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ABSTRACT

Prestige scores for all occupations devel oped fromthe
national surveys in the 1960's have been wi dely used by
researchers in the social sciences. The change in the 1980

Mext

Census cl assification of occupations necessitates updating the

prestige scale accordingly. New scores can be obtai ned either

by reworking the old scores or by collecting new data. In
this paper, we argue for the latter choice based on the
nmet hodol ogi cal , substantive, and theoretical considerations.

The plan to collect occupational assessnents froma nationally

representative sanple of 1500 Anericans in the 1989 NORC
General Social Survey will also be outlined.

ON REVI SI NG PRESTI GE SCORES FOR ALL OCCUPATI ONS

In the 1960's, a series of national surveys led to the
devel opnment of prestige scores for all occupations. These scores
and ot her scores based upon them (e.g., the soci oecononic index

and the international prestige scale) have been w dely used

whenever research called for a cormon nmetric for occupations.

Unfortunately, the 1980 Census of popul ati on ushered in a new
system of occupational classification which did not nmesh readily
Wi th existing prestige scales. New scores can be obtained either

by reworking old scores or by collecting new data. In this
paper, we consider the mnethodol ogi cal, substantive, and
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t heoretical considerations that informthis choice. In so doing,
we chal | enge the conventional w sdons that the prestige of
occupations is invariant and that soci oeconom c status-neasures
are necessarily superior to prestige scores. W briefly outline
the plan to coll ect occupational assessnents froma nationally
representative sanple of 1500 Anericans in the 1989 NORC Gener al
Soci al Survey.

Background and Previous Inquiries

The last major inquiry into the prestige hierarchy of
occupations in the United States was Conducted in the 1960s by a
research team at the National Opinion Research Center. Probably
t he nost notabl e acconplishrment of this research team was the
construction for the first time of a set of matching prestige
scores for all detailed occupations identified in the coding
schenme enployed in the 1960 Census of Popul ati on. These scores
were derived froma series of national sanple surveys conducted
in 1963, 1964, and 1965, which were nerged together via the
evaluation of a subset of occupations common to all the three
studies. The resulting prestige scores for all occupations were
reported and eval uated by Siegel (1971) and have been wi dely used
by the social science community. For exanple, they continue to
be enpl oyed, after sone slight nodification to fit the detailed
occupati onal code enployed in the 1970 Census of Population, to
assign prestige scores to detailed occupational information
collected in NORC s Ceneral Social Survey.

At present, the Siegel/NORC prestige scale for al
occupations is over two decades out of date. Bel ow we explain
why 1) sone recalibration of scores is essential, 2) some change
in prestige accorded occupations is likely, 3) prestige is useful
apart fromits association with soci oeconom c status, and 4)
there are conpel ling nethodol ogi cal reasons for collecting new
data rather than reworking ol d data.

The scores collected in the inquiries directed by the NORC
research teamin the 1960s remain virtually unique in severa
respects. First, at the present witing there is only one other
country--lsrael--for which there exists a set of prestige scores
of all occupations identified in a detailed and well docunented
scheme for codi ng occupational information (Kraus, Schild, and
Hodge, 1989; Kraus, 1976). Second, the prestige ratings derived
in the 1960s for occupations in the United States conprise the
backbone of Treiman's International Prestige Scale (IPS), merging
prestige data from numerous countries to create a single prestige
scal e which can be enployed within any country. The IPS has
proven quite useful in conparative research where scoring
occupations on a common netric nmust be achi eved before
conparisons can be considered at all (see Treiman, 1977; for use
of the IPS together with |Iocal prestige and soci oecononic status
scal es of occupations, see Hodge, Treiman, Kraus, Chen, and
Tom naga, 1983). Al though an alternative approach to neasuring
occupational status that al so yields a conprehensive system of
scoring has been devel oped in Geat Britain (CGoldthorpe and Hope,
1974) and applied in Italy in nodified form(de Lillo and
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Schi zzerotto, 1985), the nethods enployed in the U S. studies
remain the primary standard agai nst which all other inquiries are
eval uat ed.

