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closest to the common pattern of sex segregation. Austria, Norway, the United Kingdom and the 

United States constitute a second layer, while Sweden is clearly the country that deviates most 

from the common pattern of sex segregation. 

Thus, in spite of being a country characterised by a large and highly female-dominated 

service sector and a high female labour force participation rate, Sweden demonstrates a relatively 

moderate level of sex segregation in the labour market.23 This also deviates somewhat from 

earlier research that has reported an overall level of sex segregation that is closer to the other 

Nordic countries (see, e.g. Charles 1992; Jacobs and Lim 1992).24 However, it is important to bear 

in mind the distinction between deviations from the overall pattern and overall level of sex 

segregation. Thus the Swedish labour market is not, as noted above, more markedly segregated 

by sex than the labour markets in the other countries. But it seems as if the pattern of sex 

segregation in the Swedish labour market is somewhat different, something that is further 

discussed below. 

SEGREGATION PROFILES IN SEVEN COUNTRIES 

The analysis above indicates that the labour markets in Finland, Norway and the United 

Kingdom are somewhat more markedly structured by sex than the labour markets in the other 

countries studied here. Moreover we also noted a certain cross-national variability in the pattern 

of sex segregation, in which the pattern in Sweden seems to deviate from all other countries. 

However, it is important to realise that A as well as Ssdmean represents summary measures of 

complex segregation curves. Thus, these measures do not tell us anything about women’s relative 

over- or underrepresentation in each of the included occupational categories. The next step is 

therefore to imporove our understanding of cross-national patterns of sex segregation by 

comparing countries’ segregation profiles (see also Charles and Grusky 1995). The segregation 

profiles presented in Figure 1 show the relative over- or underrepresentation of women in each 

                                                
23 It was suggested earlier that including homemakers would explain some of the above-reported cross-national 
variation in occupational sex segregation. An analysis not presented here that included homemakers in the category 
service elementary occupations (19) gave a dramatic increase in sex segregation in Austria and Spain, a result that 
indicates that the conservative countries would have a considerably higher level of segregation by sex if all women 
were in the labour market. However, a decrease in the proportion of homemakers would, of course, affect more than 
one occupational category. Even so, a certain amount of the cross-national variation in sex segregation is obviously 
due to cross-national variation in the share of homemakers. 
24 This, however, is explained partly by differences in indices used. A calculation not presented using D and Ds 
produces values on levels of sex segregation in accordance with Jacobs and Lim (1992) study. Moreover, the figures 
given do correspond well with Charles and Grusky’s index A, which is an improvement of the R-index used by 
Charles (1992). For more information about differences between R and A see Charles and Grusky (1995). 
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specific occupational category across the labour market (see Table A in Appendix for full 

information about occupations).  

The estimates for each occupational category are calculated according to estimates given 

by Model 2:3. A positive estimate in Figure 1 indicates a relative female overrepresentation and a 

negative estimate indicates a relative male overrepresentation.25  

The country-specific segregation profiles in Figure 1 indicate, at first glance, that all 

countries follow a fairly similar pattern of sex segregation. Women, not surprisingly, are in 

general underrepresented in technical occupations in traditional industry such as extraction & 

building trade workers (Btw), metal machinery trade workers (Mtw), physical & engineering 

science professionals and stationary plant operators (Sp, So). They are equally expectedly 

overrepresented among health professionals and health associate professionals (Hp, Hap), 

teaching professionals (Tp), sales and service elementary occupations (Seo). Thus, women are in 

general, despite some cross-national variation, underrepresented in occupational groups 

belonging to the typical industrial sector, and overrepresented in occupations that belong to the 

service sector. There is, thus, a general similarity across countries. 

 

[Figure 1 about here] 

 

Nevertheless, Figure 1 makes it difficult to evaluate the cross-national variability in the 

patterns of sex segregation that do exist. In order to achieve a more easily interpretable figure we 

need to single out countries that represent different patterns. The Ssdmean would be one way of 

selecting these representatives, since it represents country-specific deviations from the common 

pattern of sex segregation. However, the disadvantage with Ssdmean is that it is a summary measure 

of deviation from the common pattern and it provides no information about deviation in each 

occupational category. A more accurate way of detecting similarity and variability between the 

included countries is, therefore, to produce bivariate correlations based on the parameter 

estimates for the three-way interaction OSC given under Model 2:3. This correlation analysis 

indicates that the included countries follow three patterns of sex segregation. All countries 

