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ABSTRACT 

 

 

ANDREW CALEB LOIGNON.  Social class in the organizational sciences: a meta-

analysis.  (Under the direction of DR. DAVID J. WOEHR) 

 

 

 Social class has become increasingly popular in the organizational sciences. 

Recent studies have found that one’s social class influences phenomena ranging from 

decision-making, to pro-social behavior, and interpersonal interactions. Despite the 

burgeoning interest in this topic, there remains a great deal of ambiguity concerning the 

conceptualization and operationalization of social class. For instance, scholars have used 

income, education, as well as subjective ratings to measures one’s social class. In order to 

improve the conceptual clarity of social class, I develop and present a model that draws 

on the dominant theories of social class from both sociology and psychology, while 

organizing their key principles to explain how social class influences an individual’s 

thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. By using this model as a framework, this dissertation 

attempts to refine the conceptualization of social class by testing core research questions 

pertaining to the construct validity of this construct. Based on a comprehensive, 

interdisciplinary literature search, which yielded nearly 4,000 effect sizes, I used meta-

analytical structural equation modeling to test the proposed research questions and 

hypotheses. The findings offer clear support for two distinct components of social class 

(i.e., objective and subjective) that are both highly related to one another and associated 

with other micro-level constructs (i.e., job attitudes). Given the timeliness and importance 

of social class, the findings of this conceptual review and empirical meta-analysis offer a 

means of summarizing this large, interdisciplinary literature while guiding future 

management research on this critical topic. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 

As the world continues to recover from one of the deepest economic recessions in 

recent history, divisions based on inequality have become increasingly apparent.  Within 

the United States, the average income of the top 1% of the population accounts for 21% 

of the country’s total income (Cote, 2011).  Similar divides in the prestige of one’s social 

network and a person’s access to cultural goods (e.g., music, art) have also widened 

(Savage et al., 2013).  Even the jobs that individuals hold are clearly divided into those 

that require specialized skills and afford autonomy, and those that are highly structured 

and routinized (Kalleberg, 2011).  These growing divisions shows no signs of abating and 

may continue to accelerate in the coming years (Piketty, 2014). 

Given these trends, it should come as no surprise that scholars have begun to 

acknowledge the important role that social class plays within the organizational sciences.  

For example, social class, which generally reflects the social context a person occupies 

based on the objective resources that they hold and their subjective interpretation of that 

context, influences (1) the likelihood that one engages in pro-social behavior, (2) how a 

person processes ethical dilemmas and strategic decisions differently, and (3) the types of 

stereotypes one faces during their everyday interactions (Cote, 2011; DiPetre, Gelman, 

McCormick, Teitler, & Zheng, 2011; Dubois, Rucker, & Galinsky, 2015; Kish-Gephart 

& Campbell, 2014).  Furthermore, the importance of social class is acknowledged by a 

variety of stakeholders.  In fact, a recent survey found that both management scholars and 

practitioners identified the reduction of inequalities based on social class as a grand 

challenge that should energize the field and direct its collective attention (Banks et al., in 

press). 
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Despite the renewed interest in social class within the organizational sciences, 

many researchers have struggled to conceptualize this construct (Leavitt & Fryberg, 

2013).  For instance, some studies use income to operationalize social class (Cote, Piff, & 

Willer, 2013), others use education (Stephens, Hamedani, Markus, Bergsieker, & Eloul, 

2009), while some combine these two indicators to form composite measures (Kraus, 

Piff, & Keltner, 2009).  Furthermore, other studies eschew the role of objective resources 

entirely and rely on subjective measures of social class (e.g., “Which of the following 

best describes your family’s socioeconomic situation while you were growing up?”) 

(Bishop Smith, Menon, & Thomspon, 2012; Cote et al., 2013; Kish-Gephart & Campbell, 

2014, p. 21; Kraus et al., 2009). 

The abundance of operationalizations within this research stream is concerning.  

That is, when these authors refer to social class, it is not entirely clear what construct they 

are considering or if they are referring to the same thing.  Such imprecision raises critical 

questions about the fundamental relationship between observed measures of social class 

and the underlying construct (J. R. Edwards & Bagozzi, 2000).  Even more concerning 

than the inconsistent operationalization of social class is the tendency for these studies to 

overlook existing and relevant theories.  Oftentimes authors will make a fleeting 

reference to a single, classical theorist (e.g., Karl Marx) and proceed directly to their 

propositions, hypotheses, or research questions (e.g., Kraus, Piff, Mendoza-Denton, 

Rheinschmidt, & Keltner, 2012).  Thus, although social class has begun to be 

incorporated within the organizational sciences, much of the existing work remains 

disconnected from earlier theories. 
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Given the various models of social class, organizational scholars may wonder 

how best to operationalize this construct.  Thus, in an effort to improve the clarity of this 

construct, this study makes three contributions to the emerging body of social class 

research in the organizational sciences.  First, I provide an integrative model of social 

class.  This model is used to organize the dominant theories of social class from across 

multiple disciplines.  Ideally, this model will help organizational scholars who are 

interested in social class navigate the labyrinth of existing research.  Second, I  test 

competing measurement models using meta-analytically derived correlations matrices 

based on aggregated relationships among the primary indicators from each perspective of 

social class (Landis, 2013; Viswesvaran & Ones, 1995).  This quantitative review will 

help address fundamental questions about how social class is operationalized.  Third, I 

compare the pattern of relationships among measures of social class with similar, yet 

conceptually distinct, constructs (i.e., subjective status and power) (Cote, 2011) and job 

attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction and organizational commitment) (Harrison, Newman, & 

Roth, 2006).  These analyses are designed to begin to situate social class within an 

existing nomological network. 

 In the sections that follow, I draw on the dominant theories of social class to 

introduce an integrative, interdisciplinary model of social class that incorporates the 

major principles and propositions from these various perspectives.  Next, I propose a 

series of research questions that are derived from the proposed model and merit 

additional examination.  Then, I describe the design and results of a meta-analysis of the 

social class literature intended to address the proposed research questions.  Finally, I 

summarize the findings of this review and identify areas for future research.  
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AN INTEGRATIVE MODEL OF SOCIAL CLASS 

 

 

Although social class has been a topic of interest among sociologists for decades 

(e.g., Kohn, 1977; Page, 1970), it has only recently been considered explicitly in the 

organizational sciences.  Recent findings demonstrate how social class has direct 

implications for many phenomena that are of central interest to organizational scientists 

(Cote, 2011).  That is, there is a growing body of literature that suggests that members of 

different classes form distinct causal attributions, engage their social networks in 

different ways, and reach different ethical and strategic decisions (Bishop Smith et al., 

2012; Cote et al., 2013).  Even though a minority of these effects have been directly 

tested in organizational contexts (e.g., Kish-Gephart & Campbell, 2014), all of the 

constructs studied reflect topics that are traditionally of interest to organizational 

scientists (Cote, 2011; Leana, Mittal, & Stiehl, 2012). 

Despite the renewed interest in social class within the organizational sciences, the 

studies included in the preceding review use distinct measures to operationalize this 

construct.  For example, some studies use income (Cote et al., 2013), others use 

education (Stephens et al., 2009), some combine these two indicators to form composite 

measures (Kraus et al., 2009), while others rely exclusively on subjective measures of 

social class (e.g., “Which of the following best describes your family’s socioeconomic 

situation while you were growing up?”) (Bishop Smith et al., 2012; Cote et al., 2013; 

Kish-Gephart & Campbell, 2014, p. 21; Kraus et al., 2009). 

The abundance of measures, especially within such a small sample of studies, is 

concerning.  That is, when these authors refer to social class, it is not entirely clear what 

construct they are considering or if they are referring to the same thing.  This problem 
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would become more pronounced if one were to introduce additional studies from more 

authors that spanned other disciplines (e.g., Diemer, Mistry, Wadsworth, Lopez, & 

Reimers, 2013; Krieger, Williams, & Moss, 1997).  Such imprecision raises critical 

questions about the fundamental relationship between observed measures of social class 

and the underlying construct (Bacharach, 1989; J. R. Edwards & Bagozzi, 2000).   

Even more concerning than the inconsistent operationalization of social class is 

the tendency for these studies to overlook earlier theories that pertain to this construct.  

Oftentimes the authors will make a fleeting reference to a single, classical theorist (e.g., 

Karl Marx) and proceed directly to their propositions, hypotheses, or research questions 

(e.g., Kraus, Piff, et al., 2012).  By ignoring the wealth of information pertaining to social 

class that already exists, and overlooking earlier theoretical debates, these recent studies 

of social class have failed to situate their measures within an existing stream of research 

(Leavitt & Fryberg, 2013).  This lack of theoretical grounding encourages the current 

plethora of indicators for social class, which ultimately limits the ability to accumulate 

findings. 

In order to improve the conceptual clarity of social class while it continues to 

emerge with the organizational sciences, I propose a model to help organize and integrate 

the social class literature (see Figure 1).  This model draws on the dominant theories of 

social class from both sociology and psychology and organizes their key principles to 

explain how one’s social class influences an individual’s thoughts, feelings, and 

behaviors.  Each of the major theories that contribute to the proposed model is briefly 

summarized in Table 1.  Specifically, I present the basic definition of social class 
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provided by each theory, the theory’s main assumptions, and the primary measures used 

to operationalize different social classes. 

As the summary in Table 1 demonstrates, the manner in which dominant theories 

of social class conceptualize this construct differ along two key dimensions.  First, some 

theories emphasize structural conceptualizations of social class, which emphasize the 

stable, external forces that create divisions of inequality.  For example, both Neo-

Marxists and Neo-Weberians discuss macro-level structures that exist and function 

independently of a given individual (i.e., the mode of production and marketplace, 

respectively).  Other theories, on the other hand, either focus exclusively on an 

individual’s perceptions or objective resources (e.g., the social cognitive model of social 

class) or emphasize the dual effects of both structures and an individual (e.g., the 

sociocultural model of social class).  Second, theories of social class differ on whether 

they conceptualize this construct as reflecting distinct categories or some underlying 

continuum (Grusky & Weeden, 2008).  For example, from a Neo-Durkheimian 

perspective, modern social classes are best reflected in one’s occupation (Grusky & 

Galescu, 2005), while a Neo-Ricardian view highlights one’s total amount of wealth 

(Sorensen, 2005). 

Despite these differences, I sought to identify areas of consensus among the 

different theoretical perspectives or opportunities for integration while developing the 

proposed framework.  For example, multiple theories highlight the role of one’s social 

class identity (i.e., habitus) as an important intervening mechanism between objective 

resources and subsequent outcomes.  Thus, this construct is included within the proposed 

framework.  Likewise, multiple theories highlight the important role of specific objective 
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resources (i.e., capital or indices of socioeconomic status).  Therefore the framework 

highlights the central position of one’s objective social class.  Here it is important to note 

that this framework still requires empirical evaluation.  However, it does represent an 

initial attempt at forming a cohesive understanding of the extant social class literature. 

In the following paragraphs, I elaborate on the key components of the framework 

while making specific reference to the theories of social class that each component is 

based upon. 

Objective Social Class 

The first component of the proposed model of social class is an individual’s 

objective resources (see Figure 1).  That is, most theories of social class argue that one’s 

class standing reflects, at least in part, a social context that is defined by prolonged 

access, or in access, to critical resources (Kraus, Piff, et al., 2012).  Kohn (1977) referred 

to one’s social class as “systematic conditions of life” that confront an individual with 

specific demands or opportunities that he or she must meet.  Thus, individuals spend 

much of their time in particular social contexts that are arranged based on the objective 

resources that they hold and how those resources are valued within broader social 

structures (Goldthorpe, 2000b; Kraus, Piff, et al., 2012).  These varied social contexts are 

reflected in the neighborhoods where people live, the educational institutions they attend, 

and the social clubs they frequent (Cote, 2011).   

In one of the most expansive views of social class, capital is treated as the 

defining feature of class differences (Wright, 2008, p. 332).  That is, one’s capital, or set 

of usable resources and powers, determines their position within a society (Bourdieu, 

1984, p. 114; Holt, 1998; Savage et al., 2013; Weininger, 2005).  Thus capital reflects a 
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resource that has market value, provides access to scarce rewards, and under certain 

conditions, can be transmitted from one generation to the next (Prieur & Savage, 2011, p. 

569).  In other words, capital reflects an accumulation, storing, and accentuation of 

advantage (Savage, Warde, & Devine, 2005, p. 42). 

In particular, this perspective argues that social life can be conceived as a 

multidimensional status game in which people draw on three different types of capital to 

advance their standing (Bourdieu, 1984; Holt, 1998).  First, individuals hold varying 

levels of economic capital, such as income and other financial resources (Savage et al., 

2013). Second, individuals possess different levels of social capital, or contacts and 

connections that allow them to draw on their social networks.  That is, social capital 

consists of both informal and formal networks of acquaintance and relationships that give 

advantages via contacts, support and representation (Goldthorpe, 2007, p. 4; Stewart, 

Prandy, & Blackburn, 1973).  Finally, one’s social class is also determined by their 

cultural capital, or a set of socially rare and distinctive tastes, skills, knowledge, and 

practices (Holt, 1998).  This form of capital can be expressed through practical 

knowledge, skills, and dispositions (e.g., artistic abilities), cultural objects (e.g., items of 

clothing) or institutionalized via degrees and diplomas (Holt, 1998).  In general, one’s 

cultural capital can be classified into two-broad categories (Bourdieu, 1984; Holt, 1998).  

Individuals who hold minimal cultural capital focus on the material rigors of everyday 

life and therefore emphasize what is functional and practical (e.g., paying monthly utility 

bills, keeping the car running).  Those who possess high cultural capital, on the other 

hand, emphasize abstract discussion of ideas that are removed from material world and 

focus less on the material value of objects or skills (Holt, 1998). 
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Along with Bourdieu’s (1984) tripartite model of capital, others have identified 

specific resources that represent one’s objective social class.  For example,  some 

theorists focus on three forms of objective resources that typically comprise one’s 

socioeconomic status: financial wealth, educational attainment, and occupational prestige 

(Cote, 2011; Kraus, Piff, et al., 2012; Kraus & Stephens, 2012; Stephens, Markus, & 

Fryberg, 2012).  Thus, taken as a whole, these three measures provide an indication of the 

environments and experiences that an individual shares with other members of his or her 

social class. 

A neo-Ricardian theory of social class emphasizes the role of wealth as a form of 

objective social class.  Wealth refers to one’s property rights or the assets that they 

control (Sorensen, 2000).  Wealth is generally conceptualized as a broader indicator of 

class than income (Diemer et al., 2013; Sorensen, 2000).  Income pertains to the returns 

that one receives for their labor, while wealth can be attained through a variety of 

mechanisms (e.g., inheritance, investments, home value, land ownership) (Diemer et al., 

2013; Marx, 1978).  Within this theory of social class, one’s prestige and income emerge 

based on either direct or indirect exchanges of their assets or wealth (Sorensen, 2005).  

That is, by shaping one’s economic position, well-being, and future opportunities, wealth 

may also constrain or facilitate decisions, behaviors, and actions of individuals (Sorensen, 

2005, p. 128).  Put more simply, people generally make choices under time and budget 

constraints.  Thus, those who have more wealth experience fewer constraints which 

yields different behavioral and cognitive outcomes (Hout, 2008).  Furthermore, this 

perspective argues that people orient themselves to specific living conditions that 

correspond to their total wealth (Sorensen, 2005). 
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Finally, it is important to note that these objective resources are likely to change 

over one’s lifetime.  However, as demonstrated by previous studies of social mobility, 

dramatic changes in one’s objective resources are unlikely, especially for those who 

occupy extreme social class positions (Breiger, 1981; Grusky & Hauser, 1984).  

Furthermore, as earlier theories have noted (e.g., Bourdieu, 1984), the influences of one’s 

objective social class on thoughts, emotions, and behaviors will be greater to the extent 

that they hold similar levels of objective resources for longer periods of time (Cote, 

2011).  Thus, a sudden influx of a large amount of human capital (e.g., winning the 

lottery) does not necessarily translate into a corresponding increase in one’s subjective 

social class.  Likewise, increases in one category of objective social class (e.g., income) 

other objective indicators of social class may remain unchanged (e.g., one’s cultural 

capital may still reflect low-brow tastes) (Savage et al., 2013).  Thus, the legacy of one’s 

objective class standing throughout their lifetime is more likely to influence how they 

display their class standing, their subjective social class, and eventually their thoughts, 

attitudes, and behavior (Cote, 2011). 

Social Class Structures 

Along with one’s objective resources, sociologists have argued that social class 

also reflects distinct positions within broader structures of inequality (Kalleberg & Berg, 

1987).  These structures influence subsequent thoughts, emotions, and behaviors by 

moderating or shaping how one’s objective resources are valued or applied (Bourdieu, 

1984; Breen, 2005; Goldthorpe, 2000b).  As depicted in Figure 1, one’s social class 

standing is based on their position within a broader, multilevel structure of inequality.  At 

the highest level of analysis are the most macro models of social class which discuss 
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one’s position within either a capitalist system of production (Wright, 2000a) or the labor 

market (Goldthorpe, 2000b).  Next, at an intermediary level, there is one’s occupation 

(Grusky & Galescu, 2005).  Finally, at the most proximal level are fields (Weininger, 

2005).  Each of these structures is reviewed in more detail in the following sections. 

Relationship to means of production.  One of the earliest theories of social class 

characterized these distinctions as historical, social structures that emerge based on the 

dominant system of production (Lopreato & Hazelrigg, 1972; Marx, 1978).  That is, 

within a system like capitalism, production requires some resource or asset to be 

deployed.  Thus, to the extent that two people relate to the assets or resources that are 

required for production differently, one would anticipate greater distinctions in their 

social classes.  For example, an individual who has ownership rights to a plot of land 

occupies a distinct social position in comparison to the people who use that land as a 

means of production (Wright, 2005). 

Based on these considerations, one can form three basic class categories (Wright, 

2000a).  First, there are capitalists who own their own means of production and purchase 

the labor power of others.  A contemporary example of capitalists includes majority 

shareholders of large companies.  Next, there is the petty bourgeoisie who do not 

purchase the labor power of others (except maybe in a very limited way), but who own 

some means of production.  Examples of the petty bourgeoisie include people who are 

self-employed as independent consultants and contractors.  Finally, there are workers 

who do not own any means of production and must sell their own labor power.  In most 

modern capitalist societies, this group accounts for 60-80% of the workforce (G. T. 

Wodtke, 2015; Wright, 2000a). 
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In addition to delineating these three major categories based on access to the 

means of production, other distinctions in the social class structure can be identified 

based on the amount of authority that an individual holds (Wright, 2000a).  Authority 

reflects a key component of the social class structure given the development of modern 

corporations.  That is, within entrepreneurial firms, which predominated the U.S. 

economy in the early 1800s, capitalists owned the means of production and were able to 

directly control the activities of their workers (R. Edwards, 1979).  However, as firms 

grew in size and complexity, capitalists became further removed from the production 

process.  Thus, although they still owned the means of production, direct control over the 

labor process was delegated to managers (Wright & Perrone, 1977).  Based on this 

historical development, social classes can be further distinguished using the amount of 

authority afforded to individuals by their positions (G. T. Wodtke, 2015).  In other words, 

managers reflect an intermediary class between workers and capitalists in that they do not 

own their own means of production and do not formally employ workers, but they 

exercise control and supervision on behalf of owners (Wright, 2000a).  Thus, rather than 

focusing solely on a group’s control over capital, this model argues that differences in 

social class emerge due to distinctions in authority, or the probability that one’s 

commands will be obeyed by others (Sennett & Cobb, 1972; Wright & Perrone, 1977). 

Along with controlling the means of production and exercising authority, one’s 

class position also depends on the degree to which they possess skills or expertise 

(Wright, 2000a).  In particular, skills that are relatively scarce within a labor market, 

either because of structural barriers or their exceptional quality, afford workers additional 

power and privileges within organizations (e.g., additional bargaining power and more 
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job security) (Kalleberg, 2011).  Furthermore, to the extent that individuals are more 

skilled or have more expertise, it is more difficult for organizations to monitor their work 

(R. Edwards, 1979).  This ability to subvert monitoring or authority also increases one’s 

power within an organization and thus raises their class standing (Wright, 2000a). 

Marketplace.  An alternative theory of social class argues that such distinctions 

are based on the extent to which individuals share similar opportunities in accessing 

scarce or valued outcomes (Lopreato & Hazelrigg, 1972).  That is, this perspective argues 

that social classes are primarily distinguished by different levels of life chances (Breen, 

2005, p. 33).  Furthermore, this perspective argues that differences across social classes 

in achieving life chances are primarily mediated by individuals’ positions in labor 

markets (Breen, 2005).  In other words, life chances are distributed based on the 

resources that an individual brings to the market and how the market values these 

resources (Goldthorpe & Marshall, 1992, p. 382). 

The dominant theory of social classes that adopts this perspective is Goldthorpe’s 

class schema (Goldthorpe, 2000b).  The most recent version of this perspective begins by 

distinguishing among social classes based on whether an individual owns any means of 

production (Geoffrey Evans & Mills, 2000).  Thus, this perspective argues that there are 

three broad class positions: employers, the self-employed, and employees (Goldthorpe, 

2000a).  These positions, in many ways, correspond to the capitalist, bourgeoisie, and 

workers described previously (Wright, 2005). 

However, because so few individuals have access to any means of production, 

Goldthorpe’s schema makes finer distinctions among employees using the basic 

propositions of agency theory.  Specifically, as employers seek to ensure adequate levels 
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of productivity among their employees, they also strive to minimize the costs needed to 

monitor their behavior.  These competing demands are resolved through different forms 

of labor contracts or employee-employer relationships (Hill, 1990).  Thus, within this 

model, an employee’s social class position is further distinguished based on various 

employment relationships (Breen, 2005; Goldthorpe, 2000b). 

More specifically, if an individual does not own any means of production (i.e., is 

an employee), and must exchange his or her labor within a marketplace, he or she 

generally faces two types of work arrangements (Goldthorpe, 1996).  First, employers 

offer labor contracts, which consist of specific exchanges of wages for effort.  For 

example, an employer may provide a piece-rate or commission-based wage structure 

(Goldthorpe, 2000b).  Typically, these positions are highly supervised and offer minimal 

additional incentives.  Labor contracts are most common among unskilled, manual 

workers or routine and automated non-manual work (Goldthorpe, 2000b).  Second, rather 

than rely on specific, well-defined exchanges, employers may form more long-term, 

diffuse relationships with employees (Goldthorpe, 1996).  This form of exchange, also 

called service relationships, provides employees with long-term, fixed rewards and 

benefits.  The open-ended nature of this relationship and numerous perquisites are 

designed to minimize an employee’s likelihood of shirking or leaving the firm.  Such 

arrangements are commonly afforded to managers and professionals (Goldthorpe, 

2000b). 

Within this model of social class, the extent to which an employee holds a labor 

contract or occupies service relationship depends on the resources that they can exchange 

with potential employers (Breen, 2005).  These resources fall within two categories.  
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First, the degree to which an employee possesses skills, expertise, and knowledge that is 

specific to their position influences the likelihood of obtaining a service relationship 

rather than being offered a labor contract.  Specifically, to the extent that an employee 

has skills or expertise that pertains to a particular job, there is more of an incentive for the 

employer to retain this individual.  Thus, the employer would be more inclined to 

establish a service relationship with individuals who have job-specific skills or expertise.  

Second, along with skills and expertise, employees whose tasks or duties are more 

difficult to monitor are more likely to receive service relationships.  Higher levels of 

autonomy require greater investments from employers to ensure that employees continue 

to provide maximal levels of effort (Goldthorpe, 2000b).   

Finally, market-based perspectives of social class also argue that these positions 

of inequality are empty spaces (Lopreato & Hazelrigg, 1972).  That is, this theory of 

social class is less concerned with the particular skills or resources that an individual 

possesses and instead emphasizes how these assets are treated or exchanged within a 

market.  In other words, rather than assuming a given asset or component of human 

capital (e.g., skill) is equally valuable or necessary for attaining higher social class, this 

perspective considers what employers will provide in return for an asset (Goldthorpe, 

1996).   Thus, a given class position is a social structure that exists independently of its 

particular occupants. 

Occupation.  Within the system of production of labor market, one’s class 

position is situated within particular occupations (Grusky & Galescu, 2005).  

