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The subjective social class ratings of married men and women are compared in a sample
of West Germans, -The hypothesis that women are more status conscious than men and
hence that women put themselves into a higher social class than men was supporied.
Rather, in the professional occupetional group, women lend to class themselves lower

than their husbands do for - themselves.

StaTUus CloNscrousNEss AMONG.
Men AND WOMEN

TUDIES from Middletown onwards
bave consistently pointed to the
wife as the most status conscious

marriage partner” (Mackenzie, 1967:39).
This statement is widely acknowledged
among sociologists, yet the empirical proof
is far from being as strong as the quotation
suggests. With rare exceptions status con-
sciousness has not been the object of
systematic investigations, and studies of
men’s and women’s attitndes towards the
pattern of social stratification hardly are
found in the literature. Usually men
and women are thrown together for
tabulation, or men are interviewed only.
As a consequence, only a few data have
been published which allow a compari-
son of men and women with regard to
status consciousness. Thus, neither status
consciousness per se nor dimensions of
status - consciousness among women in
contrast to men has been systematically
studied on an empirical basis or on a
theoretical basis. (For an exception cf,
Veblen, 1964), I
No clear definition. of status conscious-
ness usually is given by those who use
the term. Available references suggest
that status consciousness can be under-
stood as the identification with the order
of social ranking: those at the top are

* The data used here have been kindly pro ided
to the author by the Zentralarchiv fur ngpir‘;;che
Sozialforschung “at the University of Cologne.
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held in esteem and those at the bottom
in contempt. Whereas boundaries are
drawn between oneself and those above;
instead a close contact with them is
desired. This kind of identification with
the prestige order entails a striving
upwards, an overestimation of one’s posi-
tion in the social hierarchy and an em-
phasis on those possessions which serve as
symbols of high status.

InpicaTions oF STATUs CONSGIOUSNESS
Amone WoMEN

Results of some studies point to a great
status consciousness of women, The Lynds
found that “membership in an ‘old
family’ carries some prestige—more so
in the women's world than in the men’s
world” (Lynd and Lynd, 1937:461).
Davies found that women have a ‘““parti-
cular sharp eye for defaulters” (Davies,
1969:26), Both studies indicate that
women discriminate more than men on
the cognitive level. Similar conclusions
have been drawn by Useem and Asso-
ciates (1944:336) in their study of a
small Prairie town: women were more
alert to the standing of individuals than
men. Yet sensitivity to the social hier-
archy is only one condition needed for
status consciousness. Pogitive evaluations
of high positions and their inhabitants is
prevalent as well. Some results are
important in this connection. One study
shows that women more often. than men
tell the interviewer that they have friends
in a higher social class than themselves
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and less often in a lower one (Svalastoga,
1959:182). Another study deahng with
professional soldiers and their wives re-
veals that the wives believe their husbands
have a higher social standing than the
husbands think they have (Warnke and
Bierfelder, 1967:73). Finally, women more
often than men aspire higher social posi-
tions for their sons (professional occupa-
tion wvs. skilled occupation) (Hyman,
1953:434). Yet, other results do not show
more status consciousness among women
than among men (Blalock, 1959: Martin,
1963). These studies, however, have used
students as sample; the deviant finding
may be due to samphng this special group,
Nevertheless even in the other studies
indicating status consciousness, the differ-
ences between men and women are mot
specially great. A breakdown according
to some specified variables might show
different amounts of status consciousness
among different groups of persons, Un-
fortunately, this has not been done be-
cause in most of these studies any interest
in the status consciousness of women was
lacking,

SuBJEGTIVE Soatar CLAss RATINGS AMONG
MzN anp Women

If women are more status conscious:

than men, they probably have a tendency
to give themselves a higher place in the
social hierarchy than men do (Cf.
Runciman, 1966: 166). The subjective
social class rating, i.e., the self placement
by the respondent, can be used to in-
dicate placement in the social hierarchy
since the use of class labels does not
denote class consciousness among most
respondents, Rather than being associated
with a class concept in the traditional
sense (existence of class boundaries), it
implies a continuum conception of social
standing and vaguely summarizes one’s
own or others’ social standing in the
social hierarchy (Cf, Bott, 1957).
Available studies on subjective social
clasy by men and women are sparse and

contradictory. Whereas Svalastoga (1959:
181) found a higher social class rating
among women than men in his (Danish)
survey, Centers, in his (American) survey
did not. (When data were broken down
according to the occupation of the main
earner (manual class women showed this
pattern (Centers, 1949: Fig. 1)). How-
ever, another (English) survey did not
reveal this pattern in the manual class:
the proportion of men and women

- describing themselves as middle class was

exactly the same. Instead the expected
pattern was prevalent in the: non-manual
class, (Runciman, 1966:166). Perhaps
differences in social stratification among
the USA, Denmark and England account
for the contradictory findings. An equally
likely possibility is that the differences
are due to other unknown reasons.