                                                
25 The estimates for each occupational category are calculated as the sum of the overall mean in the association 
between SO and the country-specific deviation in SO from that mean. For instance, the estimate for USA in category 
Cm in Figure 1 is given by; 2×(-0.184+0.253)=0.138, where the first estimate (-0.184) refers to the grand mean in the 
association between sex and occupation in the category Cm, and the second (0.253) refers to the deviation from the 
grand mean for the United States. Finally, the resulting estimate 0.138 implies that men are 1.15 times more likely 
(exp(0.138)=1.15) than women to be allocated as corporate managers in large enterprises in the United States. The 
actual estimates are presented in Table C in Appendix. 
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belonging to the same pattern are fairly strongly correlated, between 0.26 to 0.30.26 The first 

pattern includes Austria, Spain and the United Kingdom, with Spain in the centre. Thus, the 

pattern of sex segregation in Spain is positively correlated with both Austria (0.30) and the United 

Kingdom (0.26). The second pattern comprises Finland and Sweden (0,27), and the final group 

consists of the two remaining countries, United States and Norway (0,26). These three groups do 

not correspond to the earlier division into welfare state types. However, the countries that best 

represent these groups, i.e. Spain, Sweden and the United States, do correspond to the three 

welfare state types. The following focuses on similarities and variability in patterns of sex 

segregation among these three countries. 

We noted earlier that the pattern of sex segregation in Sweden diverged the most from 

the other countries. Figure 2 demonstrates that the category “general managers (Gm)” is female 

dominated in Spain and sex integrated in the United States. The same category is male dominated 

in Sweden. However, this finding is explained by the fact that a large group of women in this 

category in Spain are self-employed managers without employees. Consequently, if the self 

employed without employees are excluded, this category proves to be male dominated in all three 

countries (analysis not presented). 

 

[Figure 2 about here] 

 

Another interesting difference is that the category “science professionals” (Sp) is relatively 

integrated by sex in Sweden, but male dominated in the United States and Spain. One possible 

explanation of this difference is that Swedish women are overrepresented in certain skilled 

physics and chemistry occupations included in this category. Thus, if the category were limited to 

civil engineers in the metal and machine industry it would have been male dominated in Sweden 

also. Moreover, the variability between the countries in the category science associate 

professionals (Sap) tells a different story. This category is, namely, integrated by sex in the United 

States and male dominated in Sweden and Spain. Another notable difference is that the category 

Other associate professionals (Oap) is relatively sex integrated in Spain and the United States, but 

highly female dominated in Sweden. 

                                                
26 The figures given in brackets are Pearson correlation coefficients. It is important to note that the correlation is 
based on estimates for the country-specific deviation from the common pattern. The estimates of the overall 
strength in sex segregation given in Figure 1 and Figure 2 are, of course, more strongly correlated. 
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OCCUPATIONAL SEX SEGREGATION NET OF WORK-TIME AND SERVICE SECTOR EMPLOYMENT 

So far the analyses have produced somewhat contradictory results. It is obvious that all countries 

produce fairly similar patterns of occupational sex segregation. However, the variability that does 

exist can be interpreted as a relatively stronger overall association between sex and occupation in 

Finland, Norway and the United Kingdom than in the other countries. The cross-national 

variations in levels of sex segregation do not therefore entirely follow the expected pattern. 

Furthermore, three patterns of sex segregation could be identified. Thus, the above analysis has 

established some cross-national variation in levels and patterns of sex segregation among the 

studied countries. The next step is to study the relative explanatory power of work-time and 

sector of employment on cross-national variation in levels of sex segregation. The analysis is 

performed as four log-multiplicative models that estimate changes in the improvement of fit 

when the three-way interaction term SOC in the cross-national variation model is replaced by 

four-way interaction terms that include work-time and sector of employment, respectively. It is 

important to note that a comparison of improvement of fit is only possible between models that 

are nested, i.e. models that could be derived from one another.27 

Model 3:1 in Table 3 is, as noted, our base-line model. This model, equivalent to Model 