Occupations are defined as groupings of technically similar jobs that are institutionalized 

in the labor market (Grusky & Galescu, 2005, p. 63).  This perspective formed in direct 
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response to the previously described social structures of social class that emphasized 

either the means of production or marketplaces.  This perspective argues that macro or 

“big class” models, which classify entire societies or nations using a handful of 

categories, may be interesting academically but are rarely institutionalized (Grusky & 

Galescu, 2005).  That is, few laypeople would understand or be able to identify the 

specific social classes that make up these earlier models (i.e., petty bourgeoisie, semi-

credentialed supervisors, operatives, or routine non-manuals) (Grusky & Galescu, 2005, 

p. 62). 

Occupations have, however, gradually been integrated within many of the critical 

institutions in modern societies.  For example, companies regularly request information 

about an individual’s occupation during the hiring process.  Likewise, federal and state 

governments ask about one’s occupation for taxes and censuses.  Such a high-level of 

institutionalization, prepares people to treat differences based on occupations as natural 

(Grusky & Galescu, 2005, p. 19).  Thus, this model of social class asserts that as 

occupations emerge and become institutionalized, people do not identify with the 

“working class” or “managerial class”, but instead recognize their specific occupation 

(Emmison & Western, 1990; Weeden, Kim, Di Carlo, & Grusky, 2007, p. 705). 

Occupations are highlighted as the defining feature of contemporary social classes 

because of their ability to facilitate social closure (Weeden et al., 2007).  That is, 

occupations clearly differentiate between those who belong to their group those who do 

not.  Then, based on these distinctions, occupations act collectively on behalf of their 

members and extract rents that benefit these individuals (Grusky & Galescu, 2005, p. 64; 

Weeden, 1999).  In other words, occupations can ensure that their members’ objective 
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social class position does not falter by restricting the supply of valued labor.  For 

example, occupations regularly establish credentials and certifications that protect their 

members from the broader market and prohibit other workers from offering the same 

services (Weeden, 1999, 2002).  These practices are often most obvious in professions 

(e.g., medical doctors, lawyers) where income may be inflated because occupations 

reduce the supply of skilled labor by restricting access to these valued positions and 

increasing demand (Grusky & Galescu, 2005; Weeden, 2002). 

Overtime, occupations also become increasingly homogenous.  That is, those 

people that enter particular occupations are more likely to share similar values and 

sentiments (Grusky & Galescu, 2005, pp. 57-58).  As members’ sentiments and interests 

coalesce, these individuals gradually develop common values that can be pursued 

collectively.  For example, occupations establish systems for administering ethics, 

resolve conflicts among members and with other associations, and structure and shape the 

ambitions of their members (Grusky & Galescu, 2005, p. 57).  Occupations may even 

lead to solidarity among various sectors of the workforce in that members of 

interdependent or related occupations regularly interact with one another (e.g., nurses and 

doctors).  These interactions allows members of similar occupations to see how they are 

situated in a broader scheme of production and devise structures that determine how labor 

is divided and rewards are allocated (e.g., codes, credentials) (Grusky & Galescu, 2005; 

Grusky & Sorensen, 1998). 

It is important to note that this perspective of social class adopts an ungraded 

perspective (Grusky & Weeden, 2008).  That is, occupations are not arranged in a 

hierarchical fashion like measures of occupational prestige (Kohn, 1977; Stewart et al., 
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1973).  Instead, occupations are simply used to demarcate one group of people from 

another and highlight the potential opportunities for social closure mechanisms to operate 

(Grusky & Weeden, 2008).  Thus, occupational prestige reflects a resource that an 

individual can exchange or draw upon, whereas, one’s occupation reflects a context that 

shapes how these resources are gained and used through mechanisms of social closure 

(Grusky & Galescu, 2005). 

Fields.  At the most proximal level, some theorists have proposed that one’s 

objective social class may provide distinct benefits depending on the particular field 

being considered (Bourdieu, 1984).  That is, although economic, social, and cultural 

capital generally enhances one’s class standing, the relative effects of capital are field 

specific (Savage et al., 2005).  Fields reflect social structures where individuals struggle 

for placement within a social hierarchy through acquisition of institutionalized forms of 

capital that are distinctive to that area of society (Prieur & Savage, 2011).  Thus, certain 

forms of capital may be more or less effective for accumulating and converting such 

resources into advantages in one field or a closely related field.  For example, if one 

acquires a large volume of cultural capital at home (e.g., extensive early childhood 

training in the arts and music), this capital may be leveraged in an educational field (e.g., 

social capital via teachers and professors), which ultimately yields advantages in the 

labor market (i.e., human capital based on higher paying jobs) (Savage et al., 2005).  

Nevertheless, the same capital does not allow one to compete, collude, or advance as 

effectively across all fields (Bourdieu, 1984). 
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Social Class Signals 

In addition to one’s objective resources and position within broader social class 

structures, multiple theories of social class discuss how individual’s signal their social 

class standing (Bourdieu, 1984; Gray & Kish-Gephart, 2013; Kraus, Piff, et al., 2012).  

Likewise, Bourdieu (1984) discusses how individuals form specific tastes based on their 

objective resources, which are then reflected in a number of signals (e.g., household 

items, cuisine, activities dialects).  More recent studies have demonstrated how basic 

social class signals (e.g., one’s wardrobe, non-verbal behaviors, and speech patterns) are 

readily and accurately perceived by others (Kraus & Keltner, 2009; Kraus & Mendes, 

2014; Snibbe & Markus, 2005). 

Subjective Social Class 

Multiple theorists have also argued that various psychological or subjective 

mechanisms underlie one’s social class (Kraus, Piff, et al., 2012; Stephens et al., 2012) 

and serve as important intervening mechanisms (Kohn, 1989).  For example, in one of the 

earliest theories of social class, Marx (1978) differentiated between a class-in-itself and a 

class-for-itself.  The prior refers to the social class structures described earlier, while the 

latter pertains to a shared recognition of one’s class position, the boundaries that divide 

various social classes, and an alignment between one’s personal interests and their social 

class’s interests (Landecker, 1963).  Much of the recent research on social class 

conducted by social psychologists emphasizes these subjective components and consist of 

two primary mechanisms: perceptions of social rank and social class identity (Fiske, 

2013; Kraus & Stephens, 2012; Stephens & Townsend, 2013). 
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Social cognitive rankings.  The social cognitive perspective emphasizes the 

psychological and social responses that emerged based on social hierarchies (Kraus, Piff, 

et al., 2012).  Specifically, one’s perceived relative standing within society is identified as 

a primary mechanism in understanding one’s social class.  That is, because social 

comparisons and ranking are considered fundamental processes in social life (Festinger, 

1954), this mechanism is critical to understanding the effects of one’s social class (Kraus, 

Piff, et al., 2012, p. 548).  These perceptions are thought to form quickly based on 

relatively brief interactions and influence how social actors respond to one another 

(Kraus & Keltner, 2009, 2013; Kraus, Rheinschmidt, & Piff, 2012).  Perceptions of rank 

are typically measured by asking individuals to locate their relative position within a 

broader social group (e.g., society, local community) (Adler, Epel, Castellazzo, & 

Ickovics, 2000; Goodman et al., 2001; Kraus, Piff, et al., 2012; Norton, 2013).  The social 

cognitive ranking perspective of social class argues that where one locates themselves 

within a social hierarchy has direct implications for their behavior and cognitions (Adler 

et al., 2000; Kraus, Horberg, & Goetz, 2011; Kraus & Keltner, 2009; Kraus, Tan, & 

Tannenbaum, 2013).  Furthermore, this perspective contends that there are “likely to be 

instances where perceptions of social class rank are more powerful predictors than 

objective measures” (Kraus, Piff, et al., 2012, p. 562). 

Social class identity.  Along with relative subjective comparisons of one’s social 

class, other theories of social class emphasize class-based identity mechanisms 

(Landecker, 1963; Sennett & Cobb, 1972).  These identity mechanisms, which some 

theorists refer to as one’s habitus, reflects a “socially constructed system of dispositions 

that orient thoughts, perceptions, and actions” and is designed to bridge the gap between 
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structural and agential arguments (Weininger, 2005, p. 120).  Others have argued that 

one’s identity reflects an “interpretive framework at the center of one’s experience” that 

guides how he or she interprets and behaves in response to the environment (Stephens, 

Brannon, Markus, & Nelson, 2015, p. 3).   

Identities consist of pre-reflexive tastes and preferences.  Weininger (2005) 

describes such tastes and preferences as being akin to a tennis player charging the net to 

win a point.  The player does not think about this action, but simply responds to his or her 

environment and performs the behavior.  Similarly, the more an individual’s identity 

aligns with their social class structure and objective social class standing, the more 

automatically they can function in their environment. 

Given that one’s identity serves as a filter, theorists have proposed different 

reciprocal relationships between this construct and other components of the proposed 

social class model (see Figure 1).  That is, people expend their capital (i.e., human, social, 

and cultural) in a manner that corresponds with the tastes that emerge from their identity 

(Bourdieu, 1984).  Thus, one’s identification with particular lifestyles and tastes is 

entangled with their position within a social hierarchy (Tomlinson, 2003).  That is, 

individuals are drawn towards specific tastes or symbols of social class based on their 

social class identity (i.e., habitus).  Higher class individuals may be more inclined 

towards cultural pursuits that are abstract, while lower class individuals prefer those that 

are functional (Holt, 1998).  Likewise, higher class individuals may pursue items that 

signify their independence and choice, while lower class individuals prefer items that 

demonstrate conformity and principles of collectivism (Stephens, Markus, & Townsend, 

2007). 
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Individual Outcomes 

Ultimately, one’s objective and subjective social class culminates in differences in 

a variety of basic social-psychological outcomes (i.e., thoughts, feelings, and behaviors) 

(Kohn, 1969).  As noted previously, a growing body of literature has found distinct 

outcomes for individuals from different social class backgrounds across a variety of 

contexts (e.g., decision-making, attribution, ethical behavior) (Chan & Goldthorpe, 2007; 

Cote, 2011; Kish-Gephart & Campbell, 2014; Kraus, Piff, et al., 2012; Wright, 2000a).  

Many of these outcomes are directly linked to the two subjective social class mechanisms 

of identity (Stephens et al., 2007) and rank (Cote et al., 2013; Kraus & Stephens, 2012; 

Paul K. Piff, Kraus, Cote, Cheng, & Keltner, 2010). 

For example, people are more likely to take actions when their selves are 

congruent with the behaviors required by a context or environment (Stephens et al., 2015; 

Stephens et al., 2007).  One’s identity or self also allows them to make sense of their 

environment and provide source of meanings that guide behavior.  That is, people 

construe their situation in systematic ways based on their identity.  Thus, although 

individual characteristics and structural factors are important, it is also critical to 

understand how an individual interprets or perceives themselves within this sociocultural 

context.  Stephens et al. (2012) review a series of examples where simply providing 

individuals from lower class backgrounds the requisite skills and resources were 

insufficient to bring about behavioral change.  Instead, these authors argue, one needs to 

also consider how people from different class backgrounds understand and make sense of 

their social class position.  These arguments correspond with earlier findings that 

demonstrate that members of lower social classes (defined by either their objective social 
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class or relationship to the means and modes of production) believe they have less control 

over their environments (i.e., less complex work, greater supervision, more routinization), 

which subsequently impacts parental values, ideational flexibility, and psychological 

distress (Kohn, Naoi, Schoenbach, Schooler, & Slomczynski, 1990; Sennett & Cobb, 

1972). 

Despite these mediating psychological mechanisms, it is important to note that 

most theories acknowledge that one’s objective resources can directly influence their 

thoughts, feelings, and behaviors regardless of any psychological or subjective processes 

(Kraus, Piff, et al., 2012).  The direct effects of one’s objective social class are not 

difficult to imagine given that certain behaviors are highly improbable simply due to a 

lack of resources (e.g., limited objective resources, like education and income, at an early 

age diminishes any intention of pursuing a college education) (Stephens et al., 2015).  
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OUTSTANDING RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

 

 

Along with providing a means of integrating the extant literature, the proposed 

model also highlights important research questions that remain unaddressed.  First, it is 

unclear to what extent the existing literature reflects this proposed model.  Thus, a key 

contribution of the proposed study is to assess and organize the literature by reviewing 

the use and frequency of various measures of social class, consider alternative levels of 

analysis, and inventory the types of samples that have been used within existing research 

studies. 

In addition to the state of the existing literature, this model highlights the need to 

answer critical questions about how social class is operationzlied.  Specifically, these 

questions pertain to the appropriate measurement model for the subjective and objective 

component of the social class model, the degree of dimensionality that underlies one’s 

objective social class, the role of one’s subjective perceptions of their social class, the 

extent to which social class functions differently across contexts (i.e., time and place), 

whether social class is distinct from similar constructs (i.e., status and power), and the 

degree to which social class influences an individual’s thoughts, feelings, and actions 

(e.g., job attitudes).  In the following sections, I present these questions and relevant 

findings. 

Measurement Models for Objective and Subjective Social Class 

As suggested by the proposed model of social class (Figure 1), one’s social class 

primarily consists of an objective and subjective component.  In addition to being defined 

by different indicators, these components may also rely on distinct measurement models 

(Bollen, Glanville, & Stecklov, 2001).  That is, the assumed relationships among the 
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observed measures of one’s objective social class (e.g., education, income) may be quite 

distinct than those for subjective social class (e.g., rank and identity) (see Figure 1). 

Within the parlance of structural equation modeling, researchers either assume 

that one’s latent variable (i.e., construct) is defined by a reflective or formative 

measurement model (J. R. Edwards, 2011; J. R. Edwards & Bagozzi, 2000).  With 

reflective models, an underlying construct is thought to cause their responses on objective 

indicators of that construct.  Thus, observed indicators reflect, or are manifestations, of 

their respective constructs.  For example, if one proposes that job satisfaction is best 

conceptualized using a reflective measurement model, then it is assumed that the extent 

to which an individual endorses items on a job satisfaction questionnaire are driven or 

caused by their underlying level of job satisfaction (J. R. Edwards, 2011).  Reflective 

measurement models also assume specific patterns of interrelationships among the 

various indicators (J. R. Edwards, 2011). 

Formative (i.e., causal-indicator) models, on the other hand, assume a different 

relationship between objective indicators or measures and underlying constructs (Bollen 

& Diamantopoulos, in press).  With formative models, measures are viewed as causes of 

constructs.  That is, the construct is formed or induced by its measures.  One of the most 

common examples of formative models is socioeconomic status (J. R. Edwards & 

Bagozzi, 2000).  That is, people occupy positions of higher socioeconomic status because 

they hold high levels of income, education, or occupational prestige (J. R. Edwards, 

2011).  They do not gain more wealth or become more educated because their 

socioeconomic status increases. 
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Like socioeconomic status, researchers have commonly acknowledged that the 

components of objective social class may be more likely to conform to a formative model 

of measurement (Kohn, 1969).  Specifically, with formative measurement models, 

indicators or observed measures may function independently so there is no basis to 

expect item covariances to be any particular size or follow a specific pattern (J. R. 

Edwards, 2011).  For example, earlier studies of social class have noted how one’s 

education imbues different life conditions regardless of their income (Kohn, 1969).  

Formative models also assume there is minimal independence between the underlying 

construct of objective social class and its corresponding measures (J. R. Edwards & 

Bagozzi, 2000).  That is, it is difficult to conceptualize objective social class without 

considering the specific resources (e.g., wealth, education, occupational prestige), which 

make up this construct.  Thus, based on these arguments, I propose the following 

hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1: A formative model will demonstrate better statistical fit for 

measures of objective social class than a reflective measurement model. 

One’s subjective social class, on the other hand, may be best characterized by a 

reflective measurement model (J. R. Edwards & Bagozzi, 2000).  First, one’s social class 

rank and identity are distinct from the measures used to assess these constructs.  That is, 

demonstrating particular behavior that is reflective of a particular class identity (e.g., 

choosing an item that reflects notions of communal, working class) or relative ranking 

(e.g., limiting eye contact with someone of lower class) differs from each underlying 

construct (Kraus & Keltner, 2009; Landecker, 1963; Stephens et al., 2007).  Second, one 

can easily conduct mental experiments and imagine how a change in one’s social class 
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identity or rank would equate to changes in the respective measures.  For example, if one 

occupied higher levels of social class, we would expect them to rate themselves higher on 

surveys or visual analog scales asking about their relative position within the broader 

society (Adler et al., 2000; Bishop Smith et al., 2012).  Given these considerations, I 

propose the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2: A reflective model will demonstrate better statistical fit for 

measures of subjective social class than a formative measurement model. 

The Dimensionality of Objective Social Class 

Even after establishing the appropriate measurement model for one’s objective 

social class, there are still competing conceptualizations of its dimensionality.  Of the 

previously reviewed theoretical perspectives, few try to establish one’s class standing 

based on a single objective indicator.  That is, these models account for one’s social class 

with multiple measures of either an individual’s position within the system of production 

or marketplace (Goldthorpe, 2000b; Wright, 2008) or specific resources (Kraus, Piff, et 

al., 2012; Savage et al., 2013).  Furthermore, many theorists argue that the measures 

emphasized in alternative models are insufficient for capturing one’s social class.  For 

example, some theorists argue that simply holding large amounts of wealth is not enough 

to ensure entry into higher classes.  That is, there may be other assets that generate class 

differences (Savage et al., 2005, pp. 34-35; Wright, 2000b).   

Even if two models of social class incorporate the same indicators, each 

perspective may argue that the measure reflects distinct processes.  For example, 

although two models define one’s social class based on their capital, one situates wealth 

within a tripartite model and argues that its effects occur within relation to other forms of 
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resources (i.e., social and cultural capital) (Bourdieu, 1984), while another exclusively 

emphasizes the role of wealth or human capital (Sorensen, 2000).  Similarly, occupation 

is incorporated within multiple models of social class.  However, some models frame 

occupations as a means of social closure (Grusky & Weeden, 2008; Weeden & Grusky, 

2005), while others treat these technical divisions of labor as indicators of status or 

prestige (Kraus, Piff, et al., 2012). 

These alternative, and sometimes, competing indicators suggest that one’s 

objective social class is best conceptualized as a multidimensional construct.  That is, 

each of the indicators reflects an alternative measure of the same construct.  Furthermore, 

to the extent that these indicators are in fact distinct, one would need to account for each 

measure to fully capture one’s social class standing.  In considering the multidimensional 

nature of social class, Grusky and Weeden (2008) proposed a framework for 

summarizing this construct.  Specifically, they argued that a multidimensional space of 

inequality may be defined by three factors: endowments, rewards, and working 

conditions.  These three categories may also reflect distinct components of one’s 

objective social class.  That is, endowments corresponds with various forms of capital 

(e.g., human, social, and cultural) or skills that are central to some models of social class 

(Savage et al., 2013; Wright, 2005).  Rewards correspond with wealth and income 

(Kraus, Piff, et al., 2012; Sorensen, 2000; Stephens et al., 2012).  Working conditions 

reflect one’s employment relationship (i.e., labor contract vs. service relationship) 

(Breen, 2005), occupation (Grusky & Galescu, 2005), or location within the system of 

production (Wright, 2008).  Working conditions, then, would correspond with the 

proposed concept of social class structures and reflect an entirely distinct construct within 
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the social class process.  Thus, rather than treating each of the indicators proposed by the 

different models as entirely distinct measures, this framework summarizes the 

multidimensional nature of social class using three latent factors (Grusky & Weeden, 

2008). 

Still, others argue that social class is a unitary construct (e.g., Kohn et al., 1990).  

For example, Conley (2008) claims that by focusing on specific objective components of 

inequality (e.g., occupational prestige, education, wealth), researchers have overlooked 

the broader, general dimension of social class.  More specifically, Conley (2008, p. 371) 

contends that social class is an ephemeral or latent force that exists “between the cracks 

of wealth, income, occupation, and education that constitutes the mortar of the class 

system”.  This perspective echoes earlier critiques of the social class literature that have 

asserted that to the extent that different objective indicators of social class are related, 

then various models of social class are less distinct than we would initially anticipate 

(Ossowski, 1963, p. 138).  That is, if one only measures a single dimension of objective 

social class, or adopts one particular perspective, and all of the indicators reflect a single 

latent construct, one would observe a reasonable approximation of the class structure.  

Thus, this perspective suggests that one’s objective social class would be best 

conceptualized as a single unidimensional construct that consists of various indicators or 

measures of inequality. 

Although this perspective challenges the multi-dimensional models of social 

class, there is some initial evidence to support this claim.  That is, previous studies using 

large, representative samples have found that three common indicators of objective social 

class (i.e., income, education, and occupational prestige) tend to correlate highly, but not 
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perfectly.  Thus, these three variables may be all tapping into the material substance of an 

individual’s social class (Kohn, 1977; Kraus, Piff, et al., 2012, p. 547).  Nevertheless, 

despite the potential for a unitary model, there has been little systematic research 

examining competing, or even multiple, perspectives of social class.  That is, scholars 

typically make a passing reference to an alternative paradigm and proceed without 

considering other models or indicators of social class (Grusky & Weeden, 2008).  Given 

these considerations, one research question that still remains within the social class 

literature is: 

Research Question 1: Is one’s objective social class better represented by a 

unidimensional or multidimensional measurement model? 

The Role of Subjective Perceptions of Social Class 

Along with questions about the dimensionality of one’s objective social class, 

there are distinct perspectives on the relevance of subjective components of one’s social 

class.  For some theories, subjective perceptions are fundamental components of social 

class.  For instance, one of the earliest theories of social class distinguished between a 

class structure that is purely based on one’s environmental conditions (e.g., lacking 

capital and having to sell one’s labor) versus recognizing or being conscious of that 

experience (Lopreato & Hazelrigg, 1972; Marx, 1978; Wright, 2000a).  That is, based on 

this perspective, social class can be viewed, as social categories that generate subjectively 

salient experiences used by people to locate themselves within a system of inequality 

(Wright, 2008, p. 331). 

Other perspectives, on the other hand, argue that social class is exclusively 

structural.  For instance, the market-based perspective argues that identifying one’s 
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position within the broader labor market is sufficient for determining their social class 

(Lopreato & Hazelrigg, 1972).  That is, researchers should not be concerned about how 

an individual perceives their position within a marketplace, but should instead focus on 

the quality and type the assets they can exchange or actual returns that individuals receive 

(Goldthorpe, 2000b).  In other words, differences in access to life chances can occur 

without an individual being conscious of their class position (Kohn, 1989).  Other 

perspectives of social class also place little emphasis on one’s subjective perceptions and 

instead favor structural factors (Grusky & Galescu, 2005; Sorensen, 2000). 

In support of these structural arguments, there is some evidence that suggests 

people do not distinguish among class positions (Emmison & Western, 1990).  For 

example, large-scale, representatives surveys that ask individuals to identify themselves 

as being either lower, middle, or upper class, usually yield triangular distributions in 

which people select the middle class and avoid either ends of the continuum (Hout, 2008; 

Lopreato & Hazelrigg, 1972).  Thus, most individuals prefer to identify themselves as 

middle class regardless of their objective resources, which calls into the question the 

utility of such perceptions (Grusky & Galescu, 2005).  Likewise, Americans are often 

unable to accurately describe the wealth gap that exists within in the United States and 

typically underestimate the level of inequality by large margins (Kraus & Tan, in press). 

Given these competing perspectives, it is unclear to what extent subjective 

perceptions play a role in defining one’s social class.  That is, there are differing 

perspectives about the degree to which subjective perceptions of social class are distinct 

from objective resources.  In other words, is one’s perception of their social class (e.g., 

identity, perceived standing) distinct from their objective position or resources?  Or does 
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one’s social class depend purely upon how their objective class standing?  Thus, one 

research question that merits additional examination is: 

Research Question 2: Are subjective perceptions of social class distinct from 

one’s objective class standing? 

The Generalizability of Social Class Across Time and Space 

Researchers have also questioned the extent to which social class would 

generalize across different time periods and nations.  That is, few perspectives of social 

class assume that there is a single hierarchy that generalizes across all contexts (Kohn et 

al., 1990; Lopreato & Hazelrigg, 1972; Ossowski, 1963, p. 142; Weininger, 2005).  What 

remains unclear, however, is the extent to which the integrative model of social class 

proposed previously would function differently across these important boundary 

conditions (Bacharach, 1989) and whether social class can be applied with the same 

meaning across contexts (Busse, Kach, & Wagner, in press). 

