

HRRARIR
SCORE
FCANDCC
AGE
THTLRMKT
CLSSURGNH
£n
CaNOCC

AMALYSIS NF VAR]AMCE DF

Hit L Tt PLE

REGRESSION
RESIDUAL

veuesrvanasmarens YARTARLES TN THE EO0UATION swscscencvecsncmes

VARTARLE

HRARUNK
SCoRE
FCANOCC
AGF
INTLIHKTY
CLSSNRGM
ED

CANOCC
ECNNSTANT)

R

«9065410=00n1
-‘7ﬂh05lnﬂul
«JUPHOADP Q2
1082005~001
« 7039552000
2324864000
+93RLBBA=001
«1218256=n01
«36832R34001

RETA

« 02743
20078
L6629
214163
.15329
06T
.2R4T0
. 21978

ALL VARJSBLES &KF Th TME EMUATEOK

5T ERROR R

L0t709
}onoa!
Lo0pas
L00082
L 01549
02290
,00258
- ,u00%8

3

8.78%
466,659
56,886
292,509
200,039
28,956
436,682
4%7,352

STATISTICS 4HICH CAPNNT RE CAUPUTED ARE PRINTED A3 ALL NINES,

REGRESSTOHM

R,
8782,

ous09s82

P R B S S

S5uUM DF SUUARES

l4pl 21684
29R0,78A27

PAGE

ME AN
als

14

VARTIABLE LIST

REGRESSION LIST &

SOUARE
15210
33902

F
1282,04537

VARIABLE

RETA IN

PARTIAL

TOLERANCE

F

|
o
I




r

REGRESSINNS FOR WORKING wuNEs /DL Tiri DEVELoVwi PERIFNER)

FILE WOAEN {CREATTON DATF g 00/0A/A2)
AN R A AR e A& ek E R Nk 4+ AN s o MULTYTIPLE
PEPENDENT VARTARLE,, LMINC '
VARIAHLE(S)Y FNTFRED NN STEF NIMBER 8, URARIIA

SCORE

FeANDOCC

AGE

INTLEMKY

CLS30RGN

En

CANDCC
MULTIPLE R 728606 AMALYSIS DF VARIANCE
R SIIVARE ,5%004 REGRESSION
ADJUSTED R SQUARE 52867 RESIDUAL
STAKDARD LRRNRA +h1U3S

ereawanesssewnesan YARLAALES M THE EQUATION ascccscnssasreomsnswn

VARIAMLE A RETA S$TDh ERRNR B ¥
URARLR «25831RA+000 L14006 L0360A 51,257
SCOKE 123381 0=001 16965 Jonqas 10,953
FCANDCE + 55470 0R=N 2NH936R Lant120 21,920
AGE 241261 The001 213515 L0049 56,095
THTLAMKY AoBI620001 oN2216 04688 752
CLS50RGN NIVEITTS Y TT .0300% LOuRRG 2,984
ED LBN60US2a001 . 30988 A00637 90, h%4
CANDCE 1257626001 229570 00148 re,047
{COHSTANT) LN02734a94001

ALL VARIABLES AWE TN THE EOHATIONM

STATISTICS wWHICH CANNOT RE CNUPUYED ARF PRTIMTED A8 ALL NTHES,

REGRESSIAaN

PAGE ia

oas09rs82

VARJABLE LIST 1
REGRESSION LIST &

& 8 & B & & & 4 & » & 4 B

nF SUM OF SQUARES HEAN SOUARE F
8, 7048, 49652 Ba, 06206 233,3203}
1649, h22, 38189 «3TT43

--;---------‘ VARIAALES Nof IN THE EQUATION souecscasresues

VARTARLE BETA IN PARTIAL TOLERANCE f

—hfh—




‘REGRESSIONS FUR WNRKING WOMEN JEVF COPrary A2 opvran FEVIILI g, ous09/s82 PAGE

FILL WOMEN (CREATIONN DATE gz QA/NHZIRD)
4 4 & B b A kA ke RN a A HULTTIPLE REGRF S S I NN « & & & & & % & &« 4 % & & VARJABLE LIST 1
REGRESSION LIST &
DEPENPDENT VARIAALE,, LNTNC
VARJABLE(S) FENTERED ON STEP HUMPFR 1, IRRRUR
SCORE
FrAnoce
ARE
INTLBMKY
CLSSORGN
Ep
CANDCC
MULTIP{E K 21799 ANALYSIS OF VARTAMCE OF SliH OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE F
R SUMIARE 3a1m REGRESSIONM a, 177,11224 22,17653 - 45, 80028
ADJUSTED R gNIARF <37157 RESTDUAL 59%, 287 ,1310R Luaa2n
STANDARD ERHOR 59585
sssvanauscerennne YARJAHLES [H THE FQUATION aescccccscvcervens . mecesmccan=er VARTARLES NOT IN THE ENUATINN envecsmeesaces ,
¥e)
VARIAALE 3} AETA STh ERROP R F VAPTABLE RETA IN PARTIAL TOLERANCE F ‘f
URRRMR «36TT25R4000 «193719 L,08838 t7.311 -
S§COKRE -, ?926321=002 - 06275 00218 1,838
FCANDCCE JATET30Uann? L1014R Lo0178 7.200
AGE 1367341 =001 YN ,00289 22,4817
INTLAMKT +VU4TTRYns 00N LY L ,0743& 3.950
CLSSORGN «1R2A93 1 enp0 J060TH ~ 10057 3.307
ED LS5UT2980.001 LLLE L01143 22.9%9
cAnDCE JATNG 120002 21315 .0023A 13,426

(CNNSTANT) JNN0139T0p)

ALL VARLIAHLES APF [t THE LAUATION

STATISTICS WHICH CANNOT RE CONPUTED ARF PRINTED AS ALL MINES,




L

REGHRESSINNS FOR WURKING WINFN [fNEVEXNE Y SEVELC PEl ‘Oh O NVNOR 1A T

R EEEEEEENE

n8/09/82

FILE WOHEH (CREATEQN PATF = 04/0A/H2)
A A4 ke Rk AR a At e ks e ks HMULTIPLE HREGBGRESSINDN
DEPENDENT VARIABLE,, LHINE
VARIARLE(S) ENTERED ot STEP MUMHER 1, URRRURA

SCORE

FCANODLC

AGE

INTLAMKT

CLSSORGN

En

CaNOCC
MULTIPLE R b72uA ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE bF SUH OF SRUAPES
R SOUARE L4522% REGRESSTNN A, 1059,60624
ADIUSTED B SQUARE L5111 RESIDUAL 3909, 1283,47294
STANNARD EHROW «5ST30¢