2:3 in Table 2, estimates the cross-national variation in the relative strength of the association 

between sex and occupation among the included countries. Model 3:2 is extended with a four-

way interaction term SOCW that accounts for cross-national variation in the association between 

sex, occupation and work-time. The assumption is that some of the cross-national variation in 

the association between sex and occupation under Model 3:1 is partly explained by cross-national 

variations in the distribution of work-time across sex and occupation. Model 3:3 focuses on the 

importance of sector of employment for explaining cross-national variation in occupational sex 

segregation. This model includes a four-way interaction term SOCT that implies a cross-national 

variation in the association between sex, occupation and sector. The assumption here is that 

some of the original cross-national variation found under Model 3:1 is partly explained by cross-

national variations in sector of employment. Finally, Model 3:4 in Table 3 includes two four-way 

                                                
27 The four log multiplicative models are given by; 
3:1; Fijklm iklm

SCWT
jklm

OCWT
ijk
SOC= × × ×λ λ λ λ  

3:2; Fijklm iklm
SCWT

jklm
OCWT
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SOCW= × × ×λ λ λ λ  
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SOCT= × × ×λ λ λ λ  

3:4; Fijklm iklm
SCWT

jklm
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SOCT= × × × ×λ λ λ λ λ  

where Fijk is the expected cell frequency in cell (ijk) with i=1,… ,I (I= 2 sexes), j=1,… ,J (J=20, occupations), 
k=1… ,K (K=7, countries), l=1,… ,L (L=2, work-time), and m=1… ,M (M=2, sectors). All lower order interaction 
terms and main effects are included in the models, even though this is not spelled out here or in Table 3 
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interaction terms that control for cross-national variation in the association between sex, 

occupation and work-time (SOCW), as well as between sex occupation and sector of 

employment (SOCT). 

 

[Table 3 about here] 

 

The fit statistics presented in Table 3 indicate that the improvement of fit between models 3:1 

and 3:2 in Table 3 is small and clearly not significant.28 This means that work-time, as measured 

here, does not contribute anything to our understanding of cross-national variation in sex 

segregation. 

However, Model 3:3 demonstrates a significant improvement of fit in comparison with 

the base-line model 3:1. A contrast between Model 3:1 and Model 3:3 demonstrates that the 

addition of sector of employment accounts for about 67 per cent of the variation under the base-

line model. Finally, adding both work-time and sector of employment does not indicate a 

significant improvement of fit between models 3:3 and 3:4. All these models indicate that sector 

of employment is an important factor for understanding cross-national variation in sex 

segregation. Work-time does not, however, seem to be relevant for cross-national variability in 

occupational sex segregation. The following therefore focuses solely on cross-national variation 

under the base-line Model 3:1 and the sector Model 3:3. Thus, the purpose here is to study cross-

national variation in overall levels of sex segregation when sector of employment is accounted 

for. 

The bottom of Table 3 demonstrates the overall strength of the association between sex 

and occupation (A) in each country under Model 3:3. It is important to note that A under Model 

3:3 in Table 3 not is comparable with A under Model 3:1 presented in Table 2. The reason is, as 

noted, that Model 3:3 allows more variation than Model 3:1. In other words, it puts fewer 

restrictions on the data, which will lead to an increase in variation. It is, however, still possible to 

compare the relative variance between these two models, since it is reasonable to assume that the 

cross-national variation increases proportionally to the level of sex segregation.29 Thus, the point 

here is not to compare the actual levels between models 3:1 and 3:3, but to study changes in the 

                                                
28 The improvement of fit is not significant since the difference between the two models in L2 is 131,7 with a loss of 
137 degrees of freedom. 
29 The relative variance is calculated as the country-specific variance divided by the mean variance for all countries. 
No cross-national variation would therefore produce a relative variance for all countries equal to 1. 
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cross-national variation in the overall level of sex segregation before and after controlling for 

sector of employment. A model explaining the total amount of cross-national variation in the 

association between occupation and sex would produce a relative variance equal to one for all 

countries. 

It is clear from Figure 3 that the cross-national variation in sex segregation increases after 

controlling for sector of employment. It is notable that Finland, Norway and Austria are relatively 

more segregated by sex after controlling for sector of employment. Spain and the United 

Kingdom are relatively less sex segregated. Spain deviate substantially from the others by being 

clearly relatively less sex segregated than all other countries. The position of Sweden and the 

United States are almost unchanged after controlling for sector of employment. This result could 

be interpreted as meaning that sector of employment has a relatively stronger sex-segregating 

effect in Norway and Finland than it has in Sweden for instance.  