 In considering the potential boundary effects of a given time period, critics of 

different social class models suggest that changes in the structures of organization and 

forms of labor production mean that some objective indicators of social class have 

become less relevant (Goldthorpe & Marshall, 1992; Marx, 1978; Pakulski & Waters, 

1996).  For examples, one’s access to the means of production may be less relevant in a 

modern economy where heavy manufacturing and industry have declined, traditional 

working class communities have withered, and consumer-driven economies have 

prevailed (Goldthorpe & Marshall, 1992; Sennett & Cobb, 1972, p. 175).  Likewise, 

some models of social class have argued that one’s occupation is now more important for 

determining an individual’s social class than whether he or she is a worker, private 
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business owner, or capitalist (Grusky & Galescu, 2005).  The emphasis on occupations 

reflects the increasing relative influence of these organizations relative to other structures 

within a society (Weeden, 1999).  Some have even argued that the role of cultural capital 

in determining one’s social class has been diminished in recent years (Holt, 1998).  That 

is, post-modern theorists have argued that as consumer goods have proliferated and 

diversified, there is no longer a dominant form of culture.  This suggests that rather than 

contributing to a hierarchy of high-brow and low-brow culture, cultural capital reflects 

more of a quagmire and is therefore less relevant to determining one’s social class. 

 In addition to particular historical eras, researchers have highlighted how social 

class may function differently across countries (Kohn et al., 1990).  For example, 

countries vary in both current and historical levels of inequality (Breen & Jonsson, 2005, 

p. 230; Grusky & Hauser, 1984).  That is, some countries have much greater and 

persistent levels of inequality (e.g., United Kingdom), while others have been 

consistently far more egalitarian (e.g., Sweden) (Piketty, 2014; Wilkinson & Pickett, 

2009; Wright, 2000a).  Likewise, some countries adopt different structures that support 

and reflect macro-level models of social class.  For example, the collective bargaining 

process in Sweden incorporates entire social classes as actors, while in the United States 

collective bargaining is primarily the purview of unions, professional associations, or 

occupations (Weeden et al., 2007). 

Countries also differ in the extent to which ideas of social class and inequality 

have been institutionalized within their culture.  For example, the United Kingdom’s 

government readily acknowledges the important role of one’s social class and regularly 

collects data about this construct as part of government funded studies (e.g., Rose & 
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Pevalin, 2005).  This perspective differs dramatically from the dominant view in the in 

the United States where the concept of social class is far less institutionalized and directly 

conflicts with the fundamental principles of the American Dream (i.e., hard work directly 

corresponds with better life chances) (DiMaggio, 2012; Rubin, 2014).   

 To the extent that the structural position and degree of institutionalization of 

social class varies across nations, one may expect that this construct also manifest 

differently in these contexts.  For example, it is possible that the indicators of social class 

may be less cohesive within either more egalitarian countries (e.g., Sweden) or nations 

with more diffuse notions of social class (e.g., the United States).  That is, within these 

contexts, objective indicators of social class may be more independent or exhibit smaller 

correlations with subjective measures of social class.   

In fact, there is some preliminary evidence to suggest that the broader, national 

environment influences how social class relates to basic interpersonal perceptions.  More 

specifically, individuals from countries with greater disparities in objective resources 

(i.e., greater inequality) are more likely to differentiate among members different social 

classes in terms of perceptions of warmth (i.e., perceptions capturing a person’s 

perceived intent, such as friendliness, liking, trustworthiness) (Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 

2006).  People from countries with more egalitarian distributions, on the other hand, tend 

to perceive people from different social classes similarly (Fiske, 2013).  Thus, the more 

structural divisions are apparent within a given country, the more likely one’s social class 

influences fundamental interpersonal perceptions.   
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Given these considerations, it is important to examine the degree to which the 

proposed model of social class functions consistently across time and space.  Thus, I 

propose the following research questions: 

Research Question 3: To what extent are the relationships among measures of 

social class consistent across time periods? 

Research Question 4: To what extent are the relationships among measures of 

social class consistent across countries? 

The Relationships Among Status, Power, and Social Class 

 In addition to examining the dimensionality and generalizability the proposed 

model of social class, it is also important to determine the extent to which one’s social 

class is distinct from similar constructs that contribute to and reflect inequality.  In 

particular, social class scholars have debated the extent to which one’s class is 

synonymous with their status and power.   

In terms of status, some of the earliest theorists argued that social class was 

primarily based on property and resources, while status reflected one’s level of respect or 

honor (Goldthorpe, 2008; Goldthorpe & Marshall, 1992; Lopreato & Hazelrigg, 1972).  

More specifically, status reflects the extent to which people treat a person as a social 

equal.  That is, status pertains to hierarchical social relations that are attached to social 

positions (Chan & Goldthorpe, 2004).  One’s social class, on the other hand, is grounded 

in their economic situation and objective resources (Chan & Goldthorpe, 2004).  From 

this perspective, status and social class are independent.  That is, one could be a member 

of an elite social class (i.e., rich nobility), but share the same status as members from 

lower classes (i.e., an esteemed, but impoverished actor or artists).   
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 Other theorists have argued that there are minimal differences between one’s 

social class and their status.  For example, Bourdieu (1984) viewed distinctions between 

one’s class and status as nominal (Weininger, 2005).  That is, to the extent that a person’s 

capital contributes to differences in their social standing, one would anticipate 

corresponding differences in signals or symbols of their overall lifestyle or status 

(Weininger, 2005, p. 122).  Thus, from this perspective, social class and status are very 

similar forms of inequality that emerge from fundamental differences in access to valued 

resources (i.e., capital). 

 Along with status, it is also important to consider whether social class differs from 

power.  Power reflects a person’s relative control over resources and the ability to 

administer punishments (Blau, 1967; Cook, Cheshire, Rice, & Nakagawa, 2013).  Recent 

models of social class present this form of inequality as distinct from power (Cote, 2011).  

For example, an individual may work as a gas station manager in which they have control 

over valued resources (e.g., scheduling, pay), but still belong to a lower social class (i.e., 

minimal levels of capital, limited skills) (Goldthorpe, 2000b; Kraus, Piff, et al., 2012).  

Thus, although higher class individuals may be more likely to hold greater power, various 

models of social class argue that these constructs are not equivalent.  There is some initial 

empirical evidence supporting such distinctions between power and status.  For example, 

previous studies have found small to moderate correlations among self-ratings of power 

and subjective perceptions social class, which suggests that these constructs are related 

but distinct (Anderson, Kraus, Galinsky, & Keltner, 2012; Belmi & Neale, 2014; Dubois 

et al., 2015). 
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Taken as a whole, the previous arguments and findings demonstrate the 

importance of examining the degree to which measures of social class are distinct from 

closely related forms of inequality (i.e., status and power).  Thus, I propose the following 

research question: 

Research Question 5:  To what extent is social class distinct from status and 

power? 

  



38 

 

 

 

SOCIAL CLASS AND JOB ATTITUDES 

 

 

Having examined alternative measurement models, this study will then begin to 

situate social class within the broader nomological network of existing constructs.  As 

noted earlier, one’s social class is thought to ultimately influence their thoughts, 

behaviors, and emotions.  Thus, based on the extant literature, I will examine the 

relationship between social class and job attitudes.  Job attitudes reflect “a fundamental 

evaluation of one’s job experiences” and are considered to be one of the most enduring 

individual-level constructs within the organizational sciences literature (Harrison et al., 

2006; Judge, Thoresen, Bono, & Patton, 2001; Locke, 1969).  Although job attitudes 

consist of a range of constructs (e.g., job involvement, job identification), a recent review 

found two dominant forms: job satisfaction and organizational commitment (Harrison et 

al., 2006).  Each of these constructs is reviewed below. 

Job satisfaction is typically defined as an emotional state resulting from the 

evaluation or appraisal of one’s job experience (Locke, 1969).  This evaluation consists 

of both cognitive and affective indicators (Spector, 1985).  Specifically, job satisfaction is 

an emotional response based on the perceived relationship between what one wants from 

one’s job and what one perceives it as offering or entailing.  Although researchers have 

considered various facets of job satisfaction (e.g., pay, contingent rewards, supervision, 

coworkers), many acknowledge that job satisfaction also reflect a general, global 

emotional and cognitive response to one’s job (Judge et al., 2001; Locke, 1969; Spector, 

1985).  Furthermore, there is empirical evidence to suggest that these different facets 

reflect a broader, general level of satisfaction (α = .91) (Spector, 1985).  Finally, given its 

designation as an attitude, individuals with higher levels of satisfaction are more likely to 
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approach (i.e., stay with) a satisfying job and avoid or quit a dissatisfying job (Harrison et 

al., 2006; Spector, 1985). 

Rather than focus on one’s job, organizational commitment is considered a 

psychological state that characterizes an individual’s relationship with an organization 

(Meyer & Allen, 1991; Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993).  Organizational commitment 

consists of three forms: affective, continuance, and normative commitment (Meyer & 

Allen, 1991).  Affective commitment refers to an emotional attachment to, identification 

with, and involvement with one’s organization (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990).  Continuance 

commitment reflects an individual’s evaluation of the costs with leaving an organization.  

These two forms of commitment emphasize how an individual conceptualizes their 

relationship with an organization (Meyer & Allen, 1991).  Normative commitment 

reflects a perceived obligation to remain in an organization.  Thus, this form of 

commitment pertains to the mechanisms by which individuals become locked into a 

given organization (Meyer & Allen, 1991).  Like job satisfaction, organizational 

commitments has implications for the decision to continue being a member of the 

organization (Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002). 

Despite the distinctions between these two attitudes, researchers have recently 

asserted that job satisfaction and organizational commitment can be considered indicators 

of a single, global job attitude.  From this perspective, both constructs consist of affective 

responses to one’s work experience and are simply distinguished by the referent (i.e., 

one’s work role or one’s organization) (Harrison et al., 2006).  In fact, meta-analyses of 

the job satisfaction and organizational commitment literatures have found affective 

organizational commitment and job satisfaction are highly correlated (ρ = .53 to .65) 
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(Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Meyer et al., 2002).  Others have estimated that the relationship 

may be as high as .91 once additional artifacts are taken into account (Le, Schmidt, 

Harter, & Lauver, 2010).  Thus, both constructs may be closely linked and reflect a more 

generalized response to one’s workplace (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). 

In addition to providing a general representation of one’s cognitive and affective 

response to their workplace, one’s job attitude appears to be a more robust predictor of 

their general effectiveness at work.  Drawing on the principle of compatibility (e.g., 

Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977), which argues that attitudes are most effective predictors of 

behavior when both share similar actions, targets, contexts, and time, Harrison et al. 

(2006, p. 316) found one’s general job attitude was a robust predictor of his or her 

effectiveness (γstandardized = .59).  The authors argued that because job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment refer to broad and diffuse targets, the behaviors that emerge 

from these attitudes should predict wide sets or aggregates of behaviors rather than 

specific responses.  In other words, the more positive one’s general job attitude, as 

reflected by their job satisfaction and organizational commitment, the more they should 

express generally favorable work behavior and effectiveness.
1
  These results address prior 

findings demonstrating that job satisfaction and organizational commitment, when treated 

as distinct attitudes, are weak, inconsistent predictors of various individual-level 

outcomes in the organizational sciences (e.g., turnover, task performance, contextual 

performance) (Judge et al., 2001; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Meyer et al., 2002).   

Given that one’s job attitude has considerable importance for understanding 

behavioral outcomes in the workplace, it is important to determine the antecedents of 

                                                 
1
 Effectiveness was operationalized as a latent factor consisting of task performance, contextual 

performance, lateness, absenteeism, and turnover. 
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these general attitudes (Harrison et al., 2006).  One potential factor that contributes to or 

influence a person’s job attitude could be his or her social class.  Although little attention 

has been devoted to the relationship between social class and job attitudes, there is initial 

evidence to suggest that one’s class position is related to their job attitudes (M. White & 

Smeaton, 2016).   

First, multiple studies have shown that one’s working conditions are associated 

with both their job satisfaction and organizational commitment.  For example, the more 

autonomy one experiences at work, which reflects a higher social class position 

(Goldthorpe, 2000b), the more job satisfaction they report (Loher, Noe, Moeller, & 

Fitzgerald, 1985; Spector, 1985).  As noted earlier, greater autonomy is identified as a 

key structural indicator of one’s social class (Goldthorpe, 2000b).  Likewise, job 

complexity or scope is related to both job satisfaction and organizational commitment 

(Judge et al., 2001; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990).  Given that complexity is based on, at least 

in part, the technical and managerial demands of one’s job, it appears that higher class 

workers (i.e., greater authority and more asset specificity) may be more committed to and 

satisfied with their positions (Goldthorpe, 2000b; Wright, 2000a).  Similarly, positions 

that require more skill variety also yield more satisfaction (ρ = .41) and organizational 

commitment (ρ = .21) (Loher et al., 1985; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). 

There is even evidence that the relationship between job satisfaction and 

performance varies across occupations.  Specifically, based on more than 300 effect sizes 

and 54,000 respondents, Judge et al. (2001) found that job satisfaction was less related to 

the performance of nurses (ρ = .19) and more influential for scientists and engineers (ρ = 

.45).  Given that similar effect sizes were observed for accountants and laborers (i.e., 
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unskilled and semi-skilled), it appears that these differences across occupational 

categories are not simply based on the skill-level of the workers.  Thus, to the extent that 

one’s social class is defined by his or her occupation (Grusky & Galescu, 2005), there is 

some evidence that their class standing is related to their job attitudes. 

Along with these working conditions, it appears that the rewards associated with 

different social classes also correspond with job attitudes.  For example, Mathieu and 

Zajac (1990) found that higher salaries were associated with higher levels of 

organizational commitment (ρ = .18).  Thus, given that members of higher social classes 

hold more wealth and human capital (Savage et al., 2013; Sorensen, 2000), they may be 

more committed to their organizations.  Likewise, the more one is invested within a firm, 

the more affective (ρ = .24) and normative commitment (ρ = .21) they express (Meyer et 

al., 2002).  These investments (e.g., pensions, seniority) correspond with the enduring, 

broadly defined service relationships that are key differentiators of social class within the 

marketplace based model (Breen, 2005).  Workers who rely on labor contracts, on the 

other hand, are less likely to receive these investments and thus express lower levels of 

organizational commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1991). 

Given these findings, I propose the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 3: One’s social class is positively related to his or her job attitudes. 
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CURRENT STUDY 

 

 

As the previous discussion demonstrates, there are a number of fundamental 

questions about social class that remain unanswered.  Specifically, the appropriate 

measurement model, dimensionality, subjective nature, generalizability, and divergent 

validity of social class all remain unclear.  Furthermore, there is little evidence 

considering how members of different social classes respond to and evaluate their work 

environments (i.e., job attitudes).  Each of these hypotheses and research questions 

should be addressed as organizational scientists begin to incorporate social class into their 

research.  Thus, in addition to reviewing the dominant theories of social class, this study 

also includes a meta-analysis of the social class literature designed to address these 

research questions.  In the section that follows I describe the method for conducting this 

quantitative review.
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METHOD 

 

 

Literature Search 

To gather primary studies for this meta-analysis, I conducted a systematic search 

of the literature from multiple sources (Rothstein, 2012; H. D. White, 1994). Given that 

social class has been studied by scholars from different disciplines, my initial search 

strategy focused on the Web of Science database (ISI Web of Knowledge, 2009).  I also 

supplemented the results obtained from Web of Science with searches in ProQuest 

Dissertations and Theses and PapersFirst to identify relevant unpublished dissertations 

and conference proceedings.  In addition to articles and unpublished papers, I searched 

for books within the University of North Carolina Charlotte’s Library System using 

WorldCat.   

Given the size of the social class literature, I adopted a strategy intended to 

retrieve as many relevant sources as possible while limiting the number of sources that 

were irrelevant to the current research questions (H. D. White, 1994).  Thus, my key 

terms combined general social class terms (e.g., “social class”, “working class”, “middle 

class”) with a list of indicators or measures based on the theories of social class presented 

in Table 1 (e.g., “property”, “wealth”, “occupation”).  Also, in order to identify studies 

that examined the relationship between social class and relevant constructs, I also 

included search terms for job attitudes (e.g., “commitment”, “organizational 

commitment”, “affective”, “job satisfaction”) and subjective status and power.  A 

summary of the search terms, filters, and date of execution for each database search is 

provided in Appendix A.   
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Along with database searches, I also conducted supplemental literature searches 

using an ancestry approach (Reed & Baxter, 2009).  Specifically, I conducted forward 

and backward-reference searches in Google Scholar using seminal social class articles 

(see key references in Table 1).  That is, I identified which articles these studies cited and 

which subsequent studies referenced their work. 

In addition to examining the results from the PapersFirst database, I also 

reviewed the past five years of conference proceedings for the American Economics 

Association, Academy of Management, Society for Personality and Social Psychology, 

Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, American Sociological 

Association, and American Society for Public Administration.  If the submission was not 

immediately available, I contacted the authors of the article and asked for a copy of their 

paper.  I also posted messages to the list-servs of divisions of these national associations 

asking authors to provide copies of unpublished studies.  A copy of the message that was 

sent is provided in Appendix B. 

Along with locating articles via conference proceedings and list-servs, I also 

directly contacted the primary researchers for each of the dominant theories listed in 

Table 1.  Specifically, I sent e-mails to Drs. Breen, Goldthorpe, Grusky, Kraus, Piff, 

Weeden, Weininger, Wright, Savage, and Stephens asking for any unpublished or in-

press articles that meet the exclusion and inclusion criteria.
2
  This message was similar to 

the request that was sent to the list-servs (see Appendix C). 

Finally, because social class is a topic of interest to various institutions, I 

conducted additional searches to identify technical and government reports that are 

                                                 
2
 Dr. Sorensen passed away in 2001 and therefore was not contacted. 
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relevant to the current study (H. D. White, 1994).  Specifically, I searched for technical 

reports released by federal government agencies (i.e., the Departments of Commerce, 

Health and Human Services, Housing and Urban Development, Labor, and Treasury) by 

entering the term “social class” directly into these agencies’ websites.  Also, I conducted 

similar searches of the websites of not-for-profit agencies (i.e., the Russell Sage, Bill and 

Melinda Gates, MacArthur foundations) and social policy think tanks (i.e., the Center for 

American Progress, Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, Center for Economic and 

Policy Research, Economic Policy Institute and Joint Center for Political and Economic 

Studies). 

Screening Articles Based on Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

After conducting the various searches described above, I identified 9,949 potential 

articles.  I then reviewed each article or document to determine if it was relevant to the 

current study (H. D. White, 1994).  Specifically, I reviewed the title, abstract, and, if 

necessary, the methods section of each article to determine if it met the inclusion and 

exclusion criteria (see Appendix D for a description of the inclusion and exclusion 

criteria) (Reed & Baxter, 2009). 

A flow chart summarizing the screening process is presented in Figure 2.  As this 

figure suggests, the largest proportion of studies were removed because the article did not 

report quantitative data (37%), did not provide sufficient data to estimate an effect size 

(27%), and did not include multiple measures of social class or examine the relationship 

between social class and relevant constructs (i.e., job attitudes, power, and status) (14%).  

Ultimately, after applying the exclusion and inclusion criteria, I retained 592 (6%) of the 

articles for subsequent analysis. 
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Coding Articles 

In order to capture study information, characteristics of social class measures, 

potential moderators, and effect sizes, I developed a codebook to facilitate the coding 

process (see Appendix E).  To increase the efficiency of the coding process, I recruited 

two people with graduate training in industrial-organizational psychology to help code.  I 

trained coders using a two-part process (Orwin & Vevea, 2009; D. B. Wilson, 2009).  

First, coders participated in a didactic training session that provided an overview of the 

study (i.e., discussed dominant theories of social class and their various 

operationalizations) and reviewed the coding process (Woodworth, 1994).  Second, the 

coders and I practiced using the codebook and database by independently coding five 

randomly selected studies.  Coders were asked to identify problematic items and 

ambiguous codes within the codebook.  After completing these five articles, we met and 

discussed discrepancies between our codes and revised the codebook as necessary. 

Following this initial pilot test and training, two coders independently coded 5% 

of the primary studies.  Using these codes, I calculated percentages of agreement and 

kappa coefficients for categorical items and one-way random effects intraclass correlation 

coefficients (ICCs) for continuous items (Orwin & Vevea, 2009).  These estimates, along 

with the full distribution information for each coding category (i.e., median, range, 

frequency) are presented in Tables 2 and 3.  For the majority of the codes, the level of 

inter-rater agreement (average κ = .71) and consistency (average ICC = .95) was 

adequate.  However, there were a few instances where the kappa estimates fell below 

traditional cutoffs (i.e., measure for construct, referent of measure, type of reliability 

estimate, and occupation scheme).  These low kappa values can be attributed primarily to 
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either a small number of opportunities for coders to apply the categories (e.g., occupation 

scheme = 18; type of reliability estimate = 10) or a larger range of potential response 

options (i.e., measure for construct = 16 options).  Based on the percentage of agreement, 

which is less sensitive to these issues, each of these categories (excluding occupational 

scheme), exceeded common cutoffs (> 90%).  Nevertheless, for any instance of 

disagreement, the coders resolved their discrepancies through consensus discussion.  

After the calibration process, the remaining studies were coded by a single coder. 
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RESULTS 

 

 

Characteristics of Social Class Studies 

One of the goals of the current study was to provide a summary of the extant 

social class literature.  By examining the common design features of studies,
3
 an image of 

the prototypical social class article emerges (Table 3).  For example, the majority of the 

studies were published in journal articles (71%).  However, my review also identified a 

substantial grey literature (27%), which primarily consists of dissertations (10%) and 

unpublished work (16%). Also, it appears that the social class literature often relies on 

large (median sample size = 1,239), archival data sets (75%). Common sources of 

archival data were the U.S. Census, the General Social Survey, the British Household 

Panel Study, the National Childhood Development Study, the European Social Survey, 

and the World Values Survey.  However, these sources only accounted for approximately 

30% of the archival studies.  Thus, the data included in this review is drawn from a wide 

array of sources. 

Similar levels of variability were also observed in the number of nationalities that 

are represented in the social class literature.  More specifically, samples were drawn from 

94 different countries.  Thus, although the United States and United Kingdom represent 

41% of the studies, there are countries from different continents that are also represented.  

That is, multiple studies were drawn from other parts of Europe (e.g., Finland = 36, Spain 

                                                 
3
 Because a single article or document can report multiple studies or distinct samples, each of which may 

have unique design features, the number of studies (939) exceeds the total number of articles (562) 

identified in the literature review. 
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= 16), Asia (e.g., China = 21, Japan = 11), South America (e.g., Chile = 5, Brazil = 9), 

and Africa (e.g., Egypt = 6). 

Interestingly, one area of consistency across the studies is the type of design that 

was used.  More specifically, studies of social class are almost exclusively correlational 

(99%).  Thus, only a few studies actually manipulated one’s social class.  Furthermore, 

when social class was manipulated, the measure was always one of subjective social class 

(e.g., the McArthur ladder scale). 

Common Measures of Social Class 

Along with considering the characteristics of studies of social class, it is also 

useful to review how the construct is commonly operationalized.  Based on this review, 

measures of occupation, education, and income account for over 67% of the social class 

measures.  However, within these categories, there is still variation in how each 

component of social class is operationalized.  For instance, the number of categories 

included in the occupational coding schemes ranges from 2 to 17.  Similar ranges were 

also observed for categorical measures of education (13) and income (38). 

Compared to occupation, education, and income, the other components of 

objective social class were measured less frequently (<1% means of production to 6% of 

wealth).  There were also few instances where researchers measured subjective 

perceptions of social class.  That is, the identity-based and rank-based perceptual 

measures account for 3% and 2% of all measures, respectively. 

Despite the variety of indicators of social class, the construct is predominantly 

operationalized using either individual (90%) or household (6%) level characteristics.  
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Interestingly, for those measures that used individual or household level referents, 14% 

refer to the respondents’ parents. 

My review also identified how the indicators of social class are commonly 

operationalized.  Specifically, I coded brief descriptions of each measure of social class 

and aggregated these codes within a given indicator (see Table 4).  For example, the 

majority of studies operationalized the indicator of scarce skills using measures of 

training, work experience, skill level, or job complexity.   