On the Need for Recalibration of Prestige Scores

The prestige scores devel oped by Siegel were explicitly
designed to cover the detail ed occupational codes used in the
1960 Census of Popul ation. The occupational titles contained in
t hese studi es were, however, sufficiently nunmerous to enabl e
recalibration of the prestige scores to fit the detailed
occupational code later enployed in the 1970 Census of Popul ation
with only mininal slippage in the quality of matches. This was
possi ble for two reasons. First, although changes in the census
code were nore extensive between 1960 and 1970 t han between 1950
and 1960, many of the changes represented only nodest shifts of
particul ar jobs from one occupati onal category to another or
sinple splits of an earlier occupational code into new categories
whi ch could be combined to recreate the categories of earlier
code. Second, the nunber of occupational titles whose prestige
was ascertained fromthe studies of the 1960s (over 400) nade it
possible to map the prestige scores into the 1970 occupati ona
code about as well as they could be mapped into the 1960
occupati onal code.

Wt hout reworking and recalibration of the extant prestige
data, it would be inpossible for research workers to assign
prestige scores to occupational data coded according to the 1980
occupational classification. There is scant question that this
woul d involve the | oss of numerous approximate, if |ess than exact,
compari sons of the changing i npact of occupations and
their prestige or hierarchical position upon numerous facets of
soci al behavior. Thus, we sinply take for granted the
desirability and useful ness of constructing some scale of the
soci al position of occupations to match the detail ed occupati onal
classification in the 1980 Census of Population (which is likely
to be enployed in successive censuses with relatively m nor
nodi fi cations). Any calibration of the social |ocation of
occupations identified in the detail ed occupati onal code for 1980
which is theoretically and nethodol ogi cally consistent in,
principle, if not in operational detail, with previous schenes of
occupational evaluation is superior to a totally new approach
whi ch woul d invalidate conparisons with previous research

Stability and Change in Qccupational Prestige

The two mai n ways of recelebrating prestige scores are the
collection of an entirely new data set and the reworking of ol der
data. The choi ce between these two met hods hi nges, however,
primarily upon the relative rate of change in the prestige
gradi ngs of occupations. There is surely not much point in
collecting new prestige data unless there is sonme prospect that
the new data will inprove upon a recalibration devised from
reworking older materials. Wthout the prospect of change in the
prestige order of occupations, new data collection would be an
unnecessary luxury in view of (a) the extensive occupati onal
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coverage achieved in earlier inquiries and (b) the substanti al
evi dence that occupational prestige scores are relatively

i ndependent of stinulus questions and rating nethods (seep e.g.,
Si egel, 1971).

Despite the very high .99 overall correlation which was found
bet ween the 1947 North-Hatt study and its replication in 1963,
there was evidence of systenmatic change in the prestige gradings
observed in these two studies. Hodge, Siegel, and Rossi (1964)
noted a number of nodest changes in the prestige gradings of
occupations. Particularly noteworthy anpbng these changes were
the general upswing in the prestige of scientific occupations and
the ol der "free" professions such as physician and civil engineer
and the overall downswing in the prestige of managerial and other
white collar posts, as well as in such culture- and
comruni cati on- based professions as "nusician in a synphony
orchestra" and "radi o announcer." These changes are not sinply
random fl uctuati ons, since Hodge, Siegel, and Rossi (1964, p.299)
show that they are replicated in sone measure anmong groups of
raters differing in their educational |evel. Additional
tabul ations, not reported by the original investigators, revea
t hat the changes observed in different cohorts of raters are very
simlar to one another. Thus, the changes are not only
systemati c ones, but they also represent shifts in the
eval uations of occupations within real cohorts, rather than
changes brought about solely by the succession of generations.

Wil e the changes appear to be both real and systematic, they
are al so very nodest in nagnitude. Changes of the order of
magni t ude reveal ed by the 1963 replicative study coul d have scant
i npact upon the overall prestige gradings of occupations.

However, there are sone inportant things to renenber about the
linmtations and biases of the original North-Hatt study and its
replication. First, the nunber of titles is quite limted (n
90). Second, the 90 titles in the North-Hatt inquiry are a

bi ased subset of all occupations. Professional occupations
conprise over one-third of all titles and service occupations are
al so overrepresented. Thus, the distribution of the titles in
the North-Hatt inquiry lends itself to an overstatenent of the
stability in prestige gradings. A study nore representative of
t he occupati onal order would have less built-in correl ation of
extrenmes between hi gh status professions and | ow status service
occupati ons.