-

P T T L L VQQIARLES IN THE FAUATION wevesscansvcwsenwe

VARLAHLE ] RETA $1D ERROR H F

URRRIIR 3773036001 L0230R L2789 1,830
SCNRE JU521456=002 098480 , 00080 32,066
FCANOCC «B055738e002 09188 L00096 39,784
AGF JJUS6TARNQY 168155 .oonat 170,824
INMTLAHKT «PRI0UND 4000 «153%n 03114 Rt,458
CLSSURGH 16ASAZ 000 LU5561 L3695 20,012
ED <TAPIIUT0D} W 30425 AT 330,753
CANDCE 3036372002 LORASY L00090 16,501

{CONSTANMT) LAU13a22400¢8

ALL VARIAHLES aME TM THE EQUATEINH

STATISTICS WHICH CANMOT RE COMPUTED APE PHTHTFD AS alt NIMES,

.‘;-.--.’---- VARJABLES NOT IN THF EQUATION '---;n-.-.---—

VAnTABLE

BETL 1IN

PAGE

ME AN

14

VARIABLE LEST 1|

REGRESSION LIST &

SQUARE

132,45078

PARTIAL

«3281%4

TOLERANCE

F
403,39774

F

_96_




REGNESSINUS FOR WORKIHG WOMEN (fAREA OEVELDP ErR AE 1hr NOV T 270

FILE WIMEN {CREATEONM DATE = 04/0R/A2) )
A oA A b s kNN b R A& s % ks h ks HULTTIPLE R EGRF S STOM a1 8 & % 0 & d b & & VARIABLE LIST ¢
HEGRESSION LIST @
DEPENUDENT VAPTABLE,, Luthe
VARTARLE(S) FNYEREN NN STEP MUMBER |, HRRAUR
SCORE
FCANNCE
AGE
INTLRHKTY
CLSSORGH
ED
catoce
MULTIPLE R e 53212 ANALYSIS DF VARTANCE DF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SOUARE F
R SUVARE .272%9 REGRESSION A, 147,30243 ta,41250 41,34820
ADJUSTED B SNUARE PHTIS RESIDUAL 1311, 193, 4783} +30014
STAHDARR ERARNKR .S5u7R%
[P T T T ] VAQIAHLES Itl THE fﬂuj"ln” N --;---an----. VARII“LEG NOT IN THE EQUATION ssessssvcscanw |
’ Ve
VARTARLE ) AFTA STh ERRON A F VARTARLE RFTa N PARTIAL TOLERANCE F n
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Regressors of education. For men, the net effect of father's occupa-
tional status on education ranges from +.160 in the 01d Northeast to +.121
in the Fromtier. The change in effect is not linear with development.

Occupational status origins count the most in the Unevenly Developed 0ld

-Northeast and the least in the Frontier. The net effect of class of origin

ranges from a high of about +1.6 in the South and the Frontier down to

~.05 in the Underdeveloped New Northeast. The beta weights show these
effects to be powerful relative to the ﬁther antecedents. Except for the
often-anomolous Frontier the effect of class on education appears to rise
dramatically and more or less linearly with regional development level.

The hiéher the level of regional development, the greater the number of
years of education men gain by coming from a capitalist family. The effects
of age are negative in all regions. Except in the Unevenly Developed 0ld
Northeasﬁ, where the effeci of age is markedly reduced, its depressing
gffect is more or less uniformly rather strong. The combined effects (§2)
of these wvariables show no special trend, except that they are much less
effective in the Underdevelcoped New Northeast (ﬁ2=.18) than elsewhere (%2=.36
to .28).

For women, father's occupational status again shows strong net effects
in all regions. There is no special trend, except that, as for men, the
effect is noticeably higher in the Unevenly Developed 0ld Northeast.
Rega?ding class origins, as for men there appears to be a more or less
linear trend with development such that the higher the region's development
the greater the educational benefits bestowed by having a capitalist father.
But again, the Frontier is an exception; there the benefits of having such
a father are much greater than anywhere else. Again, as for men,the
combined effects of the variables are about the same in four of the regions

(§2=,39 to .36), but are sharply lower in the New Northeast (%2=.29).




The regressions.of education on three antecedents show but one apparent
trend and it holds equally well for both sexes: the higher the development
of the region thelgreater the educational yield one gains by having a father
who was a capitalist—-a self-employed employer. But for both sexes the
effects of this variable are anomolously high in the Frontier. Other
noteworthy items, not trends, are that for both sexes the ediucational gains
of higher status origins and the educational losses of age are lower in
the Unevenly Developed 0ld Northeast than in the more developed regions.

For women, the educational decrement of age is also low in the Underdeveloped
New Northeast. TFor both sexes, the total educational effects of all
regressors are much lower in the New Northeast than elsewhere.

Thus it may be said that the effects of more prestigious social origins
or capitalist class origins increase with macroregional development. For
class origins, the trend is nearly linear (though the Frontier is out of
line). For occupational status gains due to higher origins are considerably
lower for men and women of the 0ld Northeast. The educational costs of
age are also lower for men in the 0ld Northeast and women in both poorer
Northeastern regions.

It is to be noted that insofar as these findings bear on the one
available set of sociological predictions about development and status
attainment (Treiman, 1970), they run contrary to it. Treiman supposed
that "the more industrialized the society, the smaller the influence of
parental status on educational attainment." Among Brazil's massive and

distinct macroregions this hypothesis does not hold.




Regressors of occupational status. The variable, class origins, was
dropped from this discussion because its,g value is uniformly small, although
because of the huge sample sizes it is often “statistically significant"
ne hatter hbw trivial.The other regressoré are treated iﬁ this order:
Education is fifst. The three labor market variables feollow: Metropolitan/
Nonmetropolitan residence {Metro/Nonmetro), Microregional Socioeconomic

Development (MR SES), and Internal/Noninternal (Int/Nenint) labor market

participation. Next come the twe social origin variables, father's

occupational status and father's class. Last is age. The review begins ' E

with data on men.
Education is a powerful determinant of men's occupational status in

all regions. Its}? coefficients are among the largest in - the set of

regressors for each region, ranging from)g:= +.60 in the Frontier, down to

19 = +.41 in the New Northeast., Its variations by development regions are
mixed. From the Underdeveloped New Northeast (b = 1.97), through the Unevenly
Developed 0ld Northeast (b = 2.46), up to the other three, all of which are
about 2,.8+. The trend is positive but not at all linear: the greater the
effect of each additional year of edycation on occupational status 1s about

the same in each region outside the Northeast. But for the two Northeastern

macroregions and the rest of the country, the lower SED;the smallex the
effect of education. The development progression of effects is b = 1.97,

b = 2.46, and 2.80 to 2.85.