 

[Figure 3 about here] 

 

However, most important here is, once again, that the relative cross-national variation in overall 

levels of sex segregation, contrary to expectations, increased somewhat when controls for sector 

of employment were added in Model 3:3.30 The relative change presented above might be 

difficult to interpret. Moreover, it is virtually impossible to say anything about differences 

between the two sectors of employment with regard to sex segregation. It is therefore interesting 

to look at the level of sex segregation in the service sector and the industrial/manufacturing 

sector respectively of the seven countries under study (see Table 4). 

 

[Table 4 about here] 

 

                                                
30 The sum of squared deviation for the service sector SsdT1 and for manufacturing/industrial sector SsdT2 under 
model 3:3 is calculated as; 

( )[ ]Ssd SO SOT SOC SOCTT 1 1 1
24= × + + +∑  

( )[ ]Ssd SO SOT SOC SOCTT 2 2 2
24= × + + +∑  

Where SO is the parameter estimate for the overall mean association between sex and occupation, and SOC is the 
parameter estimate for the country-specific deviation from the mean association between sex and occupation. SOT1 
is the parameter estimate for the overall mean association between occupation and sex in sector T1 (service sector). 
SOCT1 is the parameter estimate for the country specific deviation from the mean association between sex and 
occupation in sector T1. Sector T2 refers to (manufacturing/industrial sector). Finally, A is equal to the (Ssd/20)1/2 . 
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Table 4 demonstrates cross-national variation in the overall strength of sex segregation divided by 

sector of employment. It is clear that the service sector is more strongly segregated by sex than 

the industrial/manufacturing sector in four of the seven countries (the United States, Sweden, 

Finland and Austria). The most striking relative difference between the two sectors is found in 

Sweden and Spain. Thus Sweden’s service sector is markedly more segregated by sex than its 

industrial/manufacturing sector, which to a great extent overlaps with the private sector. In Spain 

it is the other way around, i.e. the service sector is less markedly segregated by sex than the 

industrial sector. It is also interesting to note that Sweden deviates from Finland and Norway. In 

the latter two countries the service sector and the industrial/manufacturing sector are almost 

equally strongly sex segregated, while in Sweden the industrial/manufacturing sector is far less 

segregated by sex than it is in the other two countries. Thus there is a greater difference between 

these two sectors in the Swedish labour market, than in the other Nordic countries (cf. Nermo 

1996). 

In summary, this analysis demonstrates that the observed cross-national variation in 

overall levels of sex segregation is clearly affected by cross-national variations in sector of 

employment. However, contrary to expectation, controlling for sector of employment did not 

reduce the relative cross-national variance. This is, however, not simply an effect of the dramatic 

relative reduction of sex segregation in Spain when sector of employment has been controlled 

for. It is also clear that part-time work, as measured here, has no impact on cross-national 

variation in patterns of sex segregation. 

CONCLUSIONS 

It is obvious that political strategies concerning the structuring of welfare states affect the labour 

market structure and women’s labour market behaviour. It has therefore been suggested that this 

in turn would affect the level of occupational sex segregation in the labour market. The 

assumption is that labour markets in what have been termed typical male breadwinner societies 

based on conservative corporatist traditions will be relatively less markedly structured by sex, 

than labour markets in more “individualist” societies where the welfare state is to a greater extent 

characterised by social entitlements based on citizenship. This is essentially, because the latter, 

unlike the former, feature high female labour force participation, high levels of part-time work, 

and large, female-dominated service sectors. Thus “individualist” societies are to a great extent 

associated with factors which are of potential importance for explaining high levels of 

occupational sex segregation. 
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However, the results presented here indicate that all the countries included produce fairly 

similar patterns of sex segregation. A log-linear model assuming no cross-national variation miss-

allocated about 7 per cent of the cells. The next step was therefore to apply a model that 

accounted for cross-national variation in the association between occupation and sex. This model 

produced a significant improvement of fit, which indicates some cross-national variation. The 

association between occupation and sex is relatively stronger in Finland, Norway and the United 

Kingdom than in Austria, Spain, Sweden and the United States. This finding gives only weak 

support for the assumption about expected patterns of cross-national variation. Our prior 

assertion was that the association between occupation and sex should be strongest in the Nordic 

countries and weakest in the two conservative countries, Austria and Spain. Nevertheless, the 

analysis also indicated that the countries could be divided into three patterns of sex segregation, 

here represented by Spain, Sweden and the United States. 