Short of undertaking tenporal conparisons of occupati onal
prestige ratings which span the full range of occupations, there
is no obvious way to obtain a solid handle on the extent, nature,
and rate of changes in occupation prestige. A series of prestige
st udi es conducted during 1963-65 provi de eval uati ons of over 400
di stinct occupational titles, which can be nmerged into a single
common scale owing to the presence of representative subsets of
mat ching titles which were included to enable the several studies
to be nerged into the netric of the basic 1964 survey. Although
the titles available are biased in a variety of ways, they do
provi de an excell ent benchmark with coverage of the full
occupati onal range.
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The extensive coverage of the occupational order by the
studi es of the 1960s guarantees, of course, that there will be
greater opportunity for detecting systematic change. Duration
(approximately a quarter of a century) is also sufficient for
changes to have occurred and to have worked thenselves out in the
public opinion arena. There have been nunerous significant
changes in the occupational and industrial order since the |ast
maj or prestige studies were |aunched. Anong these changes, at
| east the following nay well have affected occupational prestige
ratings: 1) the growth and expansi on of service occupations; 2)
the dem se of unionized industrial labor and its replacenent by
aut omat ed processes and/or inported goods; 3) the relocation of
manufacturing away fromthe industrial heartland of the M dwest
and Northeast to Southern centers where labor is relatively
i nexpensive; 4) the rapid expansion of information technol ogy and
t he devel opnent of new conputer uses in a variety of industries;
5) the rise of educational attainnent in successive cohorts
wi thout a corresponding rise in occupational opportunities that
requi re advanced education at the entry |level; 6) the
differentiation and subsequent evolution of novel specialties
wi thin established occupations, as new technol ogi es becone
avai l able; 7) the expansion of occupational opportunities for
wonen, particularly in science and the professions, where wonen
are now advancing to the highest |evels, though still in snal
nunbers relative to their participation in the |abor force; and
8) efforts to professionalize relatively |ower status occupations
such as police officer, often by upgradi ng educati onal
requi rements for advancenent, if not for entry.

Any occupation affected by these ongoi ng processes may well
have its prestige grading transformed. Even occupati ons which
are relatively insulated fromthese changes nay well have their
relative prestige affected by shifts in prestige of adjacent
occupations in the occupational hierarchy., To be sure it would
be foolish to expect that a new prestige inquiry will revea
massi ve overall changes in the prestige gradi ngs of occupations.
The prestige of janitors is not going to soar above that of
physi ci ans and the prestige of airline pilots is not going to
drop beneath that of airline stewards or stewardesses. Sone part
of the prestige hierarchy of occupations, still to be determ ned,
is inmutable to change, because it is built into how certain
occupations and their duties are linked to one another in
specific work settings. For certain pairs of occupations to
reverse their positions in the prestige order, it would be
necessary for public know edge of occupations and their work
contents to deteriorate to a level that is inconpatible with the
educational |evel of the popul ation. Thus, we expect to observe
nodest changes in only certain occupations.

Even nodest changes can be of considerabl e substantive
i nportance. In prestige studies conducted around the world, we
al so observe consi derabl e cross-national agreenent in the
prestige scores of occupations (see, e.g., Hodge, Treinan, and
Rossi, 1966; Treiman, 1977). There are, however, sone very
i mportant differences that are obscured by the relatively high
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gross correlations anong the prestige hierarchies of nations.

For exanple, we observe, as we nove fromcountry to country, that
the relative standings of the nbst prestigi ous occupations such
as religious officials, |awers and judges, scientists, and party
or high governnment officials nmay change. These shifts have

little inmpact upon the overall simlarity in the prestige ratings
of any pair of countries, but they al nost surely harbor very

i nportant differences between countries as to sources of
authority and control. Continuing, albeit small, rises in the
prestige of scientific occupations, as was observed between 1947
and 1963, can signal an increasing dom nance of rational bases of
authority at the expense of nore traditional, religiously rooted
sources of authority.