Metropolitan/Nonmetropolitan labor market has a modest relative effect

on men's occupational status in all regions (ﬁ’= +.099 to;g = +.010). It

is not certain a development-related variation exists at all. The
data make it appear that Metro labor markets pay off most in the South and

the 0ld Northeast=-by far +the two most populous regions of the country—-
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and that net of this there may be a positive increase in the effect of Metro
residence with SED. Put in a more reasonable wag,the metf0politan areas

of the longer settled, more populoﬁs South and 0ld Northeast have high?r
occupational structures than those of other regions. But given this, the
higher the 1evg1'of macroregional development, the higher the effect of
metropolitan residence on occupational status.

Within macroregions, macroregional SED has very little effect at all,
and what may be there is too small to deserve attention. Within sets the
;9values are qﬁite small, ranging from,5 = =,003 to +.022. Net of other
variables, the quality of the local labor market has no discernable effect

on the occupational status of men.

Internal/Noninternal labor market participation is another matter.

For men, its beta values range frOm/g = +,14 toJ£ = +,29. It has a substantial i
"effect"everywhere, from b = +5.08 to b = +6.68 in the four more developed
regions. But the startling fact is its effect on occcupational status in
the New Northeast, at b = +12.00. This may tell more about the kinds of
internal 1abqr markets in this region than it does about their effects on :
personnel. The New Northeast may have been the most neglected part of the
country iﬁ 1973. MNational attention, both public and private, focuses on

the Develoéed South and its immediate neighbors, the Frontier (especially

Manaus and the international boundry regions), and the coastal parts of

the 01d Northeast. But in 1973 the New Northeast was in no way a center

of attention. There were neither manufacturing, nor lérge-scale agriculture,
nor boundry questions, nor dense populations to attract the kinds of large
scale private and public organizations that require skilled middle~-level

personnel. It may be guessed that in this region most of the internal

labor market participants were higher officials in federal and state

administration.
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In a2 few words, net of everything else measured herein,imen's internal

labor market participation appears to have a strohg effect on occupational
status. It does not vary much with development, however., But it is perhaps
most plausible to suppose that these varying regressions are a result of
the association of internal labor markets with the specialized personnel

of large-scale organizations, rather than being due to the varying effects
of this variable on occupational status.

As indicated by the beta coefficients, father's occupational status
as a uniformly modest net effect on son's occupational status. It varies
in a nmarrow hand of ﬂ = +.12 to ﬁ= +.14. This is true also of the metric
coefficients. There is no meaningful relationship between the occupational
status effects of father's occupation and macroregional socioeconomic
development level. The b values move from a low of b = +,16 to a high of
b = +,19, and there is nothing resembling a developmental trend in these
small variations. This would appear to be a very important finding, inasmuch 28
(at the intersocietal level) it is widely understood that the direct effects
of occupational status inheritance should be much greater in the less
developed than in the more developed societal units ({Treiman, 1970).

Age has a weak, positive net effect on occupational status in all
regions, as this is indicated by the beta values. These range from,ﬁ = +,04
to ﬂ—: +.10. The b values show no special developmental pattern. They are
lower in the two Northeastern regions, a bit higher in the Frontier, and
in between in the more.developed regions. From the least developed to the

most, the b values are: +.03, +.06, +.17, +.12, and +.13. The theoretic

significance of this is not certain. But it would appear that sociologists

have believed that age makes less of a status difference in the least




developed societﬁl‘units. This clearly is not the case in Brazil.

Taken altogether, this set of regressors exerts a rather powerful
total effect on cccupational status. From the least to the sociceconomically
most developed macroregion, ﬁz = .44, .59, .52, .57, and .59. It might be
said that except for the indeterminancy - offered by the Frontier, the
combined effects of the regressors increase more or less linearly with
socioeconcmic development. ‘

The occupational status data for women follow. Education is a powerful
determinant of occupational status amoné women as among men, and the
B values show this to be true relative to other variables in each region. §
Moving from the lowest to the highest socioceconomic development the b
values are: b = +2.02, 2.67, 3.10, 2.58, 3.02. What they show is that
there is an essentially linear trend from lowest to highest--except that
Frontier women gain a bit more occupational status than others for each
vear of education.

The data for Metropolitan/Nonmetropolitén and Microregionéi Socioeconomic

Development Microregional labor markets show little effect and no noteworthy

trends. The development trends are not interpreted. One male-~female

difference is worthy of note, however: within each macroregion, there is a

I

small negative relationship between microregional sociceconomic development

and women's occupational status. To a very slight degree, the higher the

level of microregional socioeconomic, the lower the occupational status of -

women. On the whole, Brazilian women do not take regular paid employment

if their men can do well enough to support them and their children. So the
better the local labor market the more likely women are to take lower status

jobs.
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Internal labor market participation, however, is rather highly related

to women's occupatioconal status in all macroregions. The‘5 weights range
S

from moderate to powerful—'—-ﬁ= +.20 to ﬁ = +.54. Thg macroregional SED
variations of the metric effect of Internal/Noninternal labor market
participation are strong and essentially negative, From the macroregion
with the lowest SED to that with the highest, the b values are b = 27.72,
13.67, 12.15, 15.52, and 7.92. If this variable actually operates as a
deterﬁinant of women's occupational status, participation in an internal
labor market makes a difference of almost 28 occupational status points in
the Underdeveloped New Northeast. This is quite large, roughly comparable

to the status difference between school teachers and university professors.

It is probably premature to treat this as a cause of occupational status,

however, As in the case of men, it more likely reflects the status level
at which women obtain internal labor market status within each region.
The mean status level of women varies directly with macroregional SED,

while the mean status level of those in internal labor markets probably

varies inversely with macroregional SED.

Father's occupational status makes no more than a very modest difference

in women's occupational status in each of the SED macroregions. The‘B values

vary from £ = +.04 to ﬁ’: +.08. There is no discernable systematic macro-

regional SED variation in the effect of father's occupational status on
emploved women's occupational status. From lowest SED to highest, the %
b values are: +.07, +.06, +.07, +.11, and +.09%., This is completely
congruent with the corresponding findings for men.

As in the case of men, within-macroregional effects (beta coefficients)
of father's class, “eapitalists" versus all others, are too small to warrant

discussion. This of course is also true of the metric coefficients.
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Age is another variable that counts for little in determining a woman's
occupational status in any of the macroregions. The!B values range from
+.09 to .00, but whatever regional variations there are-;re not only
small but quite unsystematic. Like those of men, the peak is in the Frontier.