SaMPLE

We shall present some data from West
Germany (F.R.G.) in order to permit
cross-cultural comparison, and a more
refined analysis, In the above men-
tioned studies, men and women were
compared. However, simply comparing
men and women without specifying marital
status seems problematic since women
have longer life spans than men. T'o avoid
possible distortion of results we com-
pared married men and women. Further-
more, data analysis according to occupa-
tions were planned to see whether status
conscious women are more prevalent in
certain occupational groups. Since for
such an analysis the usual sample surveys
are too limited in scope, we used a
cumulated sample,; two random samples,
representative of the F.R.G., were com-
bined to yield a total of 2400 married
respondents (peasants excluded). Since
a cumpulation of samples implies a cumula-
tion of sampling errros as well (cf.
Klingemann, and Pappi, 1969), no fur-
ther cumulation was dome. In fact the

‘ratio of men and women differs from

group to group, although it should be
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equal in the population of married men
and women, Usually more women than
men are found, this reflects a common
phenomenon in survey research: women
are more reachable than men.

Finoings

The comparison of married men and
women with regard to subjective social
class rating (tables not presented here)
shows that for the aggregate, the differences
between men and women are negligible.
When data are considered according to
objective class membership (manual vs,
non-manual class) women are slightly
more inclined than men to upgrade
themselves, although the differences are
practically nonexistent. Thus in the
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manual and non-manual class only 39
more women than men assign themselves
the label “‘middle class.” Women are
slightly more prone than men to avoid
the self rating of “Working class” (pet-
centage differences for the manual arc
49, for the non-manuals, 2%), but they
are more prone than men to avoid the
labe! “‘upper middle” and “upper class”
as well! Thus, our hypothesis must be
rejécted: women do not assign higher
class labels to themselves than their
husbands do. Yet, although the hypothe-
sis does not bold in general, we investi-
gated whether it might hold for some ofthe
occupational groups by organizing data
according to 15 different occupational
groups. Results are presented in Table 1.

TasLE l—SuBecTIvE Sociar Crass AMoNG MEN AND WOMEN

Qccupation of main earner

Professionals

Owners and
Managers of
large busincss

Owners of 2
medium
sized business

Small
Businessmen

firrms
Subjective Social Class Men Women Men  Women Men Women Men Women
% % % % % % % %
Working Class .. . 15 . 9 . 4 16 16
Middle Class . 27 ‘54 50 55 81 " 70 77 73
Upper Middle Class .- 33 23 50 27 17 21 5 5
Upper Class . . 20 4 . g . . 2 1
Ratipg Refused . 13 4 . o 3 2 ve 2
Don’t Know . . . N . . . . ‘e 1
No Answer o . . e 2 . 1
N.. . 15 26 6 11 36 47 67 93
Civil servants Civil servants  Givil servants  Clivil servants
low status Middle status ~Upper middle | high status
Subjective Social Class status
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
% % % % % % % %
Working Class . 36 27 .20 19 2 . 8 .
Middle Class . 64 69 76 77 59 72 25 54
Upper Middle Class . . . 4 2 32 26 58 46
Upper Classy . . . o . . 8 .
Rating Refused . . . . . o . T
Don’t: Know . . . e . 5 . . x
No Answer . . . 4 . 2 2 2 . .o
‘ N.. . 28 26 45 41 43
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White Collar

White Collar White Collar

Employees Employecs Employces
Low Status Middle Status High Status
Subjective Social Class Men Women Men . Women Men  Women
% % % % %

Working Class .. . 26 29 16 14 9 10
Middle Class .. . 66 61 72 75 . 66 63
Upper Middle Class . 4 7 5 6 21 21
Upper Class . . o . 2 . 3
Rating Refused 1 2 1 1 1
Don’t Know - . .. 1 .. . .. 1
Neo Answer ve . _ ve 1 4 5 ‘e 1
N . 93 98 111 130 101 103

Highly

Unskilled Semiskilled Skilled skilled

Workers Workers Workers Workers

Subjective Social Class Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
% % % % % % . % %
Wonrking Class .. v 88 79 . 82 80 73 69 59" 39
‘Middle Class ... - o 8 15 15 14 24 28 41 52
Upper Middle Class " .o o v . . 1 2 2
Upper Class “ .. . . " ve o e . .
Rating Refused ., - ‘e 2 1 i 1 1 . 2 ' 2
Don't Know .- e 2 1 .e 2 - 1 . .
No Answer o e o 3 1 2 1 2 2 5
N.. . 51 72 156 178 288 372 51 44

Note: Cumulated random samples, June and July, 1968,

The table shows that in no occupational
group except highly skilled workers
group do women tend to give themsclves
a higher class rating than men. In certain
groups, an uunexpected relationship is
evident: wives of professionals arc more
prone than their husbands to give them-
selves a low rating. The same trend can
be discerned in Center’s (1949) data.
This pattern strongly contradicts the status
consciousness hypothesis with regard to

subjective social class. No explanation is -

offered about the deviant pattern.

-

CONCLUSIONS

A study of German married men and
women has shown that women do not

give themselves a higher social class rating
than men. If differences exist at all they
arc slight and contradictory. Thus the
status consciousness hypothesis with re-
gard to subjective social class must be
rejected. However, since that status con-
sciousness is muttidimensional (Blalock,
1959) the status,consciousness hypothesis
per se cannot be rejected. Rather, a re-
search design is needed which focuses
on the various dimensions of status
consciousness, The unit of analysis should
be the married couple rather than the
individual to determine whether differ-
ences are due to sampling errors. More
attention should be paid to special occu-
pational groups,
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