Prestige vs. SES Scores for Al Cccupations

The publication in 1961 of Duncan's Soci oeconom ¢ | ndex for
Al'l Cccupations (Duncan, 1961) resol ved the probl em of assigning
prestige scores to occupations which were not covered by extant
prestige studies. Duncan achieved this feat by conbi ning
i nformation on inconme and education avail able for all occupations
in the 1950 detail ed occupational classification to forman index
of occupational SES. The wei ghts of age standardi zed, summary
nmeasures of income and educati on were obtained by using there
indicators to predict, over 45 matching titles, a prestige
i ndi cator derived fromthe 1947 NORC North-Hatt study. The
resulting SES scores for all occupations enabled researchers to
assi gn, unanbi guously, a nunerical score to any set of
occupational data coded into the census schene (see MTavi sh
1964).

Once Siegel's prestige scores for all occupations becane
avail able, it was inevitable that researchers would conpare
results obtained by codi ng occupati onal data according to
prestige and according to SES. Al though the two indicators are
correlated on the order of .9, that still |eaves about 20 percent
of the variance in either measure that is uncommon with the
other. This allows considerable roomfor the two neasures to
exhi bit sonmewhat different properties in relation to other
vari abl es.

The results of exercises which conpare prestige and SES
scores are unanbi guous, at |east insofar as their predictive
ability is concerned. The correl ation between occupational SES
of fathers and sons is sufficiently higher than the correlation
bet ween the prestige of their respective occupations, so that one
can regard prestige as just an inferior indicator of whatever property
of occupations is captured by Duncan's SES scal e (Duncan,

Feat herman, and Duncan, 1972; Treas and Tyree, 1979; Feathernan
and Hauser, 1978). Unpublished results based on anal yses of

nati onal sanple surveys by one of the present authors al so reveal
t hat occupational SES is nore closely connected with a variety of
behavioral and attitudinal indicators including Rotter's |I-E
scal e (a standard neasure of powerlessness), indicators of
orientation to achi evenent and desire for success, church

att endance, voluntary organi zati onal menberships, and the stated
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extent of friendship ties.

In view of these results, sone researchers, npbst notably
Feat her man and Hauser (1978), have regarded prestige as an
epi phenonenon and suggested that it has no-useful role in the
anal ysis of stratification processes. This view suggests one
nm ght wel |l abandon the nmeasurement of prestige altogether, and
worry about updating SElI scores rather than prestige measures.

There are, however, a nunber of reasons why prestige should
remain a central elenment of sociol ogical studies, regardl ess of
how nmuch variance is associated with it. First, it is
denmonstrably wong to regard occupati onal prestige as
epi phenonenon. Hodge (1981) shows that the part of occupational
ratings which are uncorrelated with occupational SES is itself
shared by subgroups of raters varying extensively in their social
| ocation in contenporary society. Individuals and subgroups of
them not only agree about the prestige an occupation bears, but
al so about how that prestige differs fromthe soci oeconom c
| ocation of occupations. This inplies that prestige is a
Dur khei mi an phenonenon in the full est sense of that phrase.

Second, even though prestige may performpoorly in
stratification studies in the United States, there is some
evi dence that prestige, rat-her than SES, nay be doninant in other
societies. Israel is one of the few countries other than the
U.S. for which both prestige and SES scales for detail ed
occupations are avail able. There, prestige rather than SES seens
to govern the connectivity between father's and son's occupations
and to play the nore proninent role in attitudinal and behaviora
consequences of occupational pursuits (see, e.g., Hodge, Treinman
Kraus, Chen, and Tom naga, 1983; al so Kraus, 1976). Thus, one
nmust entertain the possibility that the role of occupational
prestige, as opposed to occupational SES, is a variable in the
articul ati on of occupations between generations and with society.

Third, there remains a serious question as to whether or not
enpirical scales of occupational prestige adequately neasure
what prestige is conceptually purported to be. In the United
States, where prestige scores were jerry-rigged frominquiries
designed to explore other facets of prestige eval uations,
occupational prestige has performed poorly relative to SES. In
Israel, the reverse is the case, but the Israeli prestige inquiry
was designed fromits inception to provide prestige for the
detail ed occupational classification enployed by the Israel's
Central Bureau of Statistics. W have no way of know ng--short
of doing it--that a prestige study for the United States designed
fromthe ground up to provide prestige scores for all occupations
woul d not outperform an occupational SES scale.