Summarizing, regarding the antecedents of occupational status:

1) Education exerts a powerful effect everywhere, arnd its effect rises

with macroregional socioeconomic development level. This is the opposite

of most current thinking among sociologists, as reflected in Treiman‘s

(1970) essay. 2) The effect of Metropolitan versus Nommetropolitan labor
market participation is generally modest, and varies more or less positively
with macroregional SED. This variable is essentially inoperative among
women. 3) The quality of the local labor market has no meaningful effect

on the occupational statuses of men or women (except that women's occupational
status varies inversely, if only slightly, with it.). 4) The apparent

effect of the Internal labor market dichotomy is moderate among men and quite
strong among women. This effect varies mostly inversely with macroregional
SED, a trend which is quite pronounced for women and less so for men, The
strong effect apparent among both sexes in the Underdeveloped New Northeast
is particularly impressive. However, it would be premature to interprete
those coefficients in terms of causation. 5) Father's occupation has but a
moderate but positive effect on son's occupational status, and even less on
that of women. In any case, thes; effects do not vary by macroregional SED.
This finding, too, appears to contradict sociological thinking about develop-
ment and status inheritance (Treiman, 1970). &) Father's class has no
digscernable effect on occupational status. 7) Age bears little meaningful
relationship to occupational status. If there it varies at all with
macroregional SED, it is in the opposite direction of the thinking of those
socioclogists who expect the status effects of age to decrease with societal

development.




Regressors of.income and log i .ogous "to that
used for education and cccupational status wiii ve iwaeaw.2d here. The data
for men will be examined first, then those of women. The regressors will !
be presented in the same order as for occupational status. The data are
reported for the natural lbgarithm of income rather than income, except
that where it seems useful, income data will be added. The regression
tables are presented for both, of course. None of the regressors was found
to have inconsequential effects among all regions for both sexes, so all are
presented.
For the regression of log income on occupational status th?z?weights
are all.positive and rather strong within each macroregion. Actually, they
are quite close to being monotonically related to macroregional developmént. g
From the region of the lowest development to that of the highest, they are
/?= +.29; +.29i +.23; +.27; and +.34. The b values are comparable to each

b

other across regions. When converted by the formula,[l:’i = "1 _ l.Oé] Pi x 100
1

is the percent increment in income due to a unit increment in the independent

variable i (Jenks, 1979,27). (Actually Pi and bi are often identical.) The é
b values follow according to the ascending order of development regiom, with

P values presented in parentheses if they differ from the percentages esti-

mated by bi alone: b = +.020 ¢.021); +.017; +.011: +.015; and +.013. Except

for the dip at the Frontier, the curve of the percentage (Pi x 100} income

increment effect of development is monotonic. With the exception of the .

often anomolous Frontier, the higher the level of macroregional socioéconomic
development, the lower the effect of occupational status on income. Two

observations are noteworthy. 1) The above increment figures are not small,

though they may look it. A 1.5 or even l.l percent income increment for

each point on a 100-point occupational status scale is impressive. 2) The



relationéhip with development appears to be negative. This seems to mean
that the incomé differentation of any given occupational status increment
decreases with development.

Education , as indicated by tﬁe beta weights, is another regressor that
has strong net effects on (log) income within each region. The betas vary
with increasiﬁg development as follows:}é? = 4,223 +.27; +.36; +.27; and
+.33. The b values of education, of course, tell more about the (log)
income effects of education in the various developmentally different macro-
regions. Here again values in parentheses will be antilogged P estimates of
the percent increase in income due to a unit increase in the regressor, or
each year of education. Beginning with the Underdeveloped New Northeast,
on up to the Developéd South the results are: b = .076 (.079); .072 (.075);
.079 (.082); .071 (.073); .077 (.080). The percentage incrementsof income
due to each additional year of education do  not change with dévelopment.
They are quite strong however: each additional year of education yields a
seven-to-eight percent increase in income.

The labor market variables were really designed to deal with income,
rather than with occupational status. Participation in a Metropolitan vs.
Nonmetropolitan labor market is the first. Relative to other variables,
within ééch microregion its effects range from small to weak, and they reverse
signs as well. From the least to the most developed macroregions the beta
values are:/&? = -.08; +.05; +.12; +.12; and +.05. The more easily inter-
preted b values are: b = ~,19 (~.18); +.10 (+.11); +.22 (+.25); +.23 (+.26);
and +.09. This yields a pronounced inverted U curve with development. In
the Underdeveloped New Northeast, Metropolitan residence costs 18 or 19
percent more in income in the few large urban areas than outside. Whether

this means that there is money to be made in some of the small towns or on




the farms is a question that cannot be answered here. Metropolitan residence
pays off moderately well in the Unevenly Developed 0ld Northeést, and even
better in the Frontier and in the South's Developing Periphery, but only
moderately in the Developed South.

As shown by the beta weights, the general quality of the microregional
or local labor market makes a modest difference in income in the two more
highly developed regions, but only a very small difference elsewhere,
slightly negative in the Underdeveloped New Northeast. From less to more
developed:/é?= -.04; +.04; +.04; +.12; +.13, The corresponding b values
are: b = -.002; +.002; +.002; +.009; +.011. When plotted against the SED
levels of the macroregions (SED = 133 31: 32.5; 54; and 78), these data
show a nearly linear increase with development. The higher the quality of
the loczal labor market, the higher the increment to income of each additional
SED score-point. The SED scale has wvalues of zero to 100, so these effects
are not negligible. The higher the socioeconomic devéIOpment of the macro—
region, the greater the effect of the SED of the local labor market on income.

Pdrticipation in an Internal labor market has negative effects in the
three most highly developed macroregions, though they are quite small.

While fhose of the_other two regions are positive they too are small. The
betas arei/é? = +,06; +.07; -.09; -.05; -.05. The b valuee show that these
effects are by no means negligible, at b = +.17 (.19); +.14 (.16); ~.16 (.14);
-.10; -.09 (-.08). Clearly, net of other factors, participation in an internal
labor market pays off rather well in the macroregions of lowest socioceconomic
development. Yet it costs the worker in the Frﬁntier and the more highly
developed South and its Periphery. Could it be that ,where jobs are better

and more plentiful, the advantages of security begin to outweigh those of

more money. For those in internal labor markets are also covered by the

social security.