Preliminary Meta-Analyses 

The following section describes how I conducted the meta-analysis for this study.  

For each of these steps, I used either the MAc (Del Re & Hoyt, 2012) or metafor 

(Viechtbauer, 2010) packages for the R statistical computing software (R Development 

Core Team, 2010).   

The primary effect size used for this review was the correlation coefficient.  

However, because social class has been studied across a number of disciplines, each with 

its own preferred analytical framework, many of the effect sizes needed to be converted.  

Generally, this process consisted of either computing correlation coefficients from other 

statistics (e.g., chi-square values, t-statistics, means and standard deviations) or 

transforming Spearman’s rho and Kendall tau’s coefficients (Gilpin, 1993; Rupinski & 

Dunlap, 1996).  Overall, 33% of the effect sizes were converted prior to being included in 

the meta-analysis. 

Having compiled and converted the effect sizes, I then corrected these values for 

unreliability of the measures (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004).  As shown in Table 3, 29% of 

the measures included a reliability estimate.  However, across the constructs, there were 
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differences in how many measures included reliability estimates (min. = 0% for 

occupation, max. = 100% for organizational commitment).  Thus, I imputed reliability 

estimates for constructs where at least 20% of the measures included measures of 

reliability.  Ultimately, I corrected 359 (10%) effect sizes for measurement error 

(Geyskens, Krishnan, Steenkamp, & Cunha, 2009; Hunter & Schmidt, 2004). 

After correcting the effect sizes for measurement error, I conducted a series of 

univariate meta-regression analyses using robust maximum likelihood estimation to 

identify potential outliers and influential effect sizes.  More specifically, for relationships 

that included at least 15 effect sizes, I examined a set of diagnostic indices (i.e., 

studentized deleted residuals, standardized different in fits, and Cook’s distance) and 

conducted a one-sample removed analysis (see Appendix F for more details on these 

analyses and individual results).  These analyses identified 15 effect sizes that could be 

classified as outliers or influential cases.  The majority of these effect sizes were 

substantially larger than the average effect size for a given relationship among social 

class measures and often were based on measures from a higher-level of analysis (i.e., 

occupations or cities).  Despite having identified a number of outliers, the average 

difference between the minimum and maximum effect size observed for each of the 

leave-one-out analysis was .02 (range = .00 to .03).  Nevertheless, I ran the subsequent 

analyses both with and without influential effect sizes and outliers. 

Meta-Analytic Structural Equation Modeling (MA-SEM) 

One of the primary goals of the current study was to compile synthesized 

bivariate relationships among social class indicators and between measures of social class 

and related constructs (e.g., job attitudes).  Thus, I adopted Wilson, Polanin, and Lipsey’s 
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(2016) three-level multi-level technique to account for interdependence among effect 

sizes.
4
  More specifically, I used a multi-level mixed effects weighted meta-regression 

analysis that incorporated dummy variables identifying which cell in the correlation 

matrix the effect size pertained to.  The formula for this model is: 

                                      

where rik is an observed correlation coefficient i from study k, ν0k is Level 3 random 

effect for studies, ηik is a Level-2 random effect for multiple measures from a single 

study, and εik is the Level 1 random effect for a given correlation coefficient.  Also, each 

Cell coefficient reflects the pth cell in the correlation matrix.  In the current study, there 

are 18 indicators of social class, which results in 153 dummy variables.
 5

  These variables 

are coded either 1 or 0 to represent each of the off-diagonal cells in the matrix.  Here it is 

important to note that there is no intercept in this multi-level model so the Cell 

coefficients reflect the synthesized correlation coefficient for a given relationship.  Prior 

to estimating this model, each correlation coefficient was weighted by the inverse of its 

sample size (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004; S. J. Wilson et al., 2016). 

The synthesized effect sizes, and their corresponding sample sizes and number of 

samples, are presented in Table 5 and Appendix G, respectively.  Although this 

correlation matrix is informative, it is missing a number of bivariate relationships among 

                                                 
4
 An alternative approach for estimating structural equation models using meta-analytic correlation matrices 

is referred to as a two-stage structural equation model (Cheung & Chan, 2005).  This approach includes an 

initial step where one assesses the degree to which matrices from different studies diverge or reflect 

different populations.  Although this approach is preferable, it requires at least one study to provide a 

complete matrix to facilitate the comparison process (Landis, 2013).  Because I did not identify a single 

study that examined the 171 parameters included in the full matrix ((18*(18+1))/2), this approach was not 

feasible. 
5
 Although there are 171 cells in the complete matrix ((18*(18+1))/2), it is common practice to set the 

variance estimates or diagonals to unity (1) in a correlation matrix.  Thus, effect sizes between the same 

measures (e.g., correlation between education and education) were excluded. 
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social class, job attitudes, power, and status (i.e., Appendix G). For example, there are 

very few effect sizes pertaining to the relationship between indicators of social class and 

subjective power and status.  More specifically, only effect sizes between subjective 

power and status and three of the social class indicators were identified (i.e., education, 

income, and subjective social class – identity).  There were also missing effect sizes 

between some indicators of social class and job attitudes (e.g., wealth) and among the 

social class indicators (e.g., means of production with autonomy and social capital). 

In order to address the remaining missing data, I used the following procedures 

recommended by Landis (2013) and Bergh et al. (2016).  First, I attempted to identify 

either previously published meta-analyses that reported the missing bivariate relationship 

or primary studies that examined these variables.  That is, I entered the phrase “meta-

analysis” along with the key terms for each pair of social class measures into the Web of 

Science database.
6
  Second, given the large number of missing effect sizes for subjective 

status and power, I omitted these measures from subsequent analyses.  Third, for the 

remaining effect sizes that were missing, I imputed the correlation between two variables 

using the average corrected coefficient from the cell’s respective rows and columns. 

Given that the correlations in the combined matrix were synthesized across 

various studies, the use of these aggregate values in subsequent analyses is a potential 

concern.  Thus, I examined the within-cell variability of the 18 x 18 matrix relative to the 

total variability across all correlations.  The synthesized values are only appropriate for 

subsequent analyses if the within-cell variance is small in absolute terms and small 

                                                 
6
 This searched returned three primary studies that provided effect sizes for three missing relationships (i.e., 

means of production with job satisfaction, means of production with organizational commitment, and 

occupational prestige with job satisfaction).  These measures have been included in the current matrices. 
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relative to the between cell variance.  In essence, this would suggest more consistency for 

a given relationship across the studies.  To test this, I examined the mean within-cell 

variance (i.e., average variance across correlations contributing to each cell of the matrix) 

relative to the total variance across all of the correlations. The variance across all of the 

correlations was .06, while the average within-cell variance was .02.  Thus, the within-

cell variance is small and the within-cell variance is small relative to the between-cell 

variance. Therefore, I proceeded with using this meta-analytic correlation matrix as input 

for subsequent analyses. 

Measurement Models of Social Class 

One of the primary objectives of this study was to examine alternative 

conceptualizations, or measurement models, of social class.  Thus, one of the first 

considerations was whether social class is best characterized as a reflective or formative 

construct.  As an initial test of the operationalization of social class, I examined the 

pattern of the relationships among social class indicators.  If social class was a reflective 

construct, one would expect to observe high, positive intercorrelations among the various 

indicators (Coltman, Devinney, Midgley, & Venaik, 2008; J. R. Edwards & Bagozzi, 

2000).  As seen in Table 5, however, the average intercorrelation was .19 (SD = .13).  

Furthermore, if one only examines the correlation among social class indicators from a 

single theoretical perspective (e.g., Neo-Marxist’s emphasis on means of production and 

authority), the average correlation remains relatively unchanged (ρ = .22, SD = .04).  One 

exception to these relatively low intercorrelations was the relationship between the two 

subjective measures of social class (ρ = .61, 95% CI = .48 to .74).  This correlation 

suggests that the manner in which individuals’ perceive their own social class is 
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consistent across the two dominant operationalizations (i.e., relative rankings or general 

identification). 

Although the initial inspection of the correlation matrix is informative, 

researchers have recommended conducting additional tests to determine the appropriate 

measurement model for a given construct.  Thus, I drew on recent work by Bollen and 

Bauldry (2011) and tested a series of competing confirmatory measurement models.  For 

each model, I examined the fit indices (see Table 6) and the parameters estimates (e.g., 

factor loadings, covariances; see Figures 2-7) (Becker, 2009).  The sample size for this 

analysis was based on the harmonic mean of the sample sizes reported from each study 

identified during the review (n = 556) (Landis, 2013; Viswesvaran & Ones, 1995). 

For the first model, I considered a unidimensional, reflective factor to account for 

the variability among the various social class indicators (Figure 3).  Overall, this model 

fit the data poorly (χ
2
 (77) = 1,081.67, p < .01; CFI = .57, TLI = .50, RMSEA = .15, 

SRMR = .09) (Table 6). Also, three factor loadings from this model fell below the 

traditional .40 cutoff ( - means of production = .32,  - employment relationships = .25, 

 - social capital = .37).  Furthermore, the average variance extracted (AVE), which is 

equivalent to the average R
2
 value across the indicators for a given construct (Fornell & 

Larcker, 1981), was .26.  The low AVE value does not support a reflective model of 

social class and is consistent with the pattern of intercorrelations discussed previously. 

As an alternative model, I examined whether loading the two subjective indicators 

(i.e., identity and rank) on their own factor would provide a better representation of the 

data (Figure 4).  This two-factor reflective model showed significantly better fit (Δχ
2 

(1) 

= 85.63, p < .01).  However, the overall fit was still poor (χ
2
 (76) = 996.05, p < .01; CFI = 
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.61, TLI = .53, RMSEA = .15, SRMR = .09).  As with the earlier model, the AVE for the 

objective social class factor remained low (AVE = .24).  However, the AVE was higher 

for the subjective social class factor (AVE = .62).  Furthermore, the standardized factor 

loadings for the subjective social class factor were both large and significant ( - 

identification = .85,  - rank = .72). 

I also examined a multi-dimensional reflective model based on Grusky and 

Weeden’s (2008) proposed framework (Figure 5).  More specifically, this model retained 

the latent subjective social class factor and examined whether objective social class was 

well-represented by three latent constructs (i.e., working conditions, rewards, and 

endowments).  As seen in Table 6, this model did not represent the data well (χ
2
 (77) = 

975.50, p < .01; CFI = .62, TLI = .51, RMSEA = .15, SRMR = .09).  Furthermore, the 

high intercorrelations among the latent factors for objective social class (r = .90 to .99) 

raise concerns about their discriminant validity.  Also, the factor loadings for the 

objective indicators and the AVE estimates (.21 - .30) for the reflective objective social 

class factors remained similar to those observed for earlier models.   

Formal comparisons between these three nested models suggest that the four 

factor model, which included the three latent objective factors and a latent subjective 

factor, fit significantly better (Δχ
2
 (5) = 20.55, ΔCFI = .01).  Thus, there is some evidence 

to suggest that social class is better represented by a distinct subjective component and 

that there is some degree of multidimensionality among the objective indicators.  

Nevertheless, as noted earlier, none of these models provided adequate representations of 

the current data. 
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Given the challenges with these reflective models, and the earlier conceptual 

experiments which suggest the objective component of social class may be better 

represented by a formative model (p. 22), I next tested a latent causal indicator model 

(Figure 6).  Causal indicator models represent variables that have defined conceptual 

meaning, assume that there are other, unmeasured factors which may influence the latent 

variable, and expect the relationship between the indicators and the construct to be stable 

across different outcomes (Bollen & Bauldry, 2011).  In order to estimate such a model, I 

used a multiple indicator- multiple cause (MIMIC) model.  MIMIC models specify a 

latent construct based on formative indicators and at least two reflective indicators.  In 

choosing reflective indicators of the formative measures of social class (i.e., objective 

social class), I used the two subjective measures of social class (i.e., rank and 

identification).  As J. R. Edwards (2011) noted, reflective measures in MIMIC models 

should describe the construct in its entirety, such that the reflective measures and the 

construct are expected to operate at the same level of abstraction.  By using direct 

reflective measures from the same construct space, the formative construct acquires its 

meaning through measures that describe the construct itself (J. R. Edwards & Bagozzi, 

2000). 

Overall, based on fit indices designed for non-nested models (average ΔBIC= 

938.68), this causal indicator model was a better representation than the reflective 

models.  However, conventional fit indices (CFI = .77, TLI = .51, RMSEA = .16, SRMR 

= .04) still suggested that the causal indicator model did not adequately represent the 

data.  Furthermore, there were a number of objective indicators that were non-significant 
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predictors of the latent social class variable (β - education = .00, β – occupation = -.06, β 

– autonomy = .05, β – scarce skills = -.07, β – means of production = .07). 

Because none of the apriori models provided an adequate representation of the 

data, I adopted an exploratory approach in determining an appropriate representation of 

social class.  Given that two of the earlier models suggested some degree of 

dimensionality among the social class indicators, I conducted a principal components 

analysis to determine whether the number of objective indicators could be reduced into 

reasonable composites.  Principal components analysis attempts to explain all of the 

variance in the correlation matrix rather than simply the covariance among indicators 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014).  Thus, this item reduction technique is more appropriate 

when one expects the construct to function as a formative measure.  To determine the 

appropriate number of components, I conducted a parallel analysis using minimum 

residual estimation in the psych package from R (Revelle, 2015).
7
  Parallel analysis is a 

technique that compares the eigenvalues of the components from the observed data with 

that of a random data matrix of the same size as the original (Ledesma & Valero-Mora, 

2007).  For this analysis, the random data matrix was resampled based on 100 iterations. 

The parallel analysis indicated that three components exhibited eigenvalues that 

exceeded those generated from random data.  Thus, I retained a three component solution 

(Table 7).  By retaining only those indicators that have a loading greater than .40 on a 

single component, the three components are defined by (1) typical measures of 

socioeconomic status (e.g., occupation, occupational prestige, income, and education), (2) 

structural characteristics (i.e., means of production and employment relationship) and (3) 

                                                 
7
 The pattern of results is comparable if I use alternative estimation procedures (e.g., maximum likelihood). 
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wealth, social capital, authority, and autonomy.  Compared to earlier models, the AVE 

for each component is larger for the three components (.49 - .68) than a general factor.  

Nevertheless, the AVE for two of the three components (C1 = .56, C3 = .49) does not 

exceed correlations among the components (r = .55).  This suggests there is more shared 

variance between the components than within a given set of indicators and offers further 

support for a formative representation of the objective indicators of social class. 

Using the components identified based on the principal components analysis, I re-

examined the causal indicator (MIMIC) model (Figure 7).  Specifically, I treated the 

three components as causal indicators of a latent social class construct, which was 

defined by the two subjective social class measures (i.e., rank and identification).  This 

model accounted for 48% of the variance in social class and substantially reduced the 

BIC (17,135.18).  However, it still was not an adequate representation of the data (CFI = 

.74, TLI = .46, RMSEA = .18, SRMR = .03). 

Social Class’s Influence on Job Attitudes 

Given the challenges with identifying a model that adequately represented both 

the subjective and objective indicators, I chose to use a simple composite of the objective 

indicators as a means of data reduction prior to examining the effects of social class on 

job attitudes.  Composite indicators simply reflect weighted elements that form a 

composite variable with no disturbance or error term (Bollen & Bauldry, 2011).  Thus, a 

composite indicator does not influence a latent social class variable.  Instead, in the 

current study, this composite indicator represents social class as a weighted sum of the 

objective indicators.  To form the composite indicator, I combined the aggregate effect 

sizes reported in Table 5 for the objective indicators into four separate estimates (i.e., 
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identification, rank, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment).  Then, I did the 

same for the subjective indicators with job attitudes.  To combine the effect sizes for the 

objective and subjective indicators, I used  the following formula (Hunter & Schmidt, 

2004, p. 435): 

∑    

√         ̅    
 

where ∑     
is the sum of the correlation among different measures (e.g., each 

objective indicator with job satisfaction),  ̅yiyj is the average correlation among similar 

measures (e.g., subjective rank and identification), and n is the number of correlations. 

Overall, there is a moderate sized association between social class and job 

attitudes (Table 8).  For the composite objective social class measure, the aggregated, 

corrected estimate was .48, while for subjective social class this value was .23. 

Discriminant Validity of Social Class from Power and Status 

As noted previously, my review of the literature identified very few studies where 

indicators of social class were associated with subjective ratings of power or status (total 

k = 16).  Thus, there is limited data to examine the degree to which these constructs 

diverge from social class.  Nevertheless, I compared the magnitude of the available 

correlations among social class indicators and power and status with the effect sizes 

observed among social class indicators.  On average, social class indicators exhibited 

moderate correlations with power (ρ = .32, min. = .13, max. = .63) and status (ρ = .27, 

min. = .10, max. = .49).  Using only the indicators that included effect sizes for power or 

status (i.e., occupational prestige, income, education, subjective rankings), the average 

corrected correlation among social class measure was .35 (min. = .27, max = .47).  Thus, 
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the magnitude of the relationship among social class indicators for which there is data 

available is greater than their relationship with other constructs. 

Homogeneity and Moderator Analyses 

Along with considering different models of social class, its influence on job 

attitudes, and the degree of discriminant validity with similar constructs, I also examined 

the extent to which the mean effect sizes reported in the synthesized correlation matrix 

represent a heterogeneous population.  First, I examined two measures of homogeneity to 

see if there were potential moderators within the larger sample of effect sizes (Geyskens 

et al., 2009).  For the first measure, I examined the Q-statistic, which is similar to a chi-

square test.  A statistically significant Q-statistic, suggests that the study-level effect sizes 

(i.e., r values) do not reflect a single population.  The observed Q-statistic was large and 

significant (Q (3672) = 7,106,997.70, p < .01), which suggests that subsequent moderator 

analyses are warranted (Aguinis & Pierce, 1998).
8
 

Along with the Q statistic, I also considered two intraclass correlation indices 

(ICCs) to further delineate what sources of variance may account for the heterogeneity in 

effect sizes (Cheung, 2015).  The ICC values can be interpreted as the proportion of the 

total between-study variation of the effect sizes due to multiple measures from the same 

study (i.e., Level 2) and differences between studies (i.e., Level 3).  The ICC value for 

Level 2 was .76, while the value for Level 3 was .24.  This suggests that the majority of 

the between-study variance in effect sizes was observed at the measure-level, rather than 

the study level. 

                                                 
8
 Although the observed Q-statistic for the multilevel meta-analysis was large, the average Q-statistic for 

separate, univariate meta-analyses (32,599.31, SD = 14,4008.50) was much smaller.  This suggests that 

much of the heterogeneity in effect sizes could be attributed to between-cell variability. 
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Given the significant level of heterogeneity in effect sizes, and that this 

heterogeneity can be attributed to both of the higher level of analysis, I estimated a meta-

regression model with multiple moderator variables to examine differences in the 

correlation coefficients (S. J. Wilson et al., 2016).  This model reflects an extension of the 

earlier three-level meta-regression model.  Specifically, it can be written algebraically as: 

                                

where Xik are effect-size moderators and γ0k are study-level moderators.  In order to 

account for differences in effect sizes due to design characteristics, I included 

methodological moderators at the measure-level and study-level.  At the measure-level, 

the methodological moderators included the level of analysis (e.g., individual, household, 

occupation) and the referent of the measure (i.e., parent or respondent), while the study-

level moderator was the source of data (i.e., archival vs. author collected). 

Along with these methodological moderators, I included two theoretical 

moderators to determine the consistency of the effect sizes across different nations and 

time periods.  Given the variety of nationalities that were represented in the current study, 

I categorized the samples into ten different geographic regions using the classification 

scheme developed by the Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness 

(GLOBE) research program (House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004).  Using 

respondents’ ratings of cultural values and practices, as well as a content analysis of 

historical and archival information pertaining to geographic proximity, shared migration, 

and religious and linguistic commonalities, the GLOBE research team developed 10 
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regional clusters (see Appendix H) (Gupta & Hanges, 2004).
9
  These regions, along with 

examples of countries within a region, include Anglo countries (e.g., United States of 

America, United Kingdom), Latin European countries (e.g., France, Spain), Nordic 

European countries (e.g., Denmark, Finland), Germanic European countries (e.g., 

Germany, Austria), Eastern European countries (e.g., Poland, Russia), Latin American 

countries, (e.g., Brazil, Colombia), Sub-Saharan African countries (e.g., Nigeria, 

Zimbabwe), Middle Eastern countries (e.g., Egypt, Turkey), Southern Asian countries 

(India, Thailand), and Confucian Asian countries (e.g., China, Japan). 

Using this classification scheme, I categorized 58 nations that were represented by 

samples from the primary studies (Appendix H).  Some countries that I classified were 

not originally apart of the GLOBE study, but were very similar to countries included in 

the existing classification scheme.  For example, I classified Iceland and Norway as 

Nordic European countries.  Also, I excluded countries identified during the literature 

review from the classification scheme that were not included in the original GLOBE 

study classification and occupied ambiguous geographic or cultural positions (e.g., 

Belgium, Puerto Rico, Vietnam).  Finally, the original GLOBE scheme differentiated 

between sub-cultures within Switzerland and South Africa based on language (e.g., 

Italian-speaking Switzerland vs. German-speaking Switzerland).  Because the primary 

studies from these countries did not provide sufficient information to make similar 

distinctions, I omitted these countries from the moderator analysis. 

                                                 
9
 Initial validation studies found these ten regions accounted for 54%-65% of the variation in respondents’ 

ratings of cultural values and practices, respectively (Gupta & Hanges, 2004).  Further examination of the 

between-region differences suggested that the clusters are predominantly differentiated based on ratings of 

collectivism (individual vs. collective), time-future orientation (short-term vs. futuristic), and uncertainty 

avoidance (rule-based vs. uncertainty-oriented).  The GLOBE team also concluded that these regions were 

comparable to earlier classifications of nations or societies based on attitudes or cultural ratings (Ronen & 

Shenkar, 1985). 
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Along with considering differences in geographic regions, I also examined 

differences in the magnitude of effect sizes across time periods.  Based on the observed 

range of time periods for the various studies, I categorized studies based on whether their 

data was collected prior to, or after, the onset of the shareholder value era (pre/post-1984) 

(Goldstein, 2012).  This time period is characterized by the growing influence of 

financial markets on corporate activities, an increasing emphasis on stock performance 

versus other performance metrics like growth and expansion, an emphasis on cost-cutting 

and short-term profits, and lean organizational structures that emphasize core 

competencies.  These shifting priorities led companies to conduct mass layoffs, pursue 

mergers and acquisitions, and introduce new forms of technology.  The shareholder value 

era also overlaps with the time period most closely aligned with the post-class 

perspective (Pakulski & Waters, 1996; G. T. Wodtke, 2015).  That is, during this era, 

some social class theorists argued that the development of advanced telecommunications 

and computers would catalyze the growth of economic sectors involving the provisions of 

services and information.  Given the complexity of such services, there would be more 

demand for managers with authority and decision-making opportunities rather than 

unskilled, manual workers.  Thus, whether one emphasizes the role of financial motives 

or changing technology, the mid-1980s reflects a distinct time period in which the nature 

of social class may change. 

The results of the meta-regression model suggested that the various design 

features were not significantly related to the magnitude of the effect size (Table 9).  

However, there were significant differences observed across time periods (γ = -.13, p < 

.01) and between the Anglo geographic region and four of the other regions (Nordic 
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Europe; γ = .06, Eastern Europe; γ = .12, Latin America; γ = .14, and Middle East; γ = 

.15).  Taken as a whole, this model provides preliminary evidence indicating that the 

region and time period in which the sample was drawn has an effect on the magnitude of 

the correlation coefficient among indicators of social class. 