The second analysis tested the importance of sector of employment and work-time as 

predictors of cross-national variations in levels of sex segregation. Contrary to expectation, the 

cross-national variation seems unaffected when control for work-time was added to the base-line 

model. This means that work-time, as measured here, does not increase our understanding of 

relative cross-national variation in sex segregation. It is, however, evident that sector of 

employment is of some importance for cross-national variations in sex segregation. Moreover, it 

is worth noting that the service sector in the Nordic countries seems to have a somewhat greater 

overall sex segregating effect relative than it has in the United States and the United Kingdom. 

This might suggest that a market-driven increase in female labour force participation is slightly 

more effective for gender equality in terms of integration than is an increase in female labour 

force participation due to the demands of a large public sector. However, gender equality is of 

course not only dependent on the level of segregation by sex. It is therefore not possible to make 

such a conclusion without considering the kind of jobs that are generated by the service sector. 

Thus, it is not self-evident that service sectors which generate high numbers of low paid part-

time jobs contribute more to the overall level of gender equality, in terms of e.g. women’s 

economic dependency, than do markedly sex-segregated service sectors which offer higher wages 

and more opportunities for women to work full-time. 

Finally, even though the models presented here demonstrate some cross-national 

variation in levels of segregation by sex, the results still suggest that, given differences in sex 

composition and occupational structure, those seven countries produce fairly similar segregation 

profiles that are markedly structured by gender. Such a similarity is easily overlooked in the 

pursuit of cross-national variations. We could therefore argue, considering substantial cross-
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national differences in the structure of the welfare state, that the relative distribution of women 

and men in the occupational structure largely follows the same pattern in these seven countries. 

Cross-national variation in the structure of the welfare state seem therefore mainly to be 

important for understanding the cross-national variation in sex segregation between unpaid 

labour in the home and paid labour in the market.  
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TABLE 1. Descriptive statistics of factors associated with the structuring of the welfare state, which may also be important for explaining 
cross-national variations in levels of sex segregation. 

 Labour force participation Part-time work(a) Service sector

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Employed 

women (%) 

Share of 

homemakers 

(%) 

Female/male 

ratio in 

employment 

Employed 

women working 

part-time (%) 

Female/male 

ratio in part-time 

work 

Service sectors 

share of labour 

market 

Employed 

women working 

in service sector 

(%) 

Sweden 87,0 4,0 0,95 26,1 5,17 49,0 68,6

Norway 70,6 11,5 0,84 36,4 8,82 47,5 66,7

Finland 71,9 5,7 0,95 8,8 3,05 43,8 62,2

UK 59,7 20,0 0,83 40,8 13,24 40,2 55,1

USA 65,6 19,9 0,85 20,5 2,26 47,2 61,1

Austria 57,3 25,5 0,73 20,8 2,64 36,3 50,1

Spain 32,5 41,0 0,49 14,4 3,99 40,2 60,6
a) Part-time work is defined as less than 30 hours/week. Part-time work is based on the average work-time per week, except in the case of the USA where the work
measures the number of hours worked the week before the interview. 
b) The Service sector includes Government services, Consumer service, Social service and business. 
c) The countries have been ranked from 1 low level of gender segregation to 7 high level of gender segregation according to the expected effect of female labour force participation, part
time work, and service sector employment. The actual ranking is then calculated as the sum of ranks divided by the number of indicators, i.e. columns.

Source: Own calculations based on the Luxembourg Employment Study. 
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TABLE 2. Cross-national variation in occupational sex segregation. Log-linear models 
applied to seven-nation data set. Employed persons between 20 and 65 years of age. (1120 
cell matrix) 

Model a) L2 Df L2/L2
t ∆ BIC 

      

2:1 Independence model      

     SCWT OCWT 8395,4 490 100,0 16,6 2783,7 

2:2 Constant segregation model      

     SCWT OCWT SO  1575,5 471 18,8 6,6 -3835.7 

2:3 Cross-national variation      

     SCWT OCWT SOC 526,7 357 6,3 2,8 -3682,1 

Overall strength in sex segregation (A) and the sum of squared deviations from the mean 
(Ssdmean) under Model 2:3 b) 