By far the nost conpelling reason for sustaining the
tradition of prestige inquiries has little relevance to issues of
nmeasur enent. COccupational evaluations are clearly part of the
core value system of Anerican society. Assessnments of
occupational prestige (a) are consistent from one subgroup to
another, (b) are learned at a relatively early age, (c) are
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relatively stable in the long run, and (d) are close to i nmmutable
in the short run. In a society |like ours, where individualism
and the work ethic are key elements in a system of beliefs which
grades a person by his/her occupational success (see, e.g., Bobo,
1986), occupational prestige becones a signal neasure of nerit.
Changes in prestige and especially public assessnments of energing
occupati ons become key el enents in the evol ving conception of
what constitutes' success and the pinnacles of achievenent to

whi ch new generations will be asked to aspire.

W have attenpted to denonstrate two things in this section
(1) that prestige scores should not be abandoned because previ ous
i ndi cators of them have been out perfornmed by SES scores and (2)
that prestige scores have additional utility as a vehicle for
i ndexi ng an individual's participation in the celebration of the
overal |l schene of societal val ues.

Pitfalls in Reworking O d Scores

G ven the desirability of recelebrating occupational prestige
scores to fit the new occupational coding schene of the 1980
census, there remains the signal issue of whether this should be
effected by reworking the extant prestige scores fromthe 1960s
or by collecting new and tenporally rel evant prestige scores
explicitly designed to match the 1980 occupati onal codes. The
princi pal argument in support of recelebrating prestige scores on
t he basis of those already available fromthe 1960s is hinged on
the assunption that prestige scores are stable over tine.

There are several nethodol ogical difficulties which are
readily apparent in attenpting to use occupational eval uations
fromthe 1960s to devi se occupational prestige scores for a
contenporary classification assigning jobs to detail ed
occupati ons.

First, the work on occupational prestige was not intended to
yield prestige scores for all occupations. Devising a prestige
scale for all occupations was a secondary task which Siege
achi eved by pooling occupational eval uati ons obtained fromthe
several surveys designed primarily to pursue substantive
questions. The extant prestige scores for all occupations in the
1960 and 1970 occupational codes are, therefore, already
jerry-rigged in | arge neasure. Many of the matches effected
between titles rated in the prestige studies of the 1960s and the
detail ed occupational codes of the 1960 Census O Popul ation are
at best approxi nate. Mapping these titles into the 1980
occupational code would yield not only a higher incidence of Poor
mat ches, but al so some totally unnatched categories which coul d
be assigned prestige scores only on the basis of inforned
guesswor k.

Second, fitting the occupational prestige scores for the
1960s into the categories of the 1970 detail ed occupati onal code
i s manageabl e because of the gross simlarities between the
det ai | ed occupational codes of the 1960 and 1970 Censuses of
Popul ati on. Changes in the occupational code between 1970 and
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1980 are nuch nore extensive. Under the 1980 classification
schenme, for exanple a 1970 category, "Official.3 and

Adm nistrators; Public Admi nistration, Not El sewhere C assified
(n.e.c.)" has been divided into 11 categories, distinguishing
some prestigious pursuits like "Legislators," "Accountants and
Audi tors," "Judges," and sone seeningly |ess esteened occupations
i ke "Purchasing Agents and Buyers, n.e.c." The single score that
applied in 1970 is probably no | onger appropriate to define the
prestige of the heterogeneous set of new categories spawned. To

t ake anot her exanple of heterogeneity in terns of both content
and prestige, the 1970 category, "Managers and Adm ni strators,
n.e.c., to was divided in 1980 into 52 categories including
“Adm ni strators and Officials, Public Adm nistration,” and

adm ni strators of "Farm Wrkers," and "Sal es Workers." mappi ng
prestige scores designed to match 1960 occupati onal categories
into the grossly different categories of the 1980 occupati onal
code becones a nore hazardous enterprise which would doubtl ess

i ncur greater errors of estinmate.