The next set of variables are those pertaining to social origins.
Father's occupational status has small positive effects on log income, as
indicated by thé beta - -coefficients. In ascending SER order:/é)= +.09; +.06;
+.06; +.04; and +.04. The B values are: +.009; +.004; +.003; +.003; and
+.002. Again in absclute incremental effects on income, these are worth
considering. Father's occupational status is scaled from zero to 100, so
one-half of one percent, say, could make a good deal of difference between
persons of widely different status origins. 1In general, the pattern appears
to conform to that which might be expected by sociologists. (Treiman, 1970,
substituting SED for industrialization and income for occupational status.)}

Father's class, in the sense that those scored "1" for "capitalist"
owned the "means of producation”" and employed at least one worker, is next.
Note that by this criterion only eight to twelve percent. of these men's
fathers were thus defined as capitalists. Th%/é?weights show this variable
to have small net effects relative to the others in each macroregion. In
ascending order of macroregional development they are: -.05; +.10; +.04;
+.11; +.07. The metric coefficients, presented in the same order, are: b=
412 (+.13); +.31 (+.36); +.11 (+.12); +.33 (+.40); and +.23 (+.25). Clearly
this pattern has othing to do with sociceconomic development levels of the
Brazilian macroregions. About the most that can be said is that, net of
everything else measured, including father's occupational status, having a
capitalist father makes a handQOme difference in income in all regioms,
eépecially where the population is rather demnse - the South, the 0ld Northeast
and the South's Developing Periphery. It is to be noted that this is a
direct effect. <Class origin also has a strong effect on-education, whose
own effects on income are expressed both directly and through occupational
status. In any case, the income effects of father's class do not vary by

macroregional development.




Age has moderate effects on loé income in all regions. (These are
merely the linear effects; quadratic effects were not measured in this
analysis.) Th%}g values are: +.14; +.14; +.16; +.13; and +.15, in ascending '
SED order. The b values, in the same order, are: +.009; +,010; +.012;
+.,011l: and +.012. Except for the higher than expected value for the Frontier,
this relationship with SED is peositive and linear. Withythis exception, it
appears that each year of age tends to increase income by about one percent,
and that the income effect of each year of age increases with development.

The net effects of all of the variables are substantial in each regionm.
From least to most developed, they are: R2 = ,28; .45; .39; .40; and .45.
There may be a tendency for the productive efficacy of these regressors
to vary positively with SED, but the evidende is not consistent.

In summary, for men, all regressors measured here have direct (net)
effects on log income. Some these effects vary positively éith development,
others negatively, others not at all. The apparent positive variatiomns are

marred by the aberrant hehavior of the Frontier. With that caveat, 1) the

higher the level of development, the greater the income advantage bestowed

by Metropolitan employment. 2) The higher the level of development, the
greater the (linear) effect of age on income. Regarding negative variations,
1) the higher the level of macroregional development, the lower the effect

of occupational status on income. 2) The higher the level of macroregional

development, the lower the effect of father's occupation on income. 3) Higher -
levels of development induce income costs to participation in internal labor

markets, while lower levéls induce benefits to such participation. Regarding
effe;ts that do not vary-— at least systematically—with development,

1) there is no relation between development level and the income effects of

education. They are strong everywhere. 2) There is no patterning relation-

ship between development and the effects of father's class on income. They




are rather large everywhere, though uniformly so. The relationship between
development and the income effects of Metropelitan labor market participa-
tidn is in the form of an inverted U curve, In the least developed region
the effect is negative. In the moderately developed areas it is positive
and quite high. In the most developed area, it 1s moderate and positive.

Sociclogical theory regarding development and individual income is in its
infancy. It has been found here thaf better quality local labor markets
and age tend to produce increasing yields in successively more developed
areas. On the other hand, the income benefits of one's own and one's
father's occupation, and of internal labor market participation,decrease with
development. Also the total effect of these regressors tend (with some
important inconsistencies) to increase with developmént.

The best collation of theory regarding stratification and development
is Treiman's (1970) essay. He predicts that the income effects of occupa-
tional status should increase with development. Present data disconfirm
this hypothesis; the trend is the reverse. Treiman (1970) Smeiser (1966)
and Anderson (1958) predict that the direct effect of education on income
will decrease with development. This too .is disconfirmed; education has
uniformly strong income effects everywhere. While this iIs not said in so
many words, such theorists clearly imply that the income effect of social
origins whould decrease with development. This hypothesis is mostly con-
firmed - surely, insofar as father's occupational status effects are concerned,
though father's class effects show no such pattern. The question of develop-
mental patterns of the income effects of age may not have been considered
by theorists. At least since Mimier (1974), it has become commonplace for
researchers to conceive of age as a proxy for work experience. It seems

reasonable to suppose that a given increment of experience would be more




valuable to a person in more developéd societies: pfesumably, in less
developed societies life would be simpler, so one would normally gain his
income-enhancing experiences early in life. Thus the higher the level of
development‘of societal unit, the greater would be the income effect of

each new year of experience. In any case, the income effects of age tend

to rise with development in Brazil. Althougii there has recently been a

spate of research on labor market segments, one cannot point to specific
hypotheses concerning ' the income effects of participating in different

types of segments. It may be clearly hypothesized that the higher the level
of development,the more likely one is to participate in a) a labor market
where wages are high, b) a metropolitan labor market, and ¢) an internal
labor market. Indeed, this is the case, as the means presented in Addendum

1 show. For each of these categories of labor market segmentation, the
“proportion of working men involved in the higher levels increases with
macroregional sociceconomic development. But the issue here is developmental
variations in the pay=o0ff of such participation to the individual. Regarding
the general quality of local labor markets, 1t seems possible that the higher
their SED, the greater will be the returns to a given increment of SED.

This is the case: the higher the SED of the macroregion, the greater the
effect of local development on income. There is ng obvious reason,.however,
why the income effects of metropolitén labor market participation should

vary with development. But vary they do, though not at all linearly: they
stand in an inverted U. The development differences in the effects of
ingernal labor markets are also unexpected: positive in the poorer regions,
they are negative in richer. In general the net effects of these labor
market segmentation variables on income are puzzling in thagjwhile strong,
they are not patterned in way that can be readiiy interpreted in terms of

any known theory.




‘Finally, the total predictive effeciency of the system appears to vary
positively with macroregional development, but not only with this. The R2
is lowest in the least developed region., It is highest in the Developed
South and the Unevenly Developed 01ld Northeast. The South's Periphery and
the Frontier are between. The theoretic implications of this pattern are
not clear, though perhaps a combination of development and something else -
population density, administrative control, etc.? - might be operating.

Women's income status attainment will now be analyzed in relation to
Brazil's macroregional socioceconomic development levels. The same strategy
will be followed here as for men. Note, too, that in each macroregion,
employed women earn, on the average, slightly less than one half the earnings
of men.

The relative effect of canonical occupational status, as measured by
the beta values, is quite strong in the three more developed regions but
rather weak in the two less developed areas. In ascending SED order,

= +,05; +.08; +.21; +.30; and +.28f This merely tells us, of course,
something about the relative weight this variable assumes in the regression
equation for each region; they vary from weak to strong. The corresponding metric
regressions are these: b = +.002; +.004; +.009; +013; and +.012. Contrary
to the corresponding trend for men, for women the income effects of each
unilt of occupational status tend to increase with developmeng with a slight
drop at the top, the Developed South.