 USA UK SWE NOR FIN AUT ESP 

A 1,21 1,40 1,28 1,35 1,32 1,28 1,23 

Ssdmean 4,36 4,41 7,99 4,05 2,14 3,62 2,29 

Based on 38 115 weighted cases 

Note: The degrees of freedom have been reduced in models 2:1 to 2:3 by 42, due to zero estimated frequencies. O= 
occupation; S = sex; C = country; W = work-time; T = sector of employment. a)All main effects and lower order 
interaction terms of S, O, C, W, and T are included in the models 

b)Log-estimates 
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TABLE 3. Log-linear models applied to seven-nation data set. Employed persons between 
20 and 65 years of age. (1120 cell matrix) 

 

Model a) L2 Df L2/L2
t ∆ BIC 

3:1 Base-line      

     SCWT OCWT SOC 526,7 357 100,0 2,8 -3682,1 

3:2 Work-time      

     SCWT OCWT SOCW 395,0 220 75,0 2,3 -2410,9 

3:3 Sector      

     SCWT OCWT SOCT  174,7 212 33,2 1,1 -2631,2 

3:4 Sector and work-time      

    SCWT OCWT SOCT SOCW 46,0 75 8,7 0,0 -1356,8 

The overall strength in sex segregation (A) under Model 3:3.b) 

 USA UK SWE NOR FIN AUT ESP 

A 1,29 1,43 1,36 1,49 1,51 1,40 1,13 

Relative variance in the overall strength of sex segregation under model 3:1 and 3:3.b) 

 USA UK SWE NOR FIN AUT ESP 

Model 3:1 0,93 1,08 0,99 1,04 1,02 0,99 0,95 

Model 3:3 0,94 1,04 0,99 1,08 1,10 1,02 0,82 

Based on 38 115 weighted cases 

Note: The degrees of freedom have been reduced in Model 3:1 by 42, in Model 3:2 by 46, and in Model 3:3 by 
54, and in Model 3:4 by 58, due to zero estimated frequencies. O= occupation; S = sex; C = country; W = 
work-time; T = sector of employment. 
a)All main effects and lower order interaction terms of O, S, C, W, and T are included in the models 
b)Log-estimates. 

 

TABLE 4. The overall strength of sex segregation divided by sector of employment. All 
employed persons between 20 and 65 years of age. 

The overall strength of sex segregation (A) under Model 3:3 divided by sector of 
employment.a) 

Sector USA UK SWE NOR FIN AUT ESP 

Service 1,33 1,42 1,51 1,51 1,56 1,54 1,01 

Ind/man 1,26 1,45 1,25 1,52 1,49 1,34 1,38 

Based on 38 115 weighted cases 
a)Log estimates. 
b) Service=Service sector, Ind/man=Industrial/manufacturing sector. 
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FIGURE 1 Segregation profiles in seven countries. All employed persons between 20 and 65 years of age 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Note: Cm = Senior officials, corporate managers in large enterprises; Gm = General managers in small enterprises; Sp= Physical, mathematical & engineering science 
professionals; Hp= Life science and health professionals; Tp= Teaching professionals; Op= Other professionals; Sap= Physical & engineering science assoc. professionals; 
Hap= Life science and health associate professionals; Oap= Other associate professionals; C= Office clerks; Psw= Personal & protective service workers; Sad= Salespe
& demonstrators; Btw= Extraction & building trades workers; Mtw= Metal, machinery etc. trades workers; Htw= Handicraft etc. trades workers; Otw= Other craft trades 
workers; So= Stationary-plant etc. Operators; Mo= Machine operators and assemblers; Seo= Sales & service elementary occupations; Leo= Labourers in manufacturing, 
transport etc elementary occupations. 
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FIGURE 2. Segregation profiles in Spain, Sweden and the United States. All employed persons between 20 and 65 years of age (Estimates 
given under model 3:1). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Note: Cm = Senior officials, corporate managers in large enterprises; Gm = General managers in small enterprises; Sp= Physical, mathematical & engineering science 
professionals; Hp= Life science and health professionals; Tp= Teaching professionals; Op= Other professionals; Sap= Physical & engineering science assoc. professionals; Hap= 
Life science and health associate professionals; Oap= Other associate professionals; C= Office clerks; Psw= Personal & protective service worke
demonstrators; Btw= Extraction & building trades workers; Mtw= Metal, machinery etc. trades workers; Htw= Handicraft etc. trades workers; Otw= Other craft trades 
workers; So= Stationary-plant etc. Operators; Mo= Machine operators and assemblers; Seo= Sales & service elementary occupations; Leo= Labourers in manufacturing, 
transport etc elementary occupations. 
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FIGURE 3. Relative variance in the overall strength in the association between occupation 
and sex before and after controlling for sector of employment 
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APPENDIX 

TABLE A. Original sample size and year of data collection. All employed persons between 
20 and 65 years of age. 