Third, one way of generating prestige scores for the 1980
occupational codes fromthe earlier materials would be sinply to
calibrate the new scores by applying the known transition matrix
bet ween the 1970 and 1980 occupational codes to the prestige
scores for the occupational categories. This operation would
requi re no new matchi ng of occupational titles whose prestige has
been eval uated to census code occupational categories. |nstead,
it would sinply calibrate the prestige of a 1980 occupati onal
category as a wei ghted average of the prestige assigned to its
occupational contents in the earlier code as denonstrated by
Stevens and Hoi sington (1987). In a few cases, the prestige
scores woul d be identical, because the job contents of the 1970
and 1980 occupational codes are identical, but in nmany cases, the
new scores for 1980 detail ed occupati onal categories would be
wei ght ed averages of the scores assigned to the 1970 occupati onal
codes (see Kubitschek, 1986).

Pl ausi bl e as the above operation nmay seem it is subject to a
coupl e of obvious defects. In the first instance, it involves a
met hodol ogi cal departure fromearlier efforts to assess the
prestige of an occupational category. Earlier efforts involved
exam ning the job content of an occupational category and picking
one or nore titles thought to characterize it. This is
relatively easy for " carpenters,” somewhat nore difficult for
"l awyers and judges," and virtually inpossible for 11 clerica
wor kers, not el sewhere classified."” By conparing the job content
of an occupational category (by using The d assified | ndex of
Cccupations and I ndustries) with the occupational titles used to
devise a prestige score for the code category, it was possible to
meke at | east a gross assessnment of the validity of prestige
scores. That would not be possible with the wei ghted averagi ng
proposed above, since the prestige derived for sone occupations
woul d rest on prestige scores for occupational titles whose
menbers now reside in a different code of the classification.
Furthernore, prestige assignment would rest on the plausibility
of both matching and averagi ng, rather than on natchi ng al one.

n
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Anot her met hodol ogi cal shortcoming with wei ghted averages is
that they will undoubtably reduce range of occupational prestige
scores. If this does not happen, it is only because the job
contents of the highest and | owest rated occupations in the 1970
code are identical with their counterparts in the 1980 code.
This is not very likely. In fact, Stevens and Hoi si ngton (1987),
who recalibrated prestige scores using weighted averages, report
that the range of prestige scores has been truncated particularly
at the bottonms (9.3 - 81.2 for 1970 versus 14.7 - 81.1 for 1980.).

The foregoing nethodol ogical difficulties in using the 1960
materials to devise scores for the 1980 occupational code are not
necessarily fatal ones. However, short of collecting a new data
base, there is no sound way to assess the useful ness and validity
of such an exerci se.

Design for a New I nquiry

There is only one plausi ble benchmark for a new study of
occupational prestige which will yield contenporary prestige
scores for all occupations while providing a new |l andfall for the
pur poses of nonitoring change. The rel evant benchmark is the
study conducted in 1964 based on an area probability sanple of
923 adult Americans, each of whom was asked to eval uate sone 204
occupations according to their "social standing."

If the sole purpose of a new prestige inquiry were to nonitor
change, it would be desirable to replicate this 1964 study as
nearly as possible. However, a new prestige inquiry should
aspire not only to assess change but to build upon and extend
previous studies. It should attenpt to construct a superior
prestige scale for all occupations by including new and
alternative occupational titles to secure plausible ratings for
t he new detail ed occupational classification. Pure replication
of the 1964 study would not serve this latter purpose very well,
since the 204 occupations it contains not only fail to cover the
detai |l ed census categories, but also conprise a purposively
bi ased sanpl e of the occupational spectrum The occupations
covered by the 1964 inquiry reflect conprom ses worked out to
serve nultiple purposes. Only a subset of the titles were
sel ected to provide a representative coverage of the detailed
titles in all major occupational groups. Qher titles were
i ncluded to secure conpl ete coverage of the detail ed occupations
covered by a post-censal study of scientific and techni cal
occupations not available in the census reports; to facilitate
some mat chi ng between i ndustries and particul ar occupations; and
to pursue particular research interests. The results were
perhaps interesting at the tinme, but there is little point in
replicating them Instead, partial replication and appreciable
extension of the earlier investigation is preferable.