To further investigate these significant main effects, I conducted a series of post-

hoc comparisons between geographic regions and time periods.  More specifically, I 

identified instances where both levels of the moderator featured at least five effect sizes 

and the 95% confidence intervals for the effect sizes were not overlapping.  For the 

geographic regions, there were 26 instances where at least two regions reported five 

effect sizes for a single relationship (see Appendix I).  Of these 26 instances, four 

exhibited non-overlapping confidence intervals.  Interestingly, these instances of 

significant cross-national moderation were only observed for relationships among 

objective indicators.  For instance, the relationship between occupation and education 

was significantly higher in Nordic (ρ = .52), German (ρ = .53), and Eastern (ρ = .45) 

European regions than Anglo countries (ρ = .28).  Similarly, samples drawn from Latin 

American countries (ρ = .45) exhibited a larger relationship between income and 

education than Nordic European (ρ = .23), and Anglo (ρ = .32) countries.  The 

relationship between wealth and income (Germanic Europe, ρ = .37; Nordic Europe, ρ = 

.15) and wealth and education (Middle East, ρ = .54; E. Europe, ρ = .33; Germanic 

Europe, ρ = .29; Nordic Europe, ρ = .21; Latin Europe, ρ = .22) also significantly differed 

across the regions.  Overall, the average absolute difference between geographic regions 

with at least five effect sizes was .09. 
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For the comparisons between pre-1984 and post-1984 effect sizes, eleven 

relationships among measures of social class had at least five effect sizes for each era 

(see Appendix J).  Of these possible differences, four exhibited non-overlapping 

confidence intervals and all of the effect sizes were larger prior to the shareholder 

value/post-class era (i.e., pre-1984).  The four effect sizes that differed included 

occupation with wealth, occupation with education, occupation with subjective social 

class identification, and wealth with education (average difference: ρ = .18). 

Given that the onset of shareholder value/post-class era is unlikely to be confined 

to a single year, I conducted two sensitivity analyses to determine whether slight 

modifications to the time period would alter the results.  Specifically, I changed the 

dummy code for the time period to reflect pre-/post-1980 and pre/post-1988 eras.  For 

1980, eleven relationships were observed with at least five effect sizes and five of those 

featured non-overlapping confidence intervals.  All of the larger effects were observed 

for pre-1980 samples (average difference: ρ = .20).  Similarly, for 1988, eleven 

relationships were observed with at least five effect sizes and four of those had non-

overlapping confidence intervals.  As with the earlier analyses, all of the larger effects 

were observed for pre-1988 samples (average difference: ρ = .20).  Thus, the differences 

in the relationships among social class indicators appear to be robust to subtle distinctions 

in the starting point of the shareholder value era. 
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DISCUSSION 

 

 

Theories consist of two major components (J. R. Edwards, 2011; J. R. Edwards & 

Bagozzi, 2000).  One component specifies relationships among constructs (Bagozzi & 

Phillips, 1982).  The other component, also known as auxiliary theories, proposes the 

relationship between measures and constructs (J. R. Edwards, 2011).  Although auxiliary 

theories, and issues of construct validity, typically receive less attention within the 

organizational sciences (J. R. Edwards & Bagozzi, 2000; MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & 

Jarvis, 2005), they reflect critical propositions that bridge the gap between abstract 

constructs and empirical phenomena (Bagozzi & Phillips, 1982).  That is, without clearly 

specifying the relationship between observable measures and their latent constructs, 

researchers may overlook alternative models (Costner, 1969, 1971), misspecify their 

models (J. R. Edwards & Bagozzi, 2000), or commit Type I and Type II errors 

(MacKenzie et al., 2005).  Thus, as social class becomes increasingly popular in the 

organizational sciences, the primary goal of this study was to review the existing 

literature with an emphasis on common measurement strategies and to clarify the 

relationship between the latent social class construct and its indicators. 

Drawing upon seven distinct models of social class, I identified fourteen 

indicators which have been proposed for this construct (Table 1).  These indicators range 

from structural, macro-level measures (e.g., means of production, occupation), to micro-

level measures of objective social class (e.g., wealth, education), and subjective 

perceptions of one’s social class (i.e., identity and rank).  After organizing these 

indicators into a comprehensive framework (Figure 1), I identified a large body of 

literature that has examined these indicators.  This literature spans multiple decades, 
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nationalities, and disciplines.  Using data from 592 distinct studies, I tested fundamental 

questions about the nature of social class including its dimensionality, discriminant 

validity, and criterion-related validity. 

Reviewing the Social Class Literature 

As noted previously, this study attempted to provide a roadmap for navigating the 

immense social class literature.  Thus, rather than viewing social class from a single 

disciplinary or theoretical perspective, I began by summarizing different models of social 

class.  This review focused on identifying assumptions pertaining to the 

operationalization of social class and isolating the key indicators from the different 

theoretical perspectives.  As Table 1 indicates, this review highlights the importance of 

considering social class from various perspectives.  For example, if one were to adopt a 

strict Neo-Marxist interpretation of social class (Wright, 1997), he or she may overlook 

the way in which individuals form unique social class identities or compare their relative 

standing to others (Kraus, Piff, et al., 2012; Stephens et al., 2007). 

Although the models of social class are grounded in different disciplines and 

literature, there were areas of consensus or commonality.  For instance, the majority of 

the theories of social class emphasize multiple measures of objective social class (e.g., 

wealth, education).  Furthermore, these objective resources typically pertain to a 

particular level of analysis, ranging from measures that focused on the individual (e.g., 

income) to more macro measures (e.g., access to means of production, occupation).  

Thus, despite potential differences, I also sought to identify ways in which the various 

indicators of social class could be integrated.  That is, rather than treating the measures of 
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social class as distinct, I considered ways in which they reflect similar aspects of social 

class (Figure 1). 

Along with considering how different theoretical models of social class can be 

integrated, this review provides insight into the prototypical social class study (Table 3).  

In general, studies of social class commonly draw on large sample sizes using both 

archival and primary data.  Furthermore, social class studies usually rely on correlational 

designs that use individual-level or household-level measures (96%).  Finally, this review 

found that traditional measures of socioeconomic status (i.e., income and education), as 

well as one’s occupation, account for more than two-thirds of the indicators identified 

during the review 

Primary Contributions 

Along with this framework and the summary of the literature, the results of the 

meta-analysis provide a means of developing a holistic representation of social class.  

Based on aggregate relationships from various studies, I conducted multiples tests of 

construct validity and examined alternative models.  The major findings and conclusions 

from these analyses are reviewed below. 

First, the findings from this meta-analytic review indicate that social class does 

not function as a unitary construct.  More specifically, there appears to be at least two 

distinct components: subjective social class and objective social class.  Subjective social 

class corresponds more closely to a reflective measurement model in which an underlying 

latent construct influences an individual’s perceptions of their relative ranking and the 

degree to which they identify with a particular class.  For instance, along with mental 

experiments that support the interchangeability of the ranking and identification measures 
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(p. 24), I found a large, positive correlation between these two indicators (ρ = .61, 95% 

CI = .47 to .75).  Furthermore, the parameters from alternative factor models regularly 

supported a reflective subjective factor that was defined by these two indicators (i.e., high 

AVE estimate, high factor loadings) (Bollen & Bauldry, 2011; J. R. Edwards & Bagozzi, 

2000).  Thus, the current findings provide support for my second hypothesis (H2). 

Objective social class, however, appears to correspond more closely to a 

formative measurement model.  In addition to earlier mental experiments demonstrating 

the minimal degree of interchangeability among these measures (p. 24), the results of the 

meta-analysis suggest that although the objective indicators generally show a positive 

manifold, the magnitude of the effect sizes are relatively small (average ρ < .20).  These 

low correlations are further reflected in the relatively poor fit observed for reflective 

models, as well as the non-significant factor loadings and low AVE estimates (Bollen & 

Bauldry, 2011).  Furthermore, model fit generally did not improve when additional 

dimensions were added to the reflective models and the correlations among the objective 

social class factors was far too high to support their discriminant validity (r >= .90) 

(Shaffer, DeGeest, & Li, 2016).  That said, the formative, or causal indicator (MIMIC), 

model provided statistically better fit than the alternative reflective models.  There is also 

some evidence to support multiple formative dimensions using the objective indicators – 

although these composite indicators do not correspond with any existing theoretical 

frameworks of social class. Thus, although none of the confirmatory models provided an 

adequate representation of the matrix, it appears that a composite measure is the better 

representation of objective indicators of social class (H1) and there may be some degree 

of multidimensionality among these indicators (RQ1). 
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A second contribution of the current study is determining the degree to which 

one’s subjective perceptions of their social class are distinct from their objective standing 

(RQ2).  Interestingly, even though the two forms of social class are defined by distinct 

measurement models, the results of the meta-analysis suggest that the subjective and 

objective indicators are highly correlated.  In fact, after correcting both measures for 

unreliability, the association among the two latent factors begins to approach reliability 

(Shaffer et al., 2016; Williams & McConagle, 2016).  More specifically, across the 

various measurement models the relationship between objective and subjective ranges 

from .69 to .82, when specifying objective social class as a reflective measure and from 

.61 to .81 when specifying it as a formative measure.  Furthermore, when using a 

composite measure that aggregates all of the objective indices into a single index, the 

correlation between subjective and objective social class was .56.  Here it is important to 

note that this estimate does not account for measurement error in either the subjective or 

objective social class measures.  If one were to correct this correlation for attenuation, the 

association among the composite measures would be .81.
 10

  Along with the moderate to 

high association between objective and subjective social class, these two forms of social 

class correlate similarly with other constructs.  For example, the average correlation with 

subjective power was .33 for objective social class and .29 for subjective social class.  

Likewise, the average correlation with job attitudes was .48 for objective social class and 

.21 for subjective social class. 

                                                 
10

 Many of the objective indicators identified in this review rely on self-reported data.  Thus, this effect size 

may be slightly inflated because respondents commonly report both of their subjective and objective social 

class.   
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Taken as a whole, these findings suggest that individuals are attuned to their own 

objective position.  That is, their perceptions correspond systematically with various 

objective indicators of social stratification.  This degree of correspondence is so high in 

some circumstances, and regularly approaches levels of association that are consistent 

with reliability estimates, that one could argue the two components of social class may be 

interchangeable.  Thus, if a researcher is unable to collect a comprehensive assessment of 

an individual’s objective social class standing, that a person’s subjective perception may 

be an adequate alternative. 

As noted earlier, social class has only recently begun to be explicitly incorporated 

within many of the organizational sciences (e.g., management, industrial-organizational 

psychology).  However, given the positive and robust correlation with job attitudes (H3), 

this may be a critical omission.  The observed effect sizes between job attitudes and a 

composite index of objective social class (ρ = .48) and subjective social class (ρ = .23) 

suggests that individuals who occupy lower objective positions, or perceive themselves to 

be in a lower position, report generally less favorable job attitudes.  Furthermore, these 

composite values, especially those for objective social class, exceed what has 

traditionally been reported for individual indicators (e.g., income, skill variety) (Mathieu 

& Zajac, 1990).  Thus, in accordance with earlier findings demonstrating the systematic 

effect of job attitudes on employee outcomes (e.g., performance and withdrawal) 

(Harrison et al., 2006), it seems reasonable to infer that social class may be an important 

characteristic that influences how individuals think, behave, and feel while at work. 

Furthermore, these findings buttress recent calls within the organizational science 

literature to incorporate social class into our models.  For instance, scholars have argued 
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that organizational sciences focuses exclusively on managers and senior executives 

(Bergman & Jean, 2015; Cote, 2011) and overlooks the working poor (Leana et al., 

2012).  There have even been recent calls from both management researchers and 

practitioners to respond to the grand challenge of growing social class divides (Banks et 

al., in press).  Given the strong association between social class and job attitudes, and the 

integral position of job attitudes within the broader nomological network, such calls 

appear to have merit. 

Additional Implications 

Along with these contributions, there are two additional implications that can be 

drawn from the findings of this review.  First, if researchers intend to measure one’s 

objective social class, the findings presented here suggest that they should, at the very 

least, use a representative group of indicators.  That is, given that the objective indicators 

do not appear to conform to a reflective measurement model, these various measures are 

not interchangeable (Bollen & Bauldry, 2011; J. R. Edwards, 2011).  Likewise, because 

objective social class is defined by a formative measurement model, the construct domain 

is sensitive to the breadth of the indicators sampled.  Thus, without a representative 

sample of objective indices, the latent objective social class measure would be deficient 

and may bias other parameters in the model (Bollen & Bauldry, 2011; Coltman et al., 

2008). 

Alternatively, if one is unable to capture the array of objective indicators 

proposed by the different theories, he or she could use those that are uniquely, and highly 

correlated, with one’s subjective ratings of social class.  Based on a multivariate relative 

weights analysis (see Appendix K), which identifies the unique contribution of each of 
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the objective predictors (Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2011), subjective social class is 

primarily influenced by occupational prestige (18.14%), income (11.62%), wealth 

(15.87%), social capital (14.08%), and cultural capital (8.5%).  Taken as a whole, these 

indicators account for over two-thirds (68.21%) of the variability in one’s subjective 

perception of their social class standing.  Thus, if one is faced with logistical constraints 

and cannot assess all twelve indicators, these five measures may provide an adequate 

representation of one’s objective social class. 

Lastly, if researchers can only use a single objective measure of social class, the 

findings presented here suggest that they should not refer to this construct as social class.  

Again, because the objective measures are not consistently influenced by a single 

underlying latent construct, they are not interchangeable.  Instead, researchers should 

refer to that specific measure directly (e.g., cultural capital or occupation) and be very 

precise in specifying the underlying mechanisms linking the construct to other 

phenomena (e.g., signaling shared similarities, social closure) (see Table 1 for a useful 

summary) (Bourdieu, 1984; Weeden, 2002).  At the very least, researchers should clearly 

indicate which theoretical perspective they are adopting and how this perspective informs 

their auxiliary theory of social class (for recent examples of this approach see G. T. 

Wodtke, 2015, 2016). 

Second, in addition to informing how researchers operationalize social class, the 

findings of this review suggest that the relationship among social class indicators may not 

be consistent across time and space (RQ3 & RQ4).  Furthermore, this effect was 

predominantly observed for different time periods rather than geographic regions.  That 

is, the frequency of significant differences was greater across time periods than between 
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regions (36% vs. 15% of relationships with sufficient data) as was the average magnitude 

of the difference (ρ = .18 vs. .09).  These findings suggest that researchers may need to be 

cognizant of how broader contextual changes can influence how indicators of social class 

are related to one another and how social class manifests (Bacharach, 1989; Busse et al., 

in press). 

Although there are many possible explanations for the moderating effect across 

time periods, it may reflect, at least in part, mechanisms discussed in relation to the 

shareholder value era (Goldstein, 2012).  During this time period (mid-1980s), 

organizations enacted a number of specific strategies that reshaped the structure of firms, 

work, and employment.  In particular, organizations pursued these strategies by laying off 

large numbers of employees, merging together or acquiring smaller firms, and 

introducing new forms of technology.  More refined analyses suggest that many of these 

tactics aimed directly at highly unionized industries and that even firms that were 

profitable adopted these behaviors.  Thus, as firms continue to dismantle internal labor 

markets and favor broader market pressures (Davis-Blake & Broschak, 2009; R. 

Edwards, 1979; Kalleberg, 2011), the cohesive and coherent class structure, and 

corresponding internal consistency among indicators, observed during earlier generations 

may become increasingly fragmented (G. T. Wodtke, 2015).  This would be consistent 

with the fact that, in general, the indicators of social class were more highly correlated in 

earlier time periods than during more recent eras and the most consistent or robust 

differences across time periods involved occupational measures of social class.   
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Limitations and Future Research 

The conclusions drawn from this study are especially noteworthy given the 

breadth of the literature that was reviewed.  That is, the results of this review are based on 

nearly 600 studies from multiple disciplines (e.g., management, psychology, sociology) 

that were conducted over 85 years (1928 to 2013) with samples based on over 50 nations.  

Furthermore, post-hoc analyses found minimal evidence of publication bias for the effect 

sizes reported in the meta-analytic correlation matrix (see Appendix L).  Such low levels 

of publication bias likely reflect, at least in the part, the rigorous literature search that 

identified a substantial body of grey literature (25% of the effect sizes see Table 3). 

Despite the breadth and rigor of this review, this study is not without limitations.  

First, as noted previously, there are some cells within the correlation matrix that are based 

on imputed effect sizes.  Although, such imputations are less than ideal, meta-analysts 

must regularly strike a balance between model specification and what is well understood 

in the literature (Becker, 2009; Landis, 2013).  Unfortunately, subsequent literature 

searches intended to identify additional effect sizes from either primary studies or meta-

analyses yielded only moderate success.  Thus, addressing the gaps in the meta-analytic 

correlation matrix with primary studies represents timely areas for future research.  For 

instance, research that examines the relationship among certain objective social class 

indicators (e.g., one’s autonomy with means of production or wealth) or between specific 

objective and subjective social class measures (e.g., identification with employment 

relationships and autonomy or rank with means of production and social capital), would 

be a logical contribution to the literature. 
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Along with these imputed effect sizes, there were areas of the correlation matrix 

that were too sparse to generate informative estimates.  In particular, there were few 

studies that examined the degree of convergence and divergence among indicators of 

social class and subjective power and status.  That is, my review of the literature yielded 

only 16 pertaining to the relationships between power and status with income, education, 

or subjective rank.  Interestingly, the majority of the studies that examined these 

relationships were conducted by either psychologists or management scholars.  Thus, this 

represents both an omission, as well as a disciplinary boundary, in the literature.  Because 

demonstrating the discriminability of a group of measures is an important component of 

evaluating an auxillary theory (Bagozzi & Phillips, 1982), it would appear that future 

research that examines the distinctiveness of subjective identification measures, as well 

as many objective indicators from subjective power and status would be worthwhile. 

Finally, because the majority of the social class measures referred to the 

individual or household (96%), I was unable to fully test the multilevel nature of the 

social class structures within the proposed model (see Figure 1).  That is, even measures 

that pertain to a higher level often referred to a lower-level unit (e.g. an individual’s 

specific occupation).  Given that prior social class theories have emphasized macro-level 

structures (e.g., occupations), it would be useful to further examine the extent to which 

the models reported here are homologous or consistent when using higher-level units 

(Klein & Kozlowski, 2000; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000).  Such analyses would address 

earlier questions about the degree to which social class reflects large-scale societal-level 

divisions or more fine-grained individual distinctions (Grusky & Weeden, 2008; G. T. 

Wodtke, 2016).  Although the non-significant moderating effect of the level of analysis 
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the social class measure on the magnitude of the effect provides some initial insight into 

these questions (Table 9), future research that directly models these multi-level 

contingencies would be useful 

Conclusion 

Despite these limitations, this study provides a number of important findings that 

should help organizational scientists navigate the labyrinth of social class research.  The 

summary of existing theories of social class, as well as the integrative model, provides a 

comprehensive means of building upon existing knowledge and facilitating the 

accumulation of findings across disciplines.  Also, the findings from the meta-analysis 

provide clear insights for how to measure and operationalize the objective and subjective 

components of social class.  The meta-analysis also suggests that social class likely has 

direct implications for how one responds to his or her job and thus supports recent efforts 

to better integrate this construct within the existing organizational science literature.  

Taken as a whole, this study addresses fundamental questions about the nature of social 

class and highlights fruitful areas for future research. 



80 

 

 

 

REFERENCES 

 

 

Achterberg, P., & Houtman, D. (2006). Why Do So Many People Vote 'Unnaturally'? A 

Cultural Explanation For Voting Behaviour. European Journal of Political 

Research, 45(1), 75-92.  

Adler, N. E., Epel, E. S., Castellazzo, G., & Ickovics, J. R. (2000). Relationship of 

subjective and objective social status within psychological and physiological 

functioning: Preliminary data in healthy white women. Health Psychology, 19(6), 

586-592.  

Aguinis, H., & Pierce, C. A. (1998). Testing moderator variable hypotheses meta-

analytically. Journal of Management, 24(5), 577-592.  

Aitsi-Selmi, A. (2013). Is The Social Gradient Of Female Obesity In Lower Income 

Settings Reversing And Why? An Investigation Into The Association Between 

Wealth, Education And Obesity. (PhD), University College London.    

Ajzen, I., & Fishbein, M. (1977). Attitude-behavior relations: A theoretical analysis and 

review of empirical research. Psychological Bulletin, 84(5), 888-918.  

Anderson, C., Kraus, M. W., Galinsky, A. D., & Keltner, D. (2012). The local-ladder 

effect: Social status and subjective well-being. Psychological Science, 23(7), 764-

771.  

Bacharach, S. B. (1989). Organizational theories: Some criteria for evaluation. Academy 

of Management Review, 14(4), 496-515.  

Bachmayer, T., Wilterdink, N., & van Venrooij, A. (2014). Taste Differentiation And 

Hierarchization Within Popular Culture: The Case Of Salsa Music. Poetics, 47, 

60-82.  

Bagozzi, R. P., & Phillips, L. W. (1982). Representing and testing organizational 

theories: A holistic construal. Administrative Science Quarterly, 27, 459-489.  

Banerjee, M., Tolbert, P. S., & DiCiccio, T. (2012). Friend Or Foe? The Effects Of 

Contingent Employees On Standard Employees' Work Attitudes. The 

International Journal of Human Resource Management, 23(11), 2180-2204.  

Banks, G. C., Kepes, S., & McDaniel, M. A. (2015). Publication bias: Understanding the 

myths concerning threats to the advancement of science. In C. E. Lance & R. J. 



81 

 

 

 

Vandenberg (Eds.), More statistical and methodological myths and urban 

legends. (pp. 36-64). New York, NY: Routledge. 

Banks, G. C., Pollack, J. M., Bochantin, J. M., Kirkman, B. L., Whelpey, C. E., & 

O'Boyle, E. (in press). Management’s science practice gap: A grand challenge for 

all stakeholders. Academy of Management Journal.  

Becker, B. J. (2009). Model-based meta-analysis. In H. Cooper, L. V. Hedges, & J. C. 

Valentine (Eds.), The handbook of researcher synthesis and meta-analysis. (2nd 

ed., pp. 377-395). New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation. 

Belmi, P., & Neale, M. A. (2014). Mirror, mirrow on the wall, who's the fairest of them 

all? Thinking one is attractive increases the tendency to support inequality. 

Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 124, 133-149.  

Bergh, D. D., Aguinis, H., Heavey, C., Ketchen, D. J., Boyd, B. K., Su, P., . . . Joo, H. 

(2016). Using meta-analytic structural equation modeling to advance strategic 

management research: Guidelines and an empirical illustration via the strategic 

leadership-performance relationship. Strategic management journal, 37(3), 477-

497.  

Bergman, M. E., & Jean, V. A. (2015). Where have all the "workers" gone? A critical 

analysis of the unrepresentativeness of our samples relative to the labor market in 

the industrial-organizational psychology literature. Industrial and Organizational 

Psychology, 9(1).  

Bishop Smith, E., Menon, T., & Thomspon, L. (2012). Status differences in the cognitive 

activation of social networks. Organization Science, 23(1), 67-82.  

Blau, P. M. (1967). Exchange and power in social life. New York, NY: John Wiley & 

Sons. Inc. 

Bol, T., & Weeden, K. A. (2015). Occupational Closure And Wage Inequality In 

Germany And The United Kingdom. European Sociological Review, 31(3), 354-

369.  

Bollen, K. A., & Bauldry, S. (2011). Three Cs in measurement models: Causal indicators, 

composite indicators, and covariates. Psychological Methods, 16(3), 265-284.  

Bollen, K. A., & Diamantopoulos, A. (in press). In defense of causal-formative 

indicators: A minority report. Psychological Methods.  



82 

 

 

 

Bollen, K. A., Glanville, J. L., & Stecklov, G. (2001). Socioeconomic status and class in 

studies of fertility and health in developing counrties. Annual Review of 

Sociology, 27, 153-185.  

Boscarino, J. A., & Chang, J. (1999). Survival After Coronary Artery Bypass Graft 

Surgery And Community Socioeconomic Status: Clinical Research Implications. 

Medical Care, 37(2), 210-216.  

Bourdieu, P. (1984). Distinction: A social critique of the judgment of taste. (R. Nice, 

Trans.). Cambridge, MA: Harvard College. 

Breen, R. (2005). Foundations of a neo-Weberian class analysis. In E. O. Wright (Ed.), 

Approaches to class analysis. (pp. 31-50). Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Breen, R., & Jonsson, J. O. (2005). Inequality of opportunity in comparative perspective: 

Recent research on educational attainment and social mobility. Annual Review of 

Sociology, 32, 223-243.  

Breiger, R. L. (1981). The social class structure of occupational mobility. American 

Journal of Sociology, 87(3), 578-611.  

Brooks, B. A. (2010). Socioeconomic Status Updates: College Students, Family SES, And 

Emerge Capital In Facebook Networks. (M.S.), Ohio University.    