 COUNTRY Survey 

Year 

Coverage Selected sample 

size in the study 

US The United States 1990 resident population 31 874 

UK The United Kingdom 1989 resident population, all 

civilian persons 

65 734 

SWE Sweden 1990 resident population 35 414 

NOR Norway 1990 resident population 5 445 

FIN Finland 1990 resident population 20 058 

AUT Austria 1991 resident population 20 229 

ESP Spain 1993 resident population, all 

persons in private 

households 

49 483 

Note: The samples for all countries are weighted in the analyses to the size of the Norwegian sample.  

Source: The Luxembourg employment study. men and women in industry. Total N for all years 23 848 000. 
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TABLE B. Twenty collapsed occupational categories and original ISCO-88 codes 

 Occupational categories ISCO 

Cm Legislators, senior officials; corporate managers in large enterprises 11, 12 

Gm General managers in small enterprises 13 

Sp Physical, mathematical & engineering science professionals 

Physicists, chemists, mathematicians, statisticians, etc.; architects, civil 
engineers 

21 

Hp Life science and health professionals 

Biologists, medical doctors, dentists, veterinarians, pharmacists etc. 

22 

Tp Teaching professionals 

University professors, secondary teachers; primary teachers, etc. 

23 

Op Other professionals 

Business; legal; information; social scientists; writers etc.; religious. 

24 

Sap Physical & engineering science assoc. professionals 

Technicians; computer assistants; photographers etc. 

31 

Hap Life science and health associate professionals; teaching aids  

Life science technicians and health ass. except nursing; teaching ass. 

32, 33 

Oap Other associate professionals 

Finance and sales; business service agents, government ; police inspectors; 
social and religious work 

34 

C Office clerks; customer service clerks 

Secretaries and keyboard operating clerks; numerical-, library-, mail-, etc. 
clerks; customer service clerks 

41, 42 

Psw Personal & protective service workers 

Travel attendants, etc.; housekeeping and restaurant service workers; personal 
care work; protective service workers 

51 

   

Continue on next page  
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Sad Models, salespersons & demonstrators 

Fashion models etc.; shop salespersons and demonstrators; stall and market 
sales persons 

52 

Btw Extraction & building trades workers 

Miners, shotfirers, stonecutters and carvers; building workers; painters etc.. 

71 

Mtw Metal, machinery etc. Trades workers 

Metal moulders, welders, sheet-metal workers; Blacksmiths, toolmakers etc.; 
machinery mechanics; electrical and electronic equipment mechanics 

72 

Htw Precision, handicraft, printing etc. Trades workers 

Precision workers in metal, etc. materials; potters, glass-makers; handicraft 
workers  

73 

Otw Other craft etc. trades workers; skilled workers 

Food processing trades workers; textile, garment etc. trades workers; skilled 
workers  

74, 75 

So Stationary-plant etc. Operators  

Mining-, mineral-, metal-, wood-, and chemical processing; glass, ceramics, 
etc. 

81 

Mo Machine operators and assemblers; drivers and mobile-plant operators  

Metal-, mineral-, chemical-, rubber and plastic-, wood-, textile-, etc., products 
machine operators; assemblers; motor vehicle drivers; ships deck crews, etc.  

82, 83 

Seo Sales & service elementary occupations 

Street vendors, domestic helpers, cleaners and launders; building caretakers; 
garbage collectors  

91 

Leo Labourers in mining, construction, manufacturing and transport  

Mining and construction labourers; manufacturing labourers; transport 
labourers 

93 

Note: Agricultural, fishery and military occupations are excluded from the analyses. 



 40  

TABLE C. Log-Parameter estimates for the two interactions OS and country specific 

deviations from the mean OSC under model 3:1.  