For women's education, the beta values indicate strong relative effects

on log income in each macroregion. In ascending order of development,

= +,47; +.39; +.28; +.31; and +.28. In the same order, b = +.10 (.11);
+.08; +.05 (.06); +.06; and +.05 (.06). Thus in the least developed area,
net of all else,one year of education yields a 10 percent increase in income,

while in the most developed it yields a six percent increase. On the whole,




the higher the level of macroregional socioeconoﬁic development, the lower
the effect of education on log income.

For women, the relative log income effects of participating in.a
Metropolitan labor market rather than one that is Nonmetropolitan or outlying,
are quite variable from macroregion to macroregion. (In the lowest two regions,
duags are not statisticaily significant, but they are reported anyway.) In
ascending SED:[?==+uOl; +.02; +.19; +.14; and +.03. In the same order, the b

values are: b = +.011; +.038 (+.039); +.368 (+.445); +.258 (+.294); and

+.051 (+.052). This is about thg same pattern observed for men: an inverted
U curve in which there is no payoff to Metropolitan labor markets except in
the moderately developed regions., While the theoretical aspects of this may
be baffling, its practical implications would be important if workers are

sensitive to these relative payoffs. The cities of the moderately developed

macroregions would be expected to attract workers from their hinterlands,

while those of the other regions would not.

For women's participation in local labor markets varving from higher to
lower socioeconomic development(microregional SED), the effects of SED
relative to other variables differ rather widely from macroregion to macroregion.
In ascending ofder of macroregional SED: }9 = ,00; +.10; ~.06; +.17; and +.20.

The corresponding metric coefficients are: b = -.002; +.005; -.003; +.012; and

+.018. Clearly, within the poor macroregions local SED makes no noteworthy

difference in income. Nevertheless, the overall pattern is one of increasing

effects of local laber market SED on income; the higher the level of macro-
regional development, the greater the effect of the (microregional) development |
of the local labor market on income.

For women as for men, the macroregioﬁal SED variations of Internal
versus Noninternal labor market participation are mixed. In ascending order of

SED, they are: %?== .00; +.28 (+.32); +.15 (+.16); +.04 (+.05); and +.26 (+.30).
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For women, Internal labor market participation pays off well in the Unevenly
Developed 0ld Northeast, the Frontier, and the Devéloped South. Elsewhere
it is ineffective. This pattern is even stranger than that of men; at this

time it is not interpretable.

For women, the relative, or within-macroregion  direct income effects

of status origins (father's occupational status) vary from region to region.

They are weak in the least developed regiens and strong elsew’nere:féJ = +.05;

+.08; +.21; +.30; and +.28—in ascending SED order. The b values are : +.002;

+.003; +.009; +.013; and +.012. Thus, by and large, the higher the level of

nacroregional scciveconomic developmeng,the greater the direct income effect

of a woman's status origins. In the three most developed regiong,each point
of occupational status (from a 100-point scale) adds about one percent to
income, though in the areas of lowest SED this variable does not make much

of any difference in income. This pattern i1s contrary to both that of men,

and to the pattern predicted by Treiman (1970).

Father's class~=-- capitalist- noncapitaliste——has very small relatie

effects on income. T&iﬁg'values, in ascending order «f SED, arEj/é? = -,01;

+.06; +.06; +.03; and +.04. The b values are: -.03; +.17 (+.18): +.18 (+.20);

+.08 (+.09); +.12 (+.13). The development pattern seems too mixed to inter-

prete, although in all but the least developed macroregion the effects are
positive and large enough to be of some consequence.

Among women, too, age has uniformly modest but positive (linear) effects
on income in all macroregions. Thffipvalues, in ascending SED order, are:

A

b

+.12; +.16; +.17; +.14; and +.13. The b values, in the same order, are:

+.007; +.011; +.014; +.011; and +.011l. 1In other words, when one disregards
the quadratic effects of age as we have done here, each year of* age adds

about one percent to women's income in all regions but the least developed.
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There is no meaningful pattern of these effects with development. The
weakest is in the least developed region, the strongest in the Frontier,
The rest are equal.

The total predictive effeciency of this set of regressors varies as

2 F .27; .45; .37; .53; and .54.

follows with ascending order of SED: R
This range of determinative effects is quite broad, much more so than for men

(.28=45). Except for an upward blip in the Frontier, the trend is monotonic

and positive. Perhaps related to this, there is a pattern of increasing
complexity of incoﬁe determination with development that is perhaps more
pronounced among women than men., Suppose that BEE;t.lO is used as a criterion.
In the Underdeveloped New Northeast, two variables have effects larger tiian
this——education and age. In the Unevenly Developed 0ld Northeast, tﬁere

are three such variablese education, age, and internal labor market partici-

pation. In the Developing Amazonian Frontier, there are five-— education,

age, occupational status, metropolitan labor market, and father's occupational

status. In the South's Developing Frontier, there are five--education, age,

occupatiomal status, metropolitan labor market, and local labor market SED.

In the Developed South there are also five—education, age, occupational
status, local labor market SED, and internal labor market. Could it be that
one of the hallmarks of a societal unit with low level of socioeconomic
development is the simplicity and relative unpredictibility of its status
attainment process?

In summary, for women it is found that the income effect of three
variables are positively related to macroregional SED: these are occupational
status, the socioeconomic development of the local labor market, and father's
occupational status.- One variable, education, has decreasing effects on

income as the level of macroregional development rises. Another, age, has
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modest effects that do not vary with macroregional SED, except that the
effect is lower in the least developed regiéns than elsewhere, One,
Metropolitan labor market participation has an inverted U curve effect.
Two others have such mixed effects that they defy meaningful description:
Internal labor market participation and father's class.

Treiman predicts that the income effect of occupationai status should
rise with development. Reversing the pattern for men, this finding for women
would tend to support his hypothesis, He and others also predict that the
effect of education on income should decrease with development (Treiman,
1970; Smelser and Lipset, 1966; Anderson, 1958). Unlike the pattern for
men, which showed no developmental trend in such effects, the data for
women are in accord with theory. Again, the literature implies that the
income effect of social origins should decrease with development., For
women, this is not at all in accord with the data. The trend is precisely
the reverse for the income effects of father's occupationél status (which
increase with development) and is hopelessly mixed for father's class. In
the discussion concerning men it was also remarked that age-proxied increments
in experience should be increasingly effective as macroregional development
increases. For men this seemed tenable. For women it is not; except that
in the poorest region, age has hardly any effect on income. The remaining
variables do not seem to bear on current theory of status attainment and
development.