Busse, C., Kach, A. P., & Wagner, S. M. (in press). Boundary conditions: What they are, 

how to explore them, why we need them, and when to consider them. 

Organizational Research Methods.  

Chan, T. W., & Goldthorpe, J. H. (2004). Is there a status order in contemporary British 

society? European Sociological Review, 20(5), 383-401.  

Chan, T. W., & Goldthorpe, J. H. (2007). Class and status: The conceptual distinction and 

its empirical relevance. American Sociological Review, 72(4), 512-532.  

Cheng, H., & Furnham, A. (2014). The Associations Between Parental Socio-Economic 

Conditions, Childhood Intelligence, Adult Personality Traits, Social Status And 

Mental Well-Being. Social Indicators Research, 117(2), 653-664.  

Cheung, M. W.-L. (2015). Meta-analysis: A structural equation modeling approach. 

Sussex, United Kingdom: John Wiley & Sons. 



83 

 

 

 

Cheung, M. W.-L., & Chan, W. (2005). Meta-analytic structural equation modeling: A 

two-stage approach. Psychological Methods, 10(1), 40-64.  

Choi, H., & Marks, N. F. (2013). Marital Quality, Socioeconomic Status, And Physical 

Health. Journal of Marriage and Family, 75(4), 903-919.  

Claxton, A. (2010). Intersecting Contexts: An Examination Of Social Class, Gender, 

Race, And Depressive Symptoms. (PhD), University of Massachusetts, Amherst.    

Coltman, T., Devinney, T. M., Midgley, D. F., & Venaik, S. (2008). Formative versus 

reflective measurement models: Two applications of formative measurement. 

Journal of Business Research, 61, 1250-1262.  

Conley, D. (2008). Reading class between the lines (of this volume): A reflection on why 

we should stick to folks concepts of social class. In A. Laureau & D. Conley 

(Eds.), Social class: How does it work? (pp. 366-373). New York, NY: Russell 

Sage Foundation. 

Cook, K. S., Cheshire, C., Rice, E. R. W., & Nakagawa, S. (2013). Social exchange 

theory. In J. Delamater & A. Ward (Eds.), Handbook of Social Psychology 

(Second ed., pp. 61-88). New York: Springer. 

Costner, H. L. (1969). Theory, deduction, and rules of correspondence. American Journal 

of Sociology, 75(2), 245-263.  

Costner, H. L. (1971). Utilizing causal models to discover flaws in experiements. 

Sociometry, 34(3), 398-410.  

Cote, S. (2011). How social class shapes thoughts and actions in organizations. Research 

in organizational behavior, 31, 43-71.  

Cote, S., Piff, P. K., & Willer, R. (2013). For whom do the ends justify the means? Social 

class and utilitarian moral judgment. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 104(3), 490-503.  

Coulangeon, P. (2013). The Omnivore And The 'Class Defector'. Musical Taste And 

Social Mobility In Contemporary France. Working Paper.   

Davis-Blake, A., & Broschak, J. P. (2009). Outsourcing and the changing nature of work. 

Annual Review of Sociology, 35, 321-340.  



84 

 

 

 

Del Re, A. C., & Hoyt, W. T. (2012). MAc: Meta-analysis with correlations. (Version 

1.1). 

Diemer, M. A., Mistry, R. S., Wadsworth, M. E., Lopez, I., & Reimers, F. (2013). Best 

practices in conceptualizing and measuring social class in psychological research. 

Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 13(1), 77-113.  

DiMaggio, P. J. (2012). Sociological perspectives on the face-to-face enactment of class 

distinction. In S. T. Fiske & H. R. Markus (Eds.), Facing social class: How 

societal rank influences interaction. (pp. 15-38). New York: Russell Sage 

Foundation. 

DiPetre, T. A., Gelman, A., McCormick, T., Teitler, J., & Zheng, T. (2011). Segregation 

in social networks based on acquiantenceship and trust. American Journal of 

Sociology, 116(4), 1234-1283.  

Dubois, D., Rucker, D. D., & Galinsky, A. D. (2015). Social class, power, and 

selfishness: When and why upper and lower class individuals behave unethically. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 108(3), 436-451.  

Edwards, J. R. (2011). The fallacy of formative measurement. Organizational Research 

Methods, 14(2), 370-388.  

Edwards, J. R., & Bagozzi, R. P. (2000). On the nature and directions of relationships 

between constructs and measures. Psychological Methods, 5(2), 155-174.  

Edwards, R. (1979). Contested terrain: The transformation of the workplace in the 

twentieth century. New York, NY: Basic Books. 

Emmison, M., & Western, M. (1990). Social class and social identity: A comment on 

Marshall et al. Sociology, 24(2), 241-253.  

Evans, G. (1992). Is Britain A Class-Divided Society - A Reanalysis And Extension Of 

Marshall et al. Study Of Class-Consciousness. Sociology-the Journal of the 

British Sociological Association, 26(2), 233-258.  

Evans, G. (1996). Putting Men And Women Into Classes: An Assessment Of The Cross-

Sex Validity Of The Goldthorpe Class Schema. Sociology-the Journal of the 

British Sociological Association, 30(2), 209-234.  



85 

 

 

 

Evans, G., & Mills, C. (2000). In search of the wage-labour/service contract: New 

evidence on the validity of the Goldthorpe class schema. British Journal of 

Sociology, 51(4), 641-661.  

Festinger, L. (1954). A theory of social comparison processes. Human Relations, 7, 117-

140.  

Fiske, S. T. (2013). What's in a theory of rank? Psychological Inquiry, 24, 109-111.  

Fiske, S. T., Cuddy, A. J. C., & Glick, P. (2006). Universal dimensions of social 

cognition: Warmth and competence. Trends in cognitive sciences, 11(2), 77-83.  

Floyd, M. F., Mcguire, F. A., Shinew, K. J., & Noe, F. P. (1994). Race, Class, And 

Leisure Activity Preferences - Marginality And Ethnicity Revisited. Journal of 

Leisure Research, 26(2), 158-173.  

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with 

unobservable variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 

18(1), 39-50.  

Freeman, M. A. (2001). Linking Self And Social Structure - A Psychological Perspective 

On Social Identity In Sri Lanka. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 32(3), 

291-308.  

Gerhards, J., Hans, S., & Mutz, M. (2012). Social Class And Highbrow Lifestyle - A 

Cross-National Analysis. Working Paper.   

Geyskens, I., Krishnan, R., Steenkamp, J.-B. E. M., & Cunha, P. V. (2009). A review and 

evaluation of meta-analysis practices in management research. Journal of 

Management, 35(2), 393-419.  

Gilpin, A. R. (1993). Table for conversion of Kendall's tau to Spearman's rho within the 

context of measures of magnitude of effects for meta-analysis. . Educational and 

Psychological Measurement, 53, 87-92.  

Goldstein, A. (2012). Revenge of the managers: Labor cost-cutting and the paradoxical 

resurgence of managerialsm in the shareholder value era, 1984 to 2001. American 

Sociological Review, 77(2), 268-294.  

Goldthorpe, J. H. (1996). Class analysis and the reorientation of class theory: The case of 

persisting differentials in educational attainment. The British Journal of 

Sociology, 47(3), 481-505.  



86 

 

 

 

Goldthorpe, J. H. (2000a). Rent, class conflict, and class structure: A commentary on 

Sorensen. American Journal of Sociology, 105(6), 1572-1582.  

Goldthorpe, J. H. (2000b). Social class and the differentiation of employment contracts. 

In J. H. Goldthorpe (Ed.), On sociology. (pp. 206-229). Oxford, U.K.: Oxford 

University Press. 

Goldthorpe, J. H. (2007). Cultural capital: Some critical observations. Sociologica, 2, 1-

23.  

Goldthorpe, J. H. (2008). Two oppositions in studies of class: A reflection. In A. Laureau 

& D. Conley (Eds.), Social class: How does it work? (pp. 350-353). New York, 

NY: Russell Sage Foundation. 

Goldthorpe, J. H., & Marshall, G. (1992). The promising future of class analysis: A 

response to recent critiques. Sociology, 26(3), 381-400.  

González, M. G., Swanson, D. P., Lynch, M., & Williams, G. C. (2014). Testing 

Satisfaction Of Basic Psychological Needs As A Mediator Of The Relationship 

Between Socioeconomic Status And Physical And Mental Health. Journal of 

Health Psychology, 21(6), 972-982.  

Goodman, E., Adler, N. E., Kawachi, I., Frazier, A. L., Huang, B., & Colditz, G. A. 

(2001). Adolescents' perceptions of social status: Development and evaluation of 

a new indicator. Pediatrics, 108(2), 1-8.  

Gray, B., & Kish-Gephart, J. J. (2013). Encountering social class differences at work: 

How "class work" perpetuates inequality. Academy of Management Review, 

38(4), 670-699.  

Grusky, D. B., & Galescu, G. (2005). Foundations of a neo-Durkheimian class analysis. 

In E. O. Wright (Ed.), Approaches to class analysis. (pp. 51-82). United 

Kingdom: Cambridge University Press. 

Grusky, D. B., & Hauser, R. M. (1984). Comparative social mobility revisited: Model of 

convergence and divergence in 16 countries. American Sociological Review, 49, 

19-38.  

Grusky, D. B., & Sorensen, J. B. (1998). Can class analysis be salvaged? American 

Journal of Sociology, 103(5), 1187-1234.  



87 

 

 

 

Grusky, D. B., & Weeden, K. A. (2008). Are there social classes? A framework for 

testing sociology's favorite concept. In A. Lareau & D. Conley (Eds.), Social 

class: How does it work? (pp. 65-89). New York: Russell Sage Foundation. 

Gupta, V., & Hanges, P. J. (2004). Regional and climate clustering of societal cultures. In 

R. House, P. J. Hanges, M. Javidan, P. W. Dorfman, & V. Gupta (Eds.), Culture, 

leadership, and organizations: The GLOBE study of 62 societies. Thousand Oaks, 

CA: Sage. 

Güveli, A., Need, A., & De Graaf, N. D. (2007). Socio-Political, Cultural And Economic 

Preferences And Behaviour Of The Social And Cultural Specialists And The 

Technocrats. Social Class Or Education? Social Indicators Research, 81(3), 597-

631.  

Harrison, D. A., Newman, D. A., & Roth, P. L. (2006). How important are job attitudes? 

Meta-analytic comparisons of integrative behavioral outcomes and time 

sequences. Academy of Management Journal, 49(2), 305-325.  

Hill, C. W. L. (1990). Cooperation, opportunism, and the invisible hand: Implications for 

transaction cost theory. Academy of Management Review, 15(3), 500-513.  

Holt, D. B. (1998). Does cultural capital structure American consumption? Journal of 

Consumer Research, 25(1), 1-25.  

House, R., Hanges, P. J., Javidan, M., Dorfman, P. W., & Gupta, V. (2004). Culture, 

leadership, and organizations: The GLOBE study of 62 societies. Thousand Oaks, 

CA: Sage. 

Hout, M. (2008). How class works: Objective and subjective aspects of class since the 

1970s. In A. Laureau & D. Conley (Eds.), Social class: How does it work? (pp. 

25-64). New York: Russell Sage Foundation. 

Hunter, J. E., & Schmidt, F. L. (2004). Methods of meta-analysis: Correcting error and 

bias in research findings. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Ishida, H. (2009). Does Class Matter In Japan? Demographics Of Class Structure And 

Class Mobility From A Comparative Perspective. Social Class in Contemporary 

Japan, 33-56.  

ISI Web of Knowledge. (2009). Web of Science.   Retrieved March 31st, 2015. 



88 

 

 

 

Jaeger, M. M. (2007). Educational Mobility Across Three Generations: The Changing 

Impact Of Parental Social Class, Economic, Cultural And Social Capital. 

European Societies, 9(4), 527-550.  

Judge, T. A., & Kammeyer-Mueller, J. D. (2012). On The Value Of Aiming High: The 

Causes And Consequences Of Ambition. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(4), 

758-775.  

Judge, T. A., Thoresen, C. J., Bono, J. E., & Patton, G. K. (2001). The job satisfaction-

job performance relationship: A qualitative and quantitative review. 

Psychological Bulletin, 127(3), 376-407.  

Kalleberg, A. L. (2011). Good jobs, bads jobs: The rise of polarized and precarious 

employment systems in the United States. New York, NY: Russell Sage 

Foundation. 

Kalleberg, A. L., & Berg, I. (1987). Work and industry: Structures, markets, and 

processes. New York: Plenum. 

Kaltenthaler, K. C., & Ceccoli, S. J. (2008). Explaining Patterns Of Support For The 

Provision Of Citizen Welfare. Journal of European Public Policy, 15(7), 1041-

1068.  

Kepes, S., Banks, G. C., McDaniel, M. A., & Whetzel, D. L. (2012). Publication bias in 

organizational sciences. Organizational Research Methods, 15(4), 624-662.  

Kish-Gephart, J. J., & Campbell, J. T. (2014). You don't forget your roots: The influence 

of CEO social class background on strategic risk taking. Academy of Management 

Journal.  

Klein, K. J., & Kozlowski, S. W. J. (2000). From micro to meso: Steps in conceptualizing 

and conducting multilevel research. Organizational Research Methods, 3(3), 211-

236.  

Kohn, M. L. (1969). Class and conformity: A study in values. Homewood, Illinois: The 

Dorsey Press. 

Kohn, M. L. (1977). Class and conformity: A study in values. (2nd ed.). Chicago, IL: The 

University of Chicago Press. 

Kohn, M. L. (1989). Social structure and personality: A quintessentially sociological 

approach to social psychology. Social Forces, 68(1), 26-33.  



89 

 

 

 

Kohn, M. L., Naoi, A., Schoenbach, C., Schooler, C., & Slomczynski, K. M. (1990). 

Position in the class structure and psychological functioning in the United States, 

Japan, and Poland. American Journal of Sociology, 95(4), 964-1008.  

Kozlowski, S. W. J., & Klein, K. J. (2000). A multilevel approach to theory and research 

in organizations: Contextual, temporal, and emergent processes. In K. J. Klein & 

S. W. J. Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel theory, research, and methods in 

organizations (pp. 3-90). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Kraus, M. W., Horberg, E. J., & Goetz, J. L. (2011). Social class rank, threat vigilence, 

and hostile reactivity. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 37(10), 1376-

1388.  

Kraus, M. W., & Keltner, D. (2009). Signs of socioeconomic status: A thin-slicing 

approach. Psychological Science, 20, 99-106.  

Kraus, M. W., & Keltner, D. (2013). Social class rank, essentialism, and punitive 

judgment. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 105(2), 247-261.  

Kraus, M. W., & Mendes, W. B. (2014). Sartorial symbols of social class elicit class-

consistent behavioral and physiological responses: A dyadic approach. Journal of 

Experimental Psychology: General, 143(6), 2330-2340.  

Kraus, M. W., Piff, P. K., & Keltner, D. (2009). Social class, sense of control, and social 

explanation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 97(6), 992-1004.  

Kraus, M. W., Piff, P. K., Mendoza-Denton, R., Rheinschmidt, M. L., & Keltner, D. 

(2012). Social class, solipsism, and contextualism: How the rich are different 

from the poor. Psychological Review, 119(3), 546-572.  

Kraus, M. W., Rheinschmidt, M. L., & Piff, P. K. (2012). The intersection of resources 

and rank: Signaling social class in face-to-face encounters. In S. T. Fiske & H. R. 

Markus (Eds.), Facing social class: How societal rank influences interaction. (pp. 

152-172). New York: Russell Sage Foundation. 

Kraus, M. W., & Stephens, N. M. (2012). A road map for an emerging psychology of 

social class. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 6(9), 642-656.  

Kraus, M. W., & Tan, J. J. X. (in press). Americans overestimate social class mobility. 

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology.  



90 

 

 

 

Kraus, M. W., Tan, J. J. X., & Tannenbaum, M. B. (2013). The social ladder: A rank-

based perspective on social class. Psychological Inquiry, 24, 81-96.  

Krieger, N., Williams, D. R., & Moss, N. E. (1997). Measuring social class in U.S. 

publich health research: Concepts, methodologies, and guidelines. Annual Review 

of Publich Health, 18(1), 341-378.  

Lambert, P. S., Prandy, K., & Berman, M. M. (2005). Specificity And Universality In 

Occupation-Based Social Classifications. Working Paper.   

Landecker, W. S. (1963). Class crystallization and class consciousness. American 

Sociological Review, 28(2), 219-229.  

Landis, R. S. (2013). Successfully combining meta-analysis and structural equation 

modeling: Recommendations and strategies. Journal of Business and Psychology, 

28, 251-261.  

Larner, M. P. (2007). The American Worker In Transition: Insecurity, The 

Individualization Of Work, And Job Values In The 1990s. (PhD), Notre Dame 

University.    

Le, H., Schmidt, F. L., Harter, J. K., & Lauver, K. J. (2010). The problem of empirical 

redundancy of constructs in organizational research: An empirical investigation. 

Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 112, 112-125.  

Leana, C. R., Mittal, V., & Stiehl, E. (2012). Organizational behavior and the working 

poor. Organization Science, 23(3), 888-906.  

Leavitt, P. A., & Fryberg, S. A. (2013). Into the labyrinth of social class theory. 

Psychological Inquiry, 24, 120-123.  

Ledesma, R. D., & Valero-Mora, P. (2007). Determining the number of factors to retain 

in EFA: An easy-to-use computer program for carrying out parallel analysis. 

Practical Assessment Research & Evaluation, 12(2), 1-11.  

Lee, Y. G., Teng, H. M., Lim, S. H., & Gallo, W. T. (2005). Older Workers: Who Are 

The Working Poor In The U.S.? Hallym International Journal of Aging, 7(2), 95-

113.  

Li, T., & Gustafsson, V. (2012). Nascent Entrepreneurs In China: Social Class Identity, 

Prior Experience Affiliation And Identification Of Innovative Opportunity: A 



91 

 

 

 

Study Based On The Chinese Panel Study Of Entrepreneurial Dynamics (CPSED) 

Project. Chinese Management Studies, 6(1), 14-35.  

Locke, E. A. (1969). What is job satisfaction? Organizational Behavior and Human 

Performance, 4, 309-336.  

Loher, B. T., Noe, R. A., Moeller, N. L., & Fitzgerald, M. P. (1985). A meta-analysis of 

the relation of job characteristics to job satisfaction. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 70(2), 280-289.  

Lopreato, J., & Hazelrigg, L. E. (1972). Class, conflict, and mobility: Theories and 

studies of class structure. San Francisco, CA: Chandler Publishing Company. 

Lundqvist, D., Reineholm, C., Gustavsson, M., & Ekberg, K. (2013). Investigating Work 

Conditions And Burnout At Three Hierarchical Levels. Journal of Occupational 

and Environmental Medicine, 55(10), 1157-1163.  

MacKenzie, S. B., Podsakoff, P. M., & Jarvis, C. B. (2005). The problem of measurement 

model misspecification in behavioral and organizational research and some 

recommended solutions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(4), 710-730.  

Maggiori, C., Johnston, C. S., Krings, F., Massoudi, K., & Rossier, J. (2013). The Role 

Of Career Adaptability And Work Conditions On General And Professional Well-

Being. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 83(3), 437-449.  

Marx, K. (1978). The Marx-Engels reader. (R. C. Tucker Ed. 2nd Edition ed.). New 

York, NY: W. W. Norton. 

Mathieu, J., & Zajac, D. M. (1990). A review and meta-analysis of the antecedents, 

correlates, and consequences of organizational commitment. Psychological 

Bulletin, 108(2), 171-194.  

Mattsson, A. D. (2012). It's Complex: Exploring The Associations Between 

Socioeconomic Position, Work Complexity And Psychological Distress In Old 

Age: A Population Based Study With More Than 20-Years Follow-Up. Working 

Paper.   

Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1991). A three-component conceptualization of 

organizational commitment. Human Resource Management Review, 1(1), 61-89.  



92 

 

 

 

Meyer, J. P., Allen, N. J., & Smith, C. A. (1993). Commitment to organizations and 

occupations: Extensions and test of a three-component conceptualization. Journal 

of Applied Psychology, 78(4), 538-551.  

Meyer, J. P., Stanley, D. J., Herscovitch, L., & Topolnytsky, L. (2002). Affective, 

continuance, and normative commitment to the organization: A meta-analysis of 

antecedents, correlates, and consequences. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 61, 

20-52.  

Norton, M. I. (2013). All ranks are local: Why humans are both (painfully) aware and 

(surprisingly) unaware of their lot in life. Psychological Inquiry, 24, 124-125.  

Okay-Somerville, B., & Scholarios, D. (2013). Shades Of Grey: Understanding Job 

Quality In Emerging Graduate Occupations. Human Relations, 66(4), 555-585.  

Oliver, M., & Shapiro, T. M. (1995). Black Wealth/White Wealth : A New Perspective On 

Racial Inequality. New York: Routledge. 

Orwin, R. G., & Vevea, J. L. (2009). Evaluating coding decisions. In H. Cooper, L. V. 

Hedges, & J. C. Valentine (Eds.), The handbook of research synthesis and meta-

analysis. (2nd ed., pp. 177-203). New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation. 

Ossowski, S. (1963). Class structure in the social consciousness (S. Patterson, Trans.). 

New York: The Free Press. 

Page, C. H. (1970). Class and American sociology: From Ward to Ross. New York: 

Shocken Books Inc. 

Pakulski, J., & Waters, M. (1996). The reshaping and dissolution of social class in 

advanced society. Theory and Society, 25(5).  

Piff, P. K. (2014). Wealth And The Inflated Self: Class, Entitlement, And Narcissism. 

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 40(1), 34-43.  

Piff, P. K., Kraus, M. W., Cote, S., Cheng, B. H., & Keltner, D. (2010). Having less, 

giving more: The influence of social class on prosocial behavior. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 99(5), 771-784.  

Piketty, T. (2014). Capital in the twenty-first century. Cambridge, MA: Harvad 

University Press. 



93 

 

 

 

Prieur, A., & Savage, M. (2011). Updating cultural capital theory: A discussion based on 

studies in Denmark and in Britain. Poetics, 39, 566-580.  

R Development Core Team. (2010). R: A language and environment for statistical 

computing. Vienna, Austria: R Foundation for Statistical Computing.  

Reed, J. G., & Baxter, P. M. (2009). Using reference databases. In H. Cooper, L. V. 

Hedges, & J. C. Valentine (Eds.), The handbook of research synthesis and meta-

analysis. (pp. 74-101). New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation. 

Reitzel, L. R., & Leventhal, A. M. (2014). Socioeconomic Status And The Reward Value 

Of Smoking Following Tobacco Abstinence: A Laboratory Study. Nicotine & 

Tobacco Research, 16(11), 1455-1462.  

Revelle, W. (2015). psych: Procedures for Personality and Psychological Research 

(Version 1.5.8). Northwestern University, Evanston, Illinois.  

Rose, D., & Pevalin, D. J. (2005). The National Statistics Socio-Economic Classification: 

Origins, Development and Use.  Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave 

Macmillan. 

Rothstein, H. R. (2012). Accessing relevant literature. In H. M. Cooper (Ed.), APA 

handbook of research methods in psychology: Foundations, planning, measures, 

and psychometrics. (Vol. 1, pp. 133-144). Washington: American Psychological 

Association. 

Rubin, B. A. (2014). Employment insecurity and the frayed American Dream. Sociology 

Compass, 8(9), 1083-1099.  

Rupinski, M. T., & Dunlap, W. P. (1996). Approximating Pearson product-moment 

correlations from Kendall's tau and Spearman's rho. Educational and 

Psychological Measurement, 56(3), 419-429.  

Russell, S. (2004). Exploring Relationships And Pathways Between Social Class And 

Tooth Loss, Periodontal Disease And Dental Caries In White And Black US 

Adults. (PhD), Yale University.    

Savage, M., Devine, F., Cunningham, N., Taylor, M., Li, Y., Hjellbrekke, J., . . . Miles, 

A. (2013). A new model of social class? Findings from the BBC's great British 

class survey experiment. Sociology, 47(2), 219-250.  



94 

 

 

 

Savage, M., Warde, A., & Devine, F. (2005). Capital, assets, and resources: Some critical 

issues. The British Journal of Sociology, 56(1), 31-47.  

Saydah, S., & Lochner, K. (2010). Socioeconomic Status And Risk Of Diabetes-Related 

Mortality In The U.S. Public Health Reports, 125(3), 377-388.  