 OS OSC 

Occ. Mean USA UK SWE NOR FIN AUT ESP 

Cm -0,184 0,253 0,032 0,007 0,231 -0,099 -0,141 -0,284 

Gm -0,04 0,115 0,314 -0,431 -0,183 -0,296 0,07 0,412 

Sp -0,393 0,083 -0,224 0,408 -0,276 -0,155 0,247 -0,085 

Hp 0,698 -0,237 0,239 0,161 -0,107 0,099 -0,08 -0,075 

Tp 0,451 0,005 0,009 -0,003 -0,119 -0,196 0,163 0,142 

Op 0,045 0,123 -0,041 0,1 -0,38 0,113 -0,059 0,1435 

Sap -0,384 0,397 -0,036 -0,429 0,396 -0,067 -0,296 0,035 

Hap 0,752 0,119 -0,418 -0,021 0,506 -0,168 0,048 -0,0661 

Oap 0,318 -0,167 -0,284 0,76 -0,015 0,101 -0,13 -0,2652 

C 0,818 0,225 0,157 -0,078 0,093 -0,05 -0,075 -0,2718 

Psw 0,488 -0,123 -0,087 0,186 0,012 0,381 -0,247 -0,1232 

Sad 0,591 -0,178 0,339 -0,453 -0,222 0,168 0,177 0,1684 

Btw -1,543 0,101 -0,294 0,254 0,039 -0,006 -0,184 0,0899 

Mtw -1,087 -0,183 -0,123 0,352 -0,148 -0,129 0,27 -0,0397 

Htw -0,069 0,231 0,076 -0,226 0,112 0,07 -0,152 -0,1118 

Otw 0,22 -0,452 0,414 0,072 0,115 0,193 -0,437 0,0961 

So -0,593 -0,219 0,158 0,195 -0,273 0,18 -0,009 -0,032 

Mo -0,333 0,373 0,237 -0,505 -0,084 -0,2 0,185 -0,0045 

Seo 0,533 -0,377 -0,131 -0,158 0,025 0,048 0,401 0,1925 

Leo -0,286 -0,09 -0,337 -0,191 0,276 0,014 0,25 0,0784 

Based on 38 115 weighted cases 
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TABLE D. Log-Parameter estimates for the two interaction OS and country specific 

deviations from the mean OSC under model 3:4.  

 OS Three way interaction OSC 

Occ. Mean USA UK SWE NOR FIN AUT ESP 

Cm -0,113 0,211 0,025 0,032 0,233 -0,09 -0,138 -0,32 

Gm -0,081 0,141 0,37 -0,365 -0,215 -0,309 0,051 0,354 

Sp -0,347 0,079 -0,211 0,461 -0,325 -0,113 0,353 -0,217 

Hp 0,714 -0,414 0,08 0,191 -0,167 0,316 0,081 -0,06 

Tp 0,415 -0,063 0,008 -0,005 -0,203 0,123 0,018 0,038 

Op 0,150 0,180 0,015 0,125 -0,524 0,168 -0,029 0,092 

Sap -0,318 0,370 -0,040 -0,361 0,418 -0,052 -0,291 -0,018 

Hap 0,709 0,152 -0,286 0,141 0,532 -0,152 -0,262 -0,098 

Oap 0,320 -0,119 -0,237 0,485 -0,013 0,183 -0,032 -0,239 

C 0,887 0,223 0,147 -0,038 0,023 0,012 -0,045 -0,296 

Psw 0,508 -0,078 -0,003 0,177 -0,006 0,363 -0,217 -0,209 

Sad 0,624 -0,178 0,238 -0,502 -0,085 -0,144 0,585 0,112 

Btw -1,534 0,086 -0,271 0,081 -0,081 -0,096 -0,135 0,370 

Mtw -1,261 -0,206 -0,086 0,233 -0,166 -0,362 0,291 0,368 

Htw -0,087 0,200 0,06 -0,092 0,185 0,146 -0,316 -0,157 

Otw 0,221 -0,319 0,371 0,000 0,339 -0,088 -0,593 0,317 

So -0,697 -0,226 0,083 0,012 -0,392 0,056 -0,047 0,218 

Mo -0,299 0,334 0,153 -0,54 0,203 -0,121 0,209 -0,210 

Seo 0,616 -0,426 -0,180 -0,109 0,107 0,217 0,441 -0,024 

Leo -0,428 0,051 -0,236 0,074 0,136 -0,056 0,075 -0,019 

Based on 38 115 weighted cases 

 