Conclusions regarding status attainment and development. Table 6 presents

a summary of the findings and insofar as it exists the current socioclogical
thinking about the relationship between status attainment and socioeconomic
development of societal units. Obviously, most theory-—such as it is.—is

intended to apply to national development differences-—to diachronic and
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ﬁ;ble 6. Status Attainment and Macroregional Socioeconomic Developme

Effects of Regressors Among Employed Brazilian Men and Wome

Education, Occupational Status, and Log Income.

giégressors

SED Curves Prediction from Theory

%E? Table 1) Men Women (Ireiman, 1970) Result
; EDUCATION

Jather's Occupation  Zero Zero Negative Reject
gather's Class Positve Positive Negative (Implied) (Reject)
gge Mixed Mixed None 7 —

OCCUPATIONAL STATUS

ucation Positive Positive Positive Accept
"Zather's Occupation  Zero Zero Negative Reject
fither's Class Zero Zero Negative (Implied) (Reject)
e Mixed Mixed None —
%trp Labor Mkt Mixed pos. Zero None -
:?cal Labor Mkt. Zero Zero None ———
~?ternal Labor Mkt. Negativeif Negativeil None ———

\ LOG INCOME

}cupational Status Negative Positive Positive Reject

lucation Zero Negative Negative Reject
gither's Occupation Negative Positive Negative (Implied) (Reject)
&ither's Class ‘ Mixed Mixed Negative (Implied) (Reject)
e Positive  Positive? None —
%tro Labor Mkt Inverted U Imverted U None —
?cal Labor Mkt Positive Positive None ———
%ternal Labor Mkt. Negative? Mixed None ———

|

34s explained in the text, this probably does not mean that the effect of Internal
{labor market participation varies inversely with development.

imeans that internal labor market coverage reached lower into the occupational
Jstructure with development.

More likely, it
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synchronic differences alike. We have "mapped" the effects of a set of
antecen&ent variables or "regressors" on each of three attained status
variables for men and for women in Brazil's five main socioceconomic develop-
ment macroregional. This 15 justified on the grounds that these macroregions

are very large compared to most countries, that they vary enocumously in

development levels, and that Brazil's cultural uniformity controls cultural
and measurement differences that might confound international comparisous.

Treiman's (1970) presentation of theory of status sttainment and indus-

trialization remain the clearest in.the literature today. From it, five

distinctly different explicit hypotheses concerning status attainment and

development have been extracted. Four others seem logically implied by
such thinking but were not stated by Treiman. The others are presented

without hypotheses.

Note that almost all findings regarding the antecedents of education

and occupaticnal status in relation to development are, in essence, repli-

cated for men and for women. Of 10 regressions (three for education and

seven for occupation status) the only exception is the occupational status
effect of Metropolitan labor market participation. The income effects of |
most of the regressors, however, differ between men and women. Those that

appear to be similar for the sexes are the increasing macroregional develop-

menatl effect of age (or experience. ) on income, the inverted U curve of the

payoffs of Metropolitan labor market participation with macroregional develop-~

ment, and the increasing payoff of higher SED of Local labor markets with
development. The macroregional development consequences of the other five

regressors show different patterns for the two sexes.

Neither the explicit nor the implicit predictions. from the literature

faired well in these tests. The explicit ones are taken first, presented in
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Treiman's (1970: 221) words, with paraphasing in parentheses, The result
of the present tests is presented immediately following each.

1. The more industrialized (developed) a society (societal unit ) the

- {
3 smaller the influence of parental staus on educational attainment.

P

; Reject: the educational consequences of parental status are powerful

ssaiidld s

and more or less equal at all levels of Brazilian macroregional socio=

bl bt

; economic development for each sex.

2. The more industrialized (developed) society (societal unit), the greater

the direct influence of educational attainment on occupation status.

Accept: the occupational status effects of education tend to increase
with macroregional socioceconomic development in Brazil, for both sexes.

3. The more industrialized (developed) a society (societal unit), the smaller

the direct effect of father's occupational status on son's (son's and

daughter's) occupational status. Reject: there is no~ discernible

macroregional development trend in Brazil regarding the occupational
status effects of father's status for elther sex.

4, The more industrialized (developed) a society (societal unit), the

P

stronger the direct influence of occupational status on income. Reject:

contrary to prediction, the Brazilian macroregional development trend of

o

the net effects of occupational status on (log) income are negative.

id

The developmental trend for women, however, is in accord with the hypothesis.

5. The more industrialized (developed) a. society (societal unit), the

smaller the direct influence of education on income. Reject: For

VTERER PRI . 1 B Sy

Brazilian men there is no macroregional developmental trend at all,
although for women the trend is as predicted.

Four additional hypotheses seem consistent with Treiman's thinking, though

] they are not so stated. Three concern the effects of father's (capitalist)



SR

E TR R AT

kb o sran 4 foen 8 i B

O SN

-121-

v

class on each status dependent wvariable. The fourth concerns the income

effects of father's occupation:

6. The more developed the societal unit, the smaller the influence of

father's class in education. Reject: the relationship is the reverse,
for both sexes. The higher the societal unit's development, the greater
the educational benefit of having a capitalist father.

7. The more developed the societal unit, the smaller the effect of father's

class on occupational status. Reject: there is no developmental trend
in the effect of father's class on son's or daughter's occupational

status.

8. The more developed the societal umit, the smaller the effect of father's

class on (log) income. Reject: for each sex there are large payoffs to
having a capitalist father, but these effects are not related to develop-

ment in any discernable way.

9. The more developed the societal unit, the smaller the effect of father's

occupational status on son's or daughter's occupational status. Redect:

there is indeed a negative developmental trend for men, but for women

the trend is exactly the reverse.

Each consistent dévelopment effect pattern may be treated as an em—
pirical generalization or (as in the case of the second proposition above)
as a confirmed theoretical proposition. (One of the consistent patterns, the
probably misleading inverse relationship of the apparent effects of internal
labor market participation,is omitted Here)-' The developmental effect
patterns that are consistent for both sexes follow, whether or not they have
any theoretical backing, and whether they are patterns of direct, null, or
inverse relationship. All generalizations céncern partial regression

effects, net of all other variables in the corresponding equation.
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1. The net effect of father's occupational status on educational attain-

ment is positive and strong, but is invariant with respect to

Brazilian macroregional socioceconomic development level.

2. The net effect of father's social class on educational attainment is

positive and varies directly with Brazilian macroregional socioeconomic

development. In other words, the educatrional benefits of having a

father who was a self-employed employer are positive and increase with

development.

3. The net effect of education on occupational status is positive and strong,

and varies directly with Brazilian macroregional development level.

That is, the higher the levels of development, the greater the effect
of education on occupational status.