In the 1964 study, respondents sorted snmall cards bearing the
occupational stirmuli into a "ladder of social standing," a piece
of cardboard upon which a | adder with nine rungs was printed. On
aver age, respondents were able to sort the 204 occupations into
the | adder of social standing in a little less than 20 ni nutes.
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In a replication fielded with the NORC General Social Survey in
1989, we incorporate a partial replication of the 1964 study by
(1) retaining the same stinulus question, (2) reproducing insofar
as current technology permts not only the "l adder of soci al
standi ng," but the actual physical shape and appearance of the
stimulus cards to be sorted, and (3) including as many of the
original 204 titles in the new study as is plausible.

We depart from exact replication to achieve a substanti al
expansi on of occupational content and to reduce the rating task
to a 15 m nute segment of the NORC Ceneral Social Survey. W
require raters to evaluate only 110 occupational stinuli. W
extend the occupati onal coverage by asking subsets of raters to
eval uate different, but overlapping, subsets of occupations so
that the total nunber of occupations eval uated by sonme segment of
the sanple will be substantially larger than the nunber of
occupations eval uated by any particul ar respondent. The nain
departure fromthe earlier study is, therefore, the use of
subgroups of respondents to rate subsets of occupations, rather
t han havi ng every respondent eval uate every occupational title--a
deviation justified by the high consensus anong respondents
regardi ng the prestige ordering of occupations.

Concl usi on

Maj or changes in occupational codes nean that researchers
| ack prestige scores keyed to the new categories of the 1980
Census of Popul ati on. New scores coul d be obtained either by
collecting new data or reworking old data. W argue agai nst
accepting old scores that have been reworked (say, by applying a
known transition matrix from 1970 to 1980) on several grounds,
bot h net hodol ogically and theoretically.

First, such an effort would be based on earlier scores
constructed froma biased sel ection of occupational titles and
already jerry-rigged once to accommbdate the changes to the 1970
occupati onal codes. Second, the validity of new scores would
depend not only on the plausibility of matching occupational
titles (as in the earlier conversion), but also on the
plausibility of weighing to redistribute occupations to new
categories. Third, the reduced range of prestige scale is an
artifact of weighted averaging.

G ven these net hodol ogi cal drawbacks to reworking old data,
basi ng new prestige scores on newy collected data is an
alternative that nust be wei ghed. There are two argunents
agai nst the useful ness of new data coll ection.

First, occupational prestige is known to be highly stable
over time. Although sone part of this observed stability in
overal|l prestige ratings no doubt results fromthe correl ation of
extremes (i.e., the overrepresentation of high prestige and | ow
prestige occupational titles), this tenporal stability would
argue agai nst a need for new data had previous research not al so
identified sone systematic changes in occupational eval uations
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bet ween 1947 and 1963. W argue that given the passage of a
guarter century since the establishnent of the first adequate
benchmark for monitoring change, it is conceivable that sone
occupational evaluations will have changed, at |east on sone
particul ar occupations that are likely to be influenced by the
changes in the occupational and industrial order. The prestige
scal e derived fromrewrking old scores will not enable us to
i nvestigate such changes in the public's evaluation of
occupational prestige.

Second, prestige scores are known to conpare poorly to
soci oeconom ¢ status scores when it comes to explai ned vari ance.
However., U.S. scores were an afterthought based on surveys
fielded for another purpose. Israeli prestige scores, based on
data explicitly collected to generate occupational rankings,
out perform soci oeconom ¢ scores. Even wi thout the possibility of
flawed U. S. scores, the conceptual inportance of prestige in the
American core value system (and its systenmatic distinction from
soci oeconom c status in the mnds of respondents) would argue for
continuing the tradition of prestige eval uations.

The 1989 NORC General Social Survey collected new prestige
eval uations froma representati ve sanple of 1500 Anericans.
Al t hough the instrunentation and occupational titles replicated
the 1960s baseline surveys to the extent feasible, the nunber of
occupational titles to be evaluated by each respondent was
reduced to accommodate a shorter interview. Also, to insure
conpl et e occupational coverage, the sanple of respondents was
divided into 12 subsets, each of which assessed the occupati ona
standi ng of an overl appi ng set of occupational titles. The
results of this data collection will be the first new
occupational prestige assessnment in twenty-five years and new
prestige scores keyed to the new occupational codes of the 1980
Census of Popul ati on.
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