Schwadel, P. (2014). Are White Evangelical Protestants Lower Class? A Partial Test Of 

Church-Sect Theory. Social Science Research, 46, 100-116.  

Sennett, R., & Cobb, J. (1972). The hidden injuries of class. New York, NY: W. W. 

Norton. 

Shaffer, J. A., DeGeest, D., & Li, A. (2016). Tackling the problem of construct 

proliferation: A guide to assessing the discriminant validity of conceptually 

related constructs. Organizational Research Methods, 19(1), 80-110.  

Shanahan, M. J., Bauldry, S., Roberts, B. W., Macmillan, R., & Russo, R. (2014). 

Personality And The Reproduction Of Social Class. Social Forces, 93(1), 209-

240.  

Shkaratan, O., & Yastrebov, G. (2010). Russian Neo-Etacratic Society And Its 

Stratification: Discovering Real Social Groups. Journal of Communist Studies and 

Transition Politics, 26(1), 1-24.  

Snibbe, A. C., & Markus, H. R. (2005). You can't always get what you want: Educational 

attainment, agency, and choice. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

88(4), 703-720.  

Sorensen, A. B. (2000). Toward a sounder basis for class analysis. American Journal of 

Sociology, 105(6), 1523-1558.  

Sorensen, A. B. (2005). Foundations of a rent-based class analysis. In E. O. Wright (Ed.), 

Approaches to class analysis. (pp. 119-151). Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Sorgner, A., & Fritsch, M. (2013). Occupational Choice And Self-Employment: Are They 

Related? Working Paper.   

Spector, P. E. (1985). Measurement of human service staff satisfaction: Development of 

the Job Satisfaction Survey. American Journal of Community Psychology, 13(6), 

693-713.  



95 

 

 

 

Stallings-Smith, S., Goodman, P., Kabir, Z., Clancy, L., & Zeka, A. (2014). 

Socioeconomic Differentials In The Immediate Mortality Effects Of The National 

Irish Smoking Ban. PLoS One, 9(6), e98617.  

Stephens, N. M., Brannon, T. N., Markus, H. R., & Nelson, J. E. (2015). Feeling at home 

in college: Fortifying school-relevant selves to reduce social class disparities in 

higher education. Social Issues and Policy Review, 9(1), 1-24.  

Stephens, N. M., Hamedani, M. G., Markus, H. R., Bergsieker, H. B., & Eloul, L. (2009). 

Why did they "choose" to stay? Perspectives of Hurricane Katrina observers and 

survivors. Psychological Science, 20, 878-886.  

Stephens, N. M., Markus, H. R., & Fryberg, S. A. (2012). Social class disparities in 

health and education: Reducing inequality by applying a sociocultural self model 

of behavior. Psychological Review, 119(4), 723-744.  

Stephens, N. M., Markus, H. R., & Townsend, S. S. M. (2007). Choice as an act of 

meaning: The case of social class. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

93(5), 814-830.  

Stephens, N. M., & Townsend, S. S. M. (2013). Rank is not enough: Why we need a 

sociocultural perspective to understand social class. Psychological Inquiry, 24, 

126-130.  

Stewart, A., Prandy, K., & Blackburn, M. (1973). Measuring the class structure. Nature, 

245, 415-417.  

Strama, I. (2006). Deconstructing The American Dream: Exploring Ethnic Identity And 

Subjective Social Status In 1.5-Generation Immigrants. (PhD), Massachusetts 

School of Professional Psychology.    

Sutton, A. J. (2009). Publication bias. In H. Cooper, L. V. Hedges, & J. C. Valentine 

(Eds.), The handbook of research synthesis and meta-analysis. (pp. 435-452). 

New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation. 

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2014). Using multivariate statistics. Boston: Pearson. 

Tåhlin, M. (2007). Class Clues. European Sociological Review, 23(5), 557-572.  

Teixeira, C., Silva, S., Severo, M., & Barros, H. (2015). Socioeconomic Position Early In 

Adolescence And Mode Of Delivery Later In Life: Findings From A Portuguese 

Birth Cohort. PLoS One, 10(3), e0119517.  



96 

 

 

 

Tomescu-Dubrow, I. (2006). Intergenerational Social Mobility In Romania: Changes In 

The Patterns Of Flows And Relationships In The Postcommunist Era. 

International Journal of Sociology, 36(1), 46-48.  

Tomlinson, M. (2003). Lifestyle and social class. European Sociological Review, 19(1), 

97-111.  

Tonidandel, S., & LeBreton, J. M. (2008). Multivariate relative importance: Extending 

relative weight analysis to multivariate criterion spaces. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 93(2), 329-345.  

Tonidandel, S., & LeBreton, J. M. (2011). Relative importance analysis: A useful 

supplement to regression analysis. Journal of Business and Psychology, 26, 1-9.  

van Hek, M., & Kraaykamp, G. (2013). Cultural Consumption Across Countries: A 

Multi-Level Analysis Of Social Inequality In Highbrow Culture In Europe. 

Poetics, 41(4), 323-341.  

Veenstra, G. (2005). Can Taste Illumine Class? Cultural Knowledge And Forms Of 

Inequality. Canadian Journal of Sociology, 30(3), 247-279.  

Veenstra, G. (2007). Who The Heck Is Don Bradman? Sport Culture And Social Class In 

British Columbia, Canada. Canadian Review of Sociology and Anthropology, 

44(3), 319-343.  

Viechtbauer, W. (2010). Conducting meta-analyses in R with the metafor package. 

Journal of Statistical Software, 36(3), 1-48.  

Viechtbauer, W., & Cheung, M. W.-L. (2010). Outlier and influence diagnostics for 

meta-analysis. Research Synthesis Methods, 1, 112-125.  

Viswesvaran, C., & Ones, D. (1995). Theory testing: Combining psychometric meta-

analysis and structural equations modeling. Personnel Psychology, 48, 865-885.  

Warde, A., Martens, L., & Olsen, W. (1999). Consumption And The Problem Of Variety: 

Cultural Omnivorousness, Social Distinction And Dining Out. Sociology, 33(1), 

105-127.  

Weeden, K. A. (1999). From borders to barriers: Strategies of occupational closure and 

the structure of occupational rewards. (Doctor of Philosophy), Stanford 

University, Stanford, CA.    



97 

 

 

 

Weeden, K. A. (2002). Why do some occupations pay more than others? Social closure 

and earnings inequality in the United States. American Journal of Sociology, 

108(1), 55-101.  

Weeden, K. A., & Grusky, D. B. (2005). The case for a new class map. American Journal 

of Sociology, 111(1), 141-212.  

Weeden, K. A., Kim, Y.-M., Di Carlo, M., & Grusky, D. B. (2007). Social class and 

earnings inequality. American Behavioral Scientist, 50(5), 702-736.  

Weininger, E. B. (2005). Foundations of Pierre Bourdieu's class analysis. In E. O. Wright 

(Ed.), Approaches to class analysis. (pp. 119-149). Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Whitbeck, L. B., Simons, R. L., Conger, R. D., Wickrama, K. A. S., Ackley, K. A., & 

Elder, G. H. (1997). The Effects Of Parents' Working Conditions And Family 

Economic Hardship On Parenting Behaviors And Children's Self-Efficacy. Social 

Psychology Quarterly, 60(4), 291-303.  

White, H. D. (1994). Scientific communication and literature retrieval. In H. Cooper & L. 

V. Hedges (Eds.), The handbook of research synthesis. (pp. 42-55). New York: 

Russell Sage Foundation. 

White, M., & Smeaton, D. (2016). Older British employees’ declining attitudes over 20 

years and across classes. Human Relations, 69(8), 1619-1641.  

Wilkinson, R. G., & Pickett, K. E. (2009). Income inequality and social dysfunction. 

Annual Review of Sociology, 35, 493-511.  

Williams, L. J., & McConagle, A. K. (2016). Four research designs and a comprehensive 

analysis strategy for investigating common method variance with self-report 

measures using latent variables. . Journal of Business and Psychology, 31, 339-

359.  

Wilson, D. B. (2009). Systematic coding. In H. Cooper, L. V. Hedges, & J. C. Valentine 

(Eds.), The handbook of research synthesis and meta-analysis. (pp. 160-176). 

New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation. 

Wilson, S. J., Polanin, J. R., & Lipsey, M. W. (2016). Fitting meta-analytic structural 

equation models with complex datasets. Research Synthesis Methods, 7, 121-139.  



98 

 

 

 

Wodtke, G. (2014). Class Structure And Income Inequality In The United States. (PhD), 

University of Michigan.    

Wodtke, G. T. (2015). Continuity and change in the American class structure: Workplace 

ownership and authority relations from 1972 to 2010. Research in social 

stratification and mobility, 42, 48-61.  

Wodtke, G. T. (2016). Social class and income inequality in the United States: 

Ownership, authority, and personal income distribution from 1980 to 2010. 

American Sociological Review, 121(5), 1375-1415.  

Wood, J. A. (2008). Methodology for dealing with duplicate study effects in a meta-

analysis. Organizational Research Methods, 11(1), 79-95.  

Woodworth, G. (1994). Managing meta-analytic databases. In H. Cooper & L. V. Hedges 

(Eds.), The handbook of research synthesis. (pp. 178-189). New York, NY: 

Russell Sage Foundation. 

Wright, E. O. (1997). Class counts: Comparative studies in class analysis. Cambridge, 

UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Wright, E. O. (2000a). Class counts: Comparative studies in class analysis. Cambridge, 

U.K.: Cambridge University Press. 

Wright, E. O. (2000b). Class, exploitation, and economic rents: Reflections on Sorenson's 

"sounder basis". American Journal of Sociology, 105(6), 1559-1571.  

Wright, E. O. (2005). Foundations of a neo-Marxist class analysis. In E. O. Wright (Ed.), 

Approaches to class analysis (pp. 1-26). United Kingdom: Cambridge University 

Press. 

Wright, E. O. (2008). Logics of class analysis. In A. Laureau & D. Conley (Eds.), Social 

class: How does it work? (pp. 329-349). New York, NY: Russell Sage 

Foundation. 

Wright, E. O., & Perrone, L. (1977). Marxist class categories and income inequality. 

American Sociological Review, 42, 32-55.  

Zhang, Y., Yang, J., Tang, J., Au, K., & Xue, H. (2013). Prior Experience And Social 

Class As Moderators Of The Planning-Performance Relationship In China's 

Emerging Economy. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 7(3), 214-229.  



 

 

 

99 

T
A

B
L

E
 1

: 
S

u
m

m
ar

y
 o

f 
th

eo
re

ti
ca

l 
p

er
sp

ec
ti

v
es

 o
f 

so
ci

al
 c

la
ss

 

  T
h
eo

re
ti

ca
l 

P
er

sp
ec

ti
ve

 
D

ef
in

it
io

n
 o

f 
S
o
ci

a
l 

C
la

ss
 

A
ss

u
m

p
ti

o
n
s 

O
p
er

a
ti

o
n

a
li

za
ti

o
n
 

R
ef

er
en

ce
s 

N
eo

-M
ar

x
is

ts
: 

S
o

ci
al

 

C
la

ss
 b

as
ed

 o
n

 t
h

e 

R
el

at
io

n
sh

ip
 t

o
 

P
ro

d
u
ct

io
n
 

S
tr

u
ct

u
re

d
 p

at
te

rn
s 

o
f 

in
te

ra
ct

io
n

 t
h

at
 a

re
 

p
ri

m
ar

il
y
 b

as
ed

 o
n
 

ri
g
h

ts
 a

n
d

 p
o

w
er

s 
o
v
er

 

p
ro

d
u

ct
iv

e 
re

so
u
rc

es
 

S
tr

u
ct

u
ra

l 

 C
at

eg
o
ri

ca
l 

 R
el

at
io

n
sh

ip
s 

o
f 

ex
p
lo

it
at

io
n
 

ar
e 

p
ri

m
ar

y
 m

ec
h
an

is
m

s 

 

M
ea

n
s 

o
f 

p
ro

d
u

ct
io

n
  

 A
u
th

o
ri

ty
  

 S
ca

rc
e 

sk
il

ls
 

W
ri

g
h

t 
(2

0
0
0

a)
 

 
 

 
 

 

N
eo

-W
eb

er
ia

n
: 

S
o
ci

al
 

C
la

ss
 v

ia
 t

h
e 

M
ar

k
et

p
la

ce
 

S
im

il
ar

 c
h

an
ce

s 
to

 

ac
ce

ss
 s

ca
rc

e 
o
r 

v
al

u
ed

 

o
u

tc
o

m
es

 

S
tr

u
ct

u
ra

l 

 C
at

eg
o
ri

ca
l 

 M
ar

k
et

-b
as

ed
 e

x
ch

an
g
es

 a
re

 t
h
e 

p
ri

m
ar

y
 m

ec
h
an

is
m

s 

E
m

p
lo

y
m

en
t 

re
la

ti
o
n

sh
ip

 

 A
ss

et
 s

p
ec

if
ic

it
y
 

 A
u
to

n
o
m

y
 

G
o

ld
th

o
rp

e 
(2

0
0
0

b
) 

 
 

 
 

 

N
eo

-D
u
rk

h
ei

m
ia

n
: 

S
o
ci

al
 C

la
ss

 v
ia

 

O
cc

u
p
at

io
n
s 

O
cc

u
p

at
io

n
al

 

as
so

ci
at

io
n

s 

S
tr

u
ct

u
ra

l 

 C
at

eg
o
ri

ca
l 

 S
o
ci

al
 c

lo
su

re
 i

s 
a 

k
ey

 

m
ec

h
an

is
m

 

O
cc

u
p
at

io
n
s 

(i
.e

.,
 g

ro
u
p

in
g
 o

f 

te
ch

n
ic

al
 s

im
il

ar
 j

o
b

s 
th

at
 a

re
 

in
st

it
u
ti

o
n
al

iz
ed

 i
n

 t
h

e 
la

b
o
r 

m
ar

k
et

) 

W
ee

d
en

 a
n

d
 G

ru
sk

y
 

(2
0

0
5
) 

 
 

 
 

 

N
eo

-R
ic

ar
d
ia

n
: 

S
o

ci
al

 

C
la

ss
 a

s 
W

ea
lt

h
 

C
ap

ac
it

y
 t

o
 r

ec
ei

v
e 

re
tu

rn
 o

n
 a

ss
et

s,
 d

ir
ec

tl
y
 

o
r 

in
d

ir
ec

tl
y
, 
th

ro
u
g
h
 

ex
ch

an
g
e 

S
tr

u
ct

u
ra

l 

 G
ra

d
at

io
n
al

 

 E
x
tr

ac
ti

n
g
 r

en
ts

 b
as

ed
 o

n
 

w
ea

lt
h
 i

s 
k
ey

 m
ec

h
an

is
m

 

T
o
ta

l 
w

ea
lt

h
 

 



 

 

 

100 

T
A

B
L

E
 1

: 
(c

o
n
ti

n
u
ed

) 

  

T
h
eo

re
ti

ca
l 

P
er

sp
ec

ti
ve

 

D
ef

in
it

io
n
 o

f 
S
o
ci

a
l 

C
la

ss
 

A
ss

u
m

p
ti

o
n
s 

O
p
er

a
ti

o
n
a
li

za
ti

o
n
 

R
ef

er
en

ce
s 

B
o
u
rd

ie
u
: 

S
o
ci

al
 C

la
ss

 

as
 C

ap
it

al
 

D
iv

is
io

n
s 

o
f 

la
b
o
r 

b
as

ed
 o

n
 s

y
m

b
o
li

c 

re
la

ti
o
n
s 

an
d
 

ec
o
n
o
m

ic
 r

ea
li

ti
es

 

In
d
iv

id
u
al

/S
tr

u
ct

u
ra

l 

 G
ra

d
at

io
n
al

 

 H
ab

it
u
s 

is
 a

 k
e
y
 

m
ed

ia
ti

n
g
 m

ec
h
an

is
m

 

H
u
m

an
 c

ap
it

al
 

 S
o
ci

al
 c

ap
it

al
 

 C
u
lt

u
ra

l 
ca

p
it

al
 

B
o
u
rd

ie
u
 (

1
9
8
4
) 

 S
av

ag
e 

et
 a

l.
 (

2
0
1
3

) 

 
 

 
 

 

S
o
ci

o
cu

lt
u
ra

l 
S

el
f 

M
o
d
el

: 
S

o
ci

al
 C

la
ss

 a
s 

S
o
ci

o
cu

lt
u
ra

l 
S

el
v
es

 

A
 u

n
iq

u
e 

id
en

ti
ty

 t
h
at

 

fo
rm

s 
b
as

ed
 o

n
 o

n
e’

s 

en
v
ir

o
n
m

en
t 

an
d
 

sh
ap

es
 h

o
w

 t
h
e
y
 

re
sp

o
n
d
 t

o
 t

h
is

 

en
v
ir

o
n
m

en
t 

In
d
iv

id
u
al

/S
tr

u
ct

u
ra

l 

 G
ra

d
at

io
n
al

 

 S
el

f/
id

en
ti

ty
 i

s 
a 

k
e
y
 

m
ed

ia
ti

n
g
 m

ec
h
an

is
m

 

O
b
je

ct
iv

e 
re

so
u

rc
es

: 


 

W
ea

lt
h

 


 

E
d
u
ca

ti
o
n

 


 

O
cc

u
p
at

io
n
al

 

p
re

st
ig

e 

 Id
en

ti
ty

 

S
te

p
h
en

s 
et

 a
l.

 (
2
0
1
2
) 

 
 

 
 

 

S
o
ci

al
 C

o
g
n
it

iv
e 

M
o
d
el

: 
S

o
ci

al
 C

la
ss

 a
s 

S
o
ci

al
 C

o
g
n
it

iv
e 

R
an

k
in

g
s 

A
 s

o
ci

al
 c

o
n
te

x
t 

th
at

 

in
d
iv

id
u
al

s 
in

h
ab

it
 i

n
 

en
d
u
ri

n
g
 a

n
d
 

p
er

v
as

iv
e 

w
a
y
s 

o
v
er

 

ti
m

e 

In
d
iv

id
u
al

 

 G
ra

d
at

io
n
al

 

 S
o
ci

al
 c

o
m

p
ar

is
o
n
s 

ar
e 

k
ey

 m
ec

h
an

is
m

s 

O
b
je

ct
iv

e:
 


 

W
ea

lt
h

 


 

E
d
u
ca

ti
o
n

 


 

O
cc

u
p
at

io
n
al

 

p
re

st
ig

e 

 R
an

k
-b

as
ed

 c
o
m

p
ar

is
o
n
s 

K
ra

u
s,

 P
if

f,
 e

t 
al

. 

(2
0
1
2
) 



101 

 

 

 

TABLE 2: Descriptive statistics for study characteristics 

 

 
Variable Descriptive Statistics % 

Agree 
κ ICC 

 MD Min. Max. Freq. % 

Sample size (n = 878) 1,239 21 11,616,944     .99 
        .74 

Time period (n = 738) 1999 1928 2013      

         
Reference type (N = 933)      100% 1.00  

Journal    659 71%    

Book/Book Chapter    25 3%    
Dissertation/Thesis    90 10%    

Technical Report    8 1%    

Other (e.g., Working Paper)    151 16%    
         

Data source (N = 933)      98% .95  

Archival    697 75%    
Author Collected    231 25%    

Other – Specify    3 <1%    

         
Countrya (N = 939)      100% 1.00  

United States    270 29%    

United Kingdom    109 12%    
Finland    52 6%    

Germany    36 4%    

Canada    35 4%    
Netherlands    28 3%    

Sweden    21 2%    

China    19 2%    
Spain    16 2%    

Ireland    15 2%    

Various Countriesb    56 5%    
Missing/Indeterminate    20 2%    

         

Study design (N = 933)      100% 1.00  
Correlational    922 99%    

Experimental    11 1%    

Note. MD = median, Min. = minimum, Max. = maximum.  Descriptions of categories are included in the 

codebook (see Appendix E).  Kappa estimates are provided for categorical variables and ICC estimates, 

which are based on a one-way random effects model, are reported for continuous variables. 
a
Studies 

reported samples from 94 different countries.  However, only the ten most frequent countries are reported 

in this table. 
b
Studies were classified as “various countries” if they featured multi-national samples and 

only reported aggregate information. 
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TABLE 3: Descriptive statistics for measure characteristics 

 

 
Variable Descriptive Statistics % 

Agree 
κ ICC 

 MD Min. Max. Freq. % 

Measure for Construct (N = 3,389)      92% .52  
Means of Production    15 <1%    

Authority    30 1%    

Scarce Skills/Asset Specificity    106 3%    
Employment Relationship    60 2%    

Autonomy    45 1%    

Occupation    776 23%    
Occupational Prestige    136 4%    

Wealth    205 6%    

Income    514 15%    
Education    996 29%    

Social Capital    121 4%    

Cultural Capital    139 4%    
Subjective Social Class – Identity    107 3%    

Subjective Social Class – Rank    75 2%    

Job Satisfaction    37 1%    
Organizational Commitment    12 <1%    

Power    10 <1%    

Status    5 <1%    
         

Level of Analysis (N = 3,389)      91% .80  

Individual    3049 90%    
Household    195 6%    

Organization/Firm    6 <1%    

Occupation    62 2%    
City/Neighborhood    62 2%    

National    15 <1%    

         
Referent of Measure (N = 3,389)      93% .66  

Target    2,907 86%    

Parent    461 13%    
         

Type of Reliability Estimate (N = 217)      90% .00  

Internal Consistency    212 98%    
Test-Retest    5 2%    

Note. MD = median, Min. = minimum, Max. = maximum.  Descriptions of categories are included in the 

codebook (see Appendix E).  Kappa estimates are provided for categorical variables and ICC estimates, 

which are based on a one-way random effects model, are reported for continuous variables.
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TABLE 3: (continued): 

 

 
Variable Descriptive Statistics % 

Agree 
κ ICC 

 MD Min. Max. Freq. % 

Reliability Estimate (N = 218)        1.00 
Authority .76 .66 .88 6     

Scarce Skills/Asset Specificity .79 .66 .99 23     

Employment Relationship .74 .53 .90 15     
Autonomy .74 .57 .92 18     

Occupation .76 .68 .83 2     

Occupational Prestige .94 .92 .95 2     
Wealth .67 .55 .85 13     

Income .75   1     

Education .64 .59 .68 2     
Social Capital .81 .57 .93 46     

Cultural Capital .74 .44 .92 35     

Subjective Social Class – Identity .81 .42 .97 13     
Subjective Social Class – Rank .97 .87 .97 3     

Job Satisfaction .80 .57 .89 15     

Organizational Commitment .84 .67 .90 12     
Power .92 .90 .94 8     

Status .94 .93 .96 4     

         
Occupation Scheme (N = 775)         

Goldthorpe    198 26% 53% .33  

Wright    7 1%    
CAMSIS    24 3%    

ESeC    17 2%    

Other    529 68%    
         

Number of Occupational Categories 4 2 17     1.00 

         
Education – Type (N = 909)      93% .84  

Continuous    155 17%    

Categorical    754 83%    
         

Number of Education Categories 5 2 15     1.00 

         
Income – Type (N = 426)      90% .72  

Continuous    156 37%    

Categorical    270 63%    
         

Number of Income Categories 8 2 40     1.00 
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TABLE 4: Examples of common social class measures 

 

 
Construct Measure Example References 

1. Means of Production  Employer G. Veenstra (2005) 

   

2. Authority  Supervisory Responsibility G. Evans (1996) 

Lundqvist, Reineholm, Gustavsson, and Ekberg 
(2013) 

  Decision-Making G. Veenstra (2005) 

   

3. Scarce Skills  Training/Training 

Requirements 

Tåhlin (2007) 

  Experience Oliver and Shapiro (1995) 

Zhang, Yang, Tang, Au, and Xue (2013) 

  Skill Level (Okay-Somerville & Scholarios, 2013) 

Sorgner and Fritsch (2013) 

  Complexity Bol and Weeden (2015) 

Mattsson (2012) 
   

4. Employment Relationship  Salary/Contract Achterberg and Houtman (2006) 

Lee, Teng, Lim, and Gallo (2005) 
  Job Insecurity Maggiori, Johnston, Krings, Massoudi, and Rossier 

(2013) 

Larner (2007) 
   

5. Autonomy  Self-Direction Shanahan, Bauldry, Roberts, Macmillan, and Russo 
(2014) 

  Scheduling Autonomy Whitbeck et al. (1997) 

Banerjee, Tolbert, and DiCiccio (2012) 
   

6. Occupation  Erikson-Goldthorpe Schema Ishida (2009) 

  Wright Schema G. Wodtke (2014) 

   

7. Occupational Prestige  Duncan Scale Judge and Kammeyer-Mueller (2012) 
Li and Gustafsson (2012) 

  Nakao-Tam Scale Schwadel (2014) 

Claxton (2010) 
  International Socioeconomic 

Index 

Bachmayer, Wilterdink, and van Venrooij (2014) 

Tomescu-Dubrow (2006) 

   

8. Wealth  Home Ownership Boscarino and Chang (1999) 

Jaeger (2007) 
  Asset Index (e.g., net worth) Aitsi-Selmi (2013) 

  Items Owned (e.g., car, 
computer) 

Lambert, Prandy, and Berman (2005) 

Stallings-Smith, Goodman, Kabir, Clancy, and 
Zeka (2014) 

   
9. Income  Annual income González, Swanson, Lynch, and Williams (2014) 

Reitzel and Leventhal (2014) 

  Poverty (income relative to 
absolute threshold) 

Russell (2004) 
Saydah and Lochner (2010) 

10. Education  Years of Education Choi and Marks (2013) 

Teixeira, Silva, Severo, and Barros (2015) 
  Attainment Cheng and Furnham (2014) 

   
11. Social Capital  Trust Kaltenthaler and Ceccoli (2008) 

  Network Characteristics Brooks (2010) 

  Membership Gerry Veenstra (2007) 
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TABLE 4: (continued): 

  
Construct Measure Example References 

12. Cultural Capital  Composite 
(Omnivore/Highbrow) 

van Hek and Kraaykamp (2013) 

  Arts Güveli, Need, and De Graaf (2007) 

  Food Warde, Martens, and Olsen (1999) 

  Books Gerhards, Hans, and Mutz (2012) 

  Leisure Shkaratan and Yastrebov (2010) 

  Music Coulangeon (2013) 

  Newspaper Jaeger (2007) 

   
13. Social Class – Identity  Placement Floyd, Mcguire, Shinew, and Noe (1994) 

  Consciousness G. Evans (1992) 

  Identification Strama (2006) 

   

14. Social Class – Ranking  McArthur Ladder Scale P. K. Piff (2014) 

  Relative Ranking Freeman (2001) 
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TABLE 7: Principal components analysis 

 

 

Objective Indicators 
Loadings  R

2 

C1 C2 C3  C1 C2 C3 

1.  MOP .04 -.82 .38   .67  

2.  Authority .05 .11 .62    .38 

3.  Sca. skills .38 .05 .26     

4.  Emply. Rel. -.07 .83 .39   .69  

5.  Autonomy -.12 .06 .82    .67 

6.  Occupation .78 -.06 -.16  .61   

7.  Occ. Prest. .87 -.12 -.08  .76   

8.  Wealth .11 -.12 .54    .29 

9.  Income .43 -.03 .23  .18   

10.  Education .82 .10 -.17  .67   

11.  So. Cap. -.26 -.10 .79    .62 

12.  Cu. Cap. .33 .13 .27     

     .56 .68 .49 

        

    Correlations C1 C2 C3 

    C1 1.00   

    C2 -.02 1.00  

    C3 .55 .03 1.00 

Note. N = 556. C = component; AVE = average variance extracted; MOP = Means of 

production, Sca. Skills = scarce skills, Emply. Rel. = employment relationship, Occ. 