4. The net effect of father's occupational status on occupational status

is positive, but is invariant with respect to Brazilian macroregional

development level.

5. The net effect of father's class (capitalist/noncapitalist) on occupa- :

tional status approximates zero and is invariant with respect to

Brazilian macroregional development.

6. The net effect of the socioeconomic development level of the local

i

i

labor market on occupational status approximates zero and is invariant

ek

with respect to Brazilian macroregional socioceconomic development level.

oy g g

7. The net effect of metropolitan labor market participation on (log) income

Gt B

E varies from very low to strong positive and varies in the form of an

inverted U curve with Brazilian socioeconomic development level. That

is, the greatest effects of this variable are in the moderately developed
regions.

8. The net effect of the socioeconomic development of the local labor market

is modest and positive and varies directly with Brazilian macroregional

development level,
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Apart from the negative findings regarding the theory of status
attainment and development, it is thus found that macroregibnal development
inecreases the effects of status attainment regressors in the folloﬁing ways.
It increases the effeét on educational attaimment of having a father who is
influential in the private sector (a "capitalist", or self-employed employer);
it increases the effect of education on occupational status. Development hag
a distinct but nonlinear effect on the income returns to Metropolitan
employment -- income returns to to urban work are substantial in the emerging
metropolises of the moderately developed Periphery and in the Frontier.
Finally, macrcoregional development level raises the effect of macroregional
development on inﬁome.

In otﬁer words macroregional socioeconomic development level, as measured
herein, has tangible effects.on the status attainment processes of both
sexes, although they do not correspond well to those that would be expected
from current theory of status attainment and development. Class origin is
increasingly important for education with development. Education, in turn,

is increasingly important for occupational status. Higher socioceconomic

development of the local labor market provides increasing for increments to

income. Urban, rather than rural, jobs are most advantagéous in the newly
developing areas.

For women, the occupatiomal status on income increase with macroregional
SED and are quite strong in the most developed regions. For men these effects
are strong everywhere, but they decrease with development. For both sexes
the effect of education on income is strong at all levels of development.
But for men the effeét does not change with SED, while for women it decreases.
The income effects of father's occupational status are puzzling., Thay are

positive, of course, for both sexes in all regions. But for men they are
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.small and they decrease with development. For women, they increase dramati-
cally with development. Regarding dge (experiencez'the effect of this variable
is modest for both seies: for men it increases with development; for women

it is especially small in the least developed area and especially strong in
the Frontier. The inéome effects of internal labor market participation are
also a bit puzzling., For men they are small at most, for women a bit larger
in some regions. For men, participating in an internal labor market increases
income conly in the two poorest.macroregions; elgewhere it decreases income.
The pattern for women is even more puzzling. Such participation does not
cost them in any regiom, but it benefits them tangibly only in the Unevenly
Developed 0l1d Northeast, the Frontier, and the Developed South.

4 few comments regarding macroregional peéculiarities are in order. Most
developmental patterns are distinct enough, but a few are more or less unique.
The most consistent developmental patterns are found among the Unevenly
Developed 01d Northeast (SED: 31), the South's Developing Periphery (SED: 54),
and the Developed South (SED: 78). This includes almost all of the lands that
have been occupied for two centuries or more, and a few that were more
recent]ly occupied. The least comsistent area‘is the Developing Amazonian
Frontier._ Effects normally associated with the most highly developed region
appear here quite often. As indicated earlier, the reasons for this are
debatable. 1Is it due to classical Frontier phenomena (Turner, 1920), or to
oversampling in urban Manaus and -Belem, or to federal efforts te stimulate
investment in the Amazon basin, or what? The Frontier patterns of settlement
and of status attainment may well have unique theoretic properties. The
Turner thesis and the heavy investment thesis both suggest this, But even

urban oversampling may be more than a technical issue:r Frontier occupation

patterns may require early concentration of people and capital in urban centers




to serve as supply depots and staging areas for the few early rural
settlers sparsely distributéd over the land surface in remote, nearly in-
accessible lqcations under extremely arduous conditions. This issue may
deserve further consideration.

The Underdeveloped New Northeast alsc requires comment. This heretofore
obscure macroregion is less developed than others by a considerable margin.
Here the effects of status attainment variables occasionally behave peculiariy
The net effect of father's occupation on son's and daughtér’s education is
suprisingly strong; among men, the net effects on income of participating in

|
a Metropolitan or in a more developed local labor market are actually negativé f
here. Among women the net effect of age on income approaches zero, whilst i
elsewhere it 1s positive for both sexes. Among men, the educational effect
of father's class is negative. Theé theoretic relevancy of these observa-

tions is mot at all clear. But it may be that status attainment processes

have unusual properties in societal units that at an extremely low level of

societal development and are mostly rural.

; Thus there are regional anomolies, probably not unique to Brazil, that

.

a appear to demand new theoretic work.

In general, this analysis of status attainment variations by socioceco-

nomic development level in Brazil shows patterns that are mostly different

from, and considerably more complex than, current theory would lead one to

e e i

expect. While it may be tempting to attribute the findings to peculiarities

of Brazil, or to technical imperfections such as sampling biases and

measurement problems, none of these is likely to provide an adequate explan-
ation for the sharp discrepancy between current theory and these findings.
The sampling and data collection appear to have been carried out according to

the highest modern standards. The identification of societal units ~-
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macroregions —— appear to have been executed meticulously, using the best

methods now available; . a set of - : » distinctive,
L] .

clearly demarked -socioeconomic developmental macroregions -~ societal units

which are taken here as instanceé of bounded societies.

As societal unitsjthese macroregions have an addiﬁional research
advantage: as parts of Brazil they have one language, one culture (basically
European), and one set of laws. So their main variations are socioeconomic
and demographic. In that they differ sharply by level of socioceconomic
development (ffom uniform poverty of the Underdeveloped New Northeast to th%gﬁ
rather modern, relatively well-to-do Developed South), they provide a parti-
cularly appropriate-set of societal units by which to test and extend thinking
about development and status attainment. Also, the measurement (and standardi-
zation, when appropriate) of all variables was carried out with great attention
to measurement issues and with careful attention to charactreristically Brazilian
auances of each; Neither is the size of the nation or the macroregional
societal units within it likely to be a source of the unexpected findings.
Brazil is the sixth most populous, and in land surface, the fifth most exten-
sive nation in the world.

Finally, several key members of the research team are intimately familiar
with Brazil, so these findings are not likely to be the result of a misappli-~
cation of the theory and methods of status attainment research to the Brazilian
situation. However surprising these fiandings méy be, they are probably accurate
reflections of developmental differences in status attainment processes in
Brazil, and there is a strong presumption that they reflect socioceconomic

development variations on the same processes as these exist among nations.
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