Prest. = occupational prestige, So. Cap = social capital, Cu. Cap. = cultural capital. * 

indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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TABLE 8: Association among composite social class measures 

 

 

 1 2 

1. Objective Social Class   

2. Subjective Social Class .56
a 

 

3. Job Attitudes .48
a
 .23

b 

Note. Aggregate relationship based on synthesized effect sizes from 
a
twelve objective 

indicators of social class and 
b
two subjective indicators of social class (see Table 5). 
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TABLE 9: Meta-regression model for moderator analysis 

 

 

 
Full 

Sample 

Outliers 

Removed 

Intercept .37** .33** 

   

Effect-Size-Level Moderators (L1)   

   

Level of Analysis: Individual-Level Measures -.03 -.01 

Referent: Parent .03 .02 

Converted Effect Size .04 .04 

   

Study-Level Moderators (L2)   

   

Time Period: Post-1984 -.13*** -.12** 

Geographic Region: Latin Europe -.03 -.03 

Geographic Region: Nordic Europe .06* .06* 

Geographic Region: Germanic Europe .01 .01 

Geographic Region: Eastern Europe .12** .13** 

Geographic Region: Latin America .14* .15** 

Geographic Region: Sub-Saharan Africa .16 .17 

Geographic Region: Middle East .15* .16* 

Geographic Region: Southern Asia .04 .05 

Geographic Region: Confucian Asia .01 .01 

   

Data Source: Archival -.01 .00 

Data Source: Other .06 .07 

   

N – Effect Sizes (L1) 3,920 3,905 

N – Multiple Measures (L2) 2,785 2,769 

N – Studies (L3) 580 576 

Note.  * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.  Reference categories for moderators are 

effect sizes based on measure at either household, occupation, city or national level (level 

of analysis), respondent (referent), pre-1984 (time period), Anglo region (geographic 

region) and author collected (data source). 
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FIGURE 2: Application of inclusion and exclusion criteria 

Article identified from literature 

search

(9,949)
Article does not include working adults (907)

Article unavailable in English (27)

Article is identical to earlier article (79)

Article includes working adults

Article reported in English

Article is unique

Article does not report quantitative data (3,647)

Article reports quantitative data

Article includes multiple 

measures of social class

or

Article measures relationship 

between social class and job 

attitudes

Article does not measure social class (618)

Article does not include multiple measures of 

social class (1,434)

Article does not provide sufficient data to 

estimate effect size (2,668)

Article provides sufficient data 

to estimate effect size

Authors cannot be 

contacted or do not 

provide requisite 

information (2,645)

Article included for 

subsequent analysis (592)

Authors provide requisite 

information (23)
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APPENDIX B: REQUEST FOR UNPUBLISHED WORKS 

 

 

Dear colleagues, 

 

As part of an ongoing meta-analysis, I am writing to request any unpublished and in-

press studies of social class.  Because there are competing operationalizatons of this 

construct, this request may be a bit cumbersome. However, I am most interested in work 

that has used multiple measures from the following list: 

 

 Designating an individual as either an owner, a manager, a worker 

 Job authority 

 Job autonomy 

 Working under a fixed or temporary contract 

 Skills or expertise 

 Occupational membership 

 Occupational prestige 

 Wealth 

 Income 

 Education 

 Status or prestige of one’s social network 

 Cultural capital (e.g., preferences for music, art, food, sports, leisure 

activities) 

 Subjective perceptions of one’s social class 

 

Also, I would be interested in any studies where you have examined how any of the 

measures from the previous list relate to: 

 Status 

 Power 

 Organizational commitment 

 Job satisfaction 

 

If you choose to share your work, I would be grateful if you could provide the following 

information. 

 Design of your study (e.g., cross-sectional, longitudinal, time-lag if longitudinal, 

experimental) 

 Sample size 

 Measures of association among the variables (e.g., correlation coefficient, 

Cramer’s V) 

 Means and standard deviations of measures 

 If using specific scales, the citation for the measure or any modifications you’ve 

made to the existing measure  

 How you would like your work to be cited 

 

Thank you very much. 
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APPENDIX C: DIRECT REQUEST FOR UNPUBLISHED WORKS 

 

 

Dear [Insert Name of Researcher], 

 

As part of an ongoing review of the literature, I am writing to request any 

unpublished and in-press studies of social class.  Because there are competing 

operationalizatons of this construct, this request may be a bit cumbersome. However, I 

am most interested in work that has used any of the following measures: 

 Designating an individual as either an owner, a manager, a worker 

 Job authority  

 Job autonomy 

 Skills 

 Occupational membership 

 Occupational prestige 

 Wealth 

 Human capital (i.e., income, education) 

 Social capital (e.g., status or prestige of one’s social network) 

 Cultural capital (e.g., preferences for music, art, food, sports, leisure 

activities) 

 Subjective perceptions of social class 

Also, I would be interested in any studies where you have examined how these 

measures relate to: 

 Status 

 Power 

 Organizational commitment 

 Job satisfaction. 

If you choose to share your work, I would be grateful if you could provide the 

following information. 

 Design of your study (e.g., cross-sectional, longitudinal, time-lag if longitudinal, 

experimental) 

 Sample size 

 Correlations among the variables 

 Means and standard deviations of measures 

 If using specific scales, the citation for the measure or any modifications you’ve 

made to the existing measure  

 How you would like your work to be cited 

 

Thank you very much. 

Andrew 

Andrew C. Loignon 

Doctoral Student - Organizational Science 

UNC Charlotte| Colvard 4058 

9201 University City Blvd. | Charlotte, NC 28223 
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APPENDIX D: SUMMARY OF INCLUSION AND EXCLUSION CRITERIA 

 

 

Criteria Examples of Articles Excluded 

Inclusion Criteria  

Study must have examined 

the social class of adults (i.e., 

greater than 18 years old) 

 Children or young adults 

 Vignettes 

 Text-based data sources (e.g., newspapers, 

restaurant guides) 

Study reports quantitative 

findings 
 Qualitative studies 

 Narrative reviews 

 Theoretical essays 

Study includes multiple 

measures of social class 

 

or 

 

Study includes measures of 

social class and relevant 

construct (i.e., job attitudes, 

power, status) 

 Uses a single measure of social class 

 Uses multiple measures of the same social 

class construct (e.g., two measures of 

education) 

studies must have reported 

sufficient information to 

estimate a correlation 

coefficient 

 Study compares mean differences between 

two or more social classes, but did not 

provide sample size or standard deviations for 

each group 

 Study only reports multivariate analyses (e.g., 

multiple regression, ANOVA) 

Exclusion Criteria   

Study examines adults from a 

non-traditional, working 

population 

 Articles examining prisoners, retired, or 

mentally ill populations 

Article written in language 

other than English 
  

Studies that report duplicate 

findings from other 

publication (Wood, 2008) 

 Articles with similar: 

o Study characteristics (e.g., time 

periods, methods of analysis) 

o Sample characteristics (sample size, 

response rate), 

o Measures (e.g., scales used, item 

wording) 

o Effects (e.g., similar or identical effect 

sizes) 
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APPENDIX F: OUTLIERS AND SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS 

 

 

In order to identify potential outliers and influential effect sizes, I examined a 

series of residual and influence indices for relationships with at least 15 effect sizes 

(Geyskens et al., 2009).  These indices included studentized deleted residuals, 

standardized different in fits, and Cook’s distance.  Studentized deleted residuals reflect 

the degree to which a single study diverges from the distribution of the remaining effect 

sizes (Viechtbauer & Cheung, 2010).  Standardized difference in fits (DFFITS) values 

represent how many standard deviations the average effect size would change after 

excluding a given effect size.  Cook’s distance corresponds with the distance between the 

entire set of effect sizes both when a single study is included and when the study is 

excluded.  Finally, I also conducted a one-sample removed analysis.  One-sampled 

removed analyses consist of conducting the meta-regression models multiple times, each 

time removing a single effect size.   

The table below summarizes the results of these analyses.  Specifically, for each 

pairwise relationship among social class indicators where at least 15 effect sizes are 

indicated, I describe the number of outliers identified, the average value for an influence 

statistic, and the minimum and maximum correlation coefficient across the various 

iterations from the one-sample removed analysis. 

An effect size was considered to be influential if it surpassed one of the following 

cutoff scores for the diagnostic measures.  First, influential effect sizes were identified if 

their DFFITS value was larger than: 

 √        
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where p reflects the number of coefficients in the meta-regression models (which, in this 

case, was always 1), and k is the number of effect sizes.  For instance, for the effect sizes 

pertaining to the relationship between education and social class identity, the critical 

DFFITS value would be .47 because there were 42 effect sizes included in the analysis.  

For Cook’s distance, the cutoff value was based on a chi-square distribution with 1 

degree of freedom (i.e., one coefficient in the meta-regression model).  That is, if the 

Cook’s distance was larger than 50% of the lower tail area of a chi-square distribution 

with a single degree of freedom the effect size was classified as an outlier.  Using the 

relationship between education and social class identity as an example again, the chi-

square critical value for 1 degree of freedom and a critical value of .10 is 2.71.  Given 

that the observed Cook’s distance is less than half this value (.17 < 1.36), this index 

would suggest that the effect size was not an outlier. 

Because the cutoff scores for these diagnostic statistics are somewhat arbitrary, I 

also inspected the distributions of the effect sizes for a given relationship to determine the 

nature of the influential/outlying effect size.  For example, the outlying effect size for 

education and social class identity was substantially larget (r = .78) than the average 

estimate (r = .30).  
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TABLE F1: OUTLIERS AND SENSITIVITY ANALYSES 

 

 

Effect Sizes 

Number 

of 

Outliers 

Average Influence Statistics 
One-Sample 

Removed 

Studentized 

Deleted 

Residual 

DFFITS 
Cook’s 

Distance 
Min. Max. 

3. Sca. skills & 9. Income 1 3.66 .74 .35 .23 .26 

3. Sca. skills & 10. Education 0    .18 .20 

4. Emply. Rel. & 6. Occupation 0    .01 .03 

4. Emply. Rel. & 10. Education 0    .03 .06 

6. Occupation & 8. Wealth 1 3.20 .48 .19 .18 .19 

6. Occupation & 9. Income 2 -3.60 -.26 .06 .31 .32 

6. Occupation & 10. Education 2 -3.79 -.26 .06 .39 .39 

6. Occupation & 11. So. Cap. 0    .09 .10 

6. Occupation & 12. Cu. Cap. 0    .16 .18 

6. Occupation & 13. SC Identity 1 3.51 .58 .26 .27 .30 

7. Occ. Prest. & 9. Income 2 3.12 .49 .19 .39 .40 

7. Occ. Prest. & 10. Education 0    .51 .52 

8. Wealth & 9. Income 1 3.19 .50 .21 .29 .31 

8. Wealth & 10. Education 1 3.54 .43 .16 .30 .31 

9. Income & 10. Education 2 4.07 .23 .06 .32 .33 

9. Income & 11. So. Cap. 0    .16 .19 

9. Income & 12. Cu. Cap. 1 6.42 1.25 .60 .12 .14 

9. Income & 13. SC Identity 0    .37 .40 

9. Income & 14. SC Rank 0    .41 .43 

10. Education & 11. So. Cap. 0    .14 .16 

10. Education & 12. Cu. Cap. 0    .23 .24 

10. Education & 13. SC Identity 1 4.00 .48 .17 .30 .31 

10. Education & 14. SC Rank 0    .25 .26 

Note. Effect sizes were averaged within each study.  Analyses limited to relationships 

with at least 15 effect sizes. Sca. Skills = scarce skills, Emply. Rel. = employment 

relationship, Occ. Prest. = occupational prestige, So. Cap = social capital, Cu. Cap. = 

cultural capital. SC identity = social class identity, SC rank = social class rank, DFFITS = 

standardized difference in fits. 
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APPENDIX H: REGIONAL CLUSTERING OF COUTRIES 

 

 
Anglo Latin Europe Nordic Europe Germanic Europe 

Australia 

Canada 

England/United Kingdom 

Ireland 

New Zealand 

Northern Ireland 

United States 

France 

Israel 

Italy 

Portugal 

Spain 

 

Denmark 

Finland 

Iceland 

Norway 

Sweden 

Austria 

Germany 

Netherlands 

Eastern Europe Latin America Sub-Saharan Africa Middle East 

Albania 

Georgia 

Greece 

Hungary 

Poland 

Russia 

Slovenia 

Ukraine 

Argentina 

Brazil 

Chile 

Colombia 

Ecuador 

El Salvador 

Mexico 

Peru 

Venezuela 

Uruguay 

Nigeria 

Zimbabwe 

Egypt 

Iraq 

Jordan 

Morocco 

Saudi Arabia 

Turkey 

Southern Asia Confucian Asia   

Bangladesh 

India 

Indonesia 

Iran 

Malaysia 

Philippines 

Thailand 

China 

Hong Kong 

Japan 

Singapore 

South Korea 

Taiwan 

  

Note. Italicized countries were added to the original classification.  The following 

countries were omitted from the classification scheme: Algeria, Armenia, Azerbaijan, 

Belarus, Belgium, Bosnia & Herzegovia, Bulgaria, Cameroon, Croatia, Czech Republic, 

Dominican Republic, Estonia, Ethiopia, Latvia, Luxembourg, Macedonia, Malta, 

Moldova, Nepal, Puerto Rico, Romania, Senegal, Serbia and Montenegro, South Africa, 

Sri Lanka, Switzerland, Tanzania, Uganda, Vietnam. 
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APPENDIX K.  MULTIVARIATE RELATIVE WEIGHTS ANALYSIS 

 

 

In order to determine the unique contributions of each objective measure of social 

class to one’s perception of their own social class position, I also considered the 

independent effects of each objective indicator on subjective social class (Table H1).  

More specifically, I conducted a multivariate relative weights analysis in which both 

subjective measures of social class (i.e., rank and identification) were regressed onto the 

objective indicators.  Relative weights analysis provides an indication of the unique 

contributions of each predictor by creating new, latent variables for each objective social 

class measures that are orthogonal to one another and provide the highest degree of 

correspondence to the original measure (Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2008).  These 

orthogonal objective predictors are then regressed on orthogonal indicators of subjective 

social class, which are generated in the same fashion.  By squaring the beta-weights from 

these regressions, one can determine the unique, relative contribution of each objective 

indicator to subjective social class. 

As suggested by the re-scaled relative weights, subjective social class is primarily 

influenced by occupational prestige (18.14%), income (11.62%), wealth (15.87%), social 

capital (14.08%), and cultural capital (8.5%).  Taken as a whole, these indicators account 

for over two-thirds (68.21%) of the variability in one’s subjective perception of their 

social class standing. 

It is also interesting to compare beta-weights obtained from a path model in which 

subjective social class (as defined by the identification and ranking measures) to the raw 

weights obtained from the relative weights analysis.  There are a number of instances 

where the absolute values of the beta-weight are different from the raw relative weight 
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(e.g., employment relationships and social capital).  These discrepancies highlight areas 

in which the effects of a given objective indicator of social class may not be uniquely 

their own, but instead reflects the correlation or shared variance among multiple 

indicators (Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2008). 

I also examined the unique effects of the social class indicators on job attitudes.  

More specifically, I estimated a model in which at latent job attitude factor, as defined by 

job satisfaction and organizational commitment, was regressed onto the indicators of 

social class (see Table H2).  I also conducted a multivariate relative weights analysis, 

which accounts for the correlation among the job attitudes measures (ρ = .61, 95% CI = 

.47 to .75), to determine the unique contribution of the indicators of social class 

(Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2008).   

Overall, the social class indicators account for nearly 48% of the variance in job 

attitudes and eleven of the fourteen predictors were statistically significant.  Furthermore, 

based on the re-scaled weights, it appears that three indicators are primarily driving 

individuals’ attitudes towards their jobs.  That is, social capital (24.18%), subjective 

social class identification (21.50%), and autonomy (10.49%) represent over 50% of the 

variance accounted for by social class indicators.  
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TABLE K1: RELATIVE WEIGHTS ANALYSIS FOR SUBJECTIVE SOCIAL CLASS 

AND JOB ATTITUDES 

 

 

Indicators 

Subjective Social Class Job Attitudes 

β
a
 

Raw 

Weight 

Re-Scaled 

Weight 
β

a
 

Raw 

Weight 

Re-Scaled 

Weight 

1.  MOP .14* .02 4.49 .16** .01 2.32 

2.  Authority .12** .02 5.91 .08* .01 1.47 

3.  Sca. skills -.01 .01 4.11 .04 .02 3.94 

4.  Emply. Rel. .23** .02 5.31 .27** .04 8.80 

5.  Autonomy .02 .01 4.04 .09* .05 10.49 

6.  Occupation -.01 .01 3.37 .01 .01 1.14 

7.  Occ. Prest. .28** .06 18.14 .36** .03 7.23 

8.  Wealth .09 .05 15.87 .22** .02 5.03 

9.  Income .21** .03 11.62 .08* .01 2.77 

10.  Education .05 .02 4.55 .13** .01 1.05 

11.  So. Cap. -.01 .05 14.08 .45** .12 24.18 

12.  Cu. Cap. .17** .03 8.50 .06 .02 3.20 

13. ID    .51** .10 21.50 

14. Rank    .27** .03 6.88 

Note. N = 556. 
a
Standardized coefficients based on path analysis in which subjective 

social class defined by identification and rank perceptions. MOP = Means of production, 

Sca. Skills = scarce skills, Emply. Rel. = employment relationship, Occ. Prest. = 

occupational prestige, So. Cap = social capital, Cu. Cap. = cultural capital, ID = 

subjective identification, Rank = subjective ranking.
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APPENDIX L: PUBLICATION BIAS ANALYSES 

 

 

In addition to testing the proposed research questions, I also conducted a series of 

analyses to examine the likelihood of publication bias.  These analyses are intended to 

determine the extent to which studies that are published are systematically different from 

those that are unpublished (Sutton, 2009).  Given that these analyses are sensitive to 

small samples, I only examined relationships that consisted of at least 15 effect sizes 

(Kepes, Banks, McDaniel, & Whetzel, 2012).   

First, I examined the potential for publication bias using a trim-and-fill technique 

(Sutton, 2009).  This method attempts to rectify asymmetries observed in a funnel plot by 

iteratively removing effects from, or adding imputed effects to, the non-skewed side of 

the distribution until a symmetrical distribution is achieved (Banks, Kepes, & McDaniel, 

2015).
 
 For these analyses, I used univariate, fixed-effects models to estimate the 

observed or comparison effect.  Fixed effects models provide more accurate adjustments 

for asymmetry to the distribution and give appropriate weight to imprecise samples 

(Kepes et al. (2012).  These analyses indicated there were substantial differences between 

the trimmed-and-filled effect sizes and the observed estimates for scarce skills with 

education, employment relationships with occupations, occupation with income, income 

with education, and education with cultural capital (Table K1).  That is, the difference 

between the two distributions was greater than 40% of the observed effect size (Kepes et 

al., 2012). 

Second, I conducted a cumulative meta-analysis where the effect sizes were 

entered into a meta-analysis iteratively based on their level of precisions (i.e., sampling 

variance) (Banks et al., 2015).  That is, the most precise effect size was entered first, then 
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the second most precise effect size, and so on.  At each step in the process, a mean effect 

size was calculated.  Publication bias is more likely to be occurring to the extent that the 

average effect size differs as imprecise effect sizes are entered into the analysis.  

Although formal cutoff scores are not available, Kepes et al. (2012) suggest comparing 

the average effect sizes for the most precise studies (e.g., highest 20%) to the original 

estimate.
11

  The results of the cumulative meta-analysis (Table K1) suggested that studies 

based on smaller, imprecise samples are more likely to report larger effect sizes between 

scarce skills and income and employment relationships with education. 

Third, I conducted a series of selection models that estimated the likelihood that 

an effect would be suppressed based on its level of precision (Sutton, 2009).  That is, 

with these selection models, effects are assumed to be suppressed or omitted as the 

magnitude of the effect size decreases or the standard error increases.  By comparing the 

difference in the magnitude of the selection model-corrected effect size and the observed 

effect size, one can estimate the degree to which publication bias may be occurring.  

Based on these models (see Table L1), the effect sizes for employment relationship and 

occupation large degrees of publication bias (i.e., smaller, more imprecise effect sizes 

being more likely to be suppressed). 

Overall, these analyses suggest that publication bias may be occurring, but its 

effects are generally negligible.  That is, the majority of the 24 relationships that were 

examined demonstrated minimal to no publication bias when considering the three 

analyses (i.e., trim-and-fill analysis, cumulative meta-analysis, and selection models).  

Furthermore, only the effect sizes pertaining to scarce skills with education and 

                                                 
11

 As with the trim and fill analysis, these analyses were based on univariate, fixed-effect meta-analyses.  

The average effect sizes were also compared to a fixed effects meta-analysis. 
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employment relationships with occupation exceeded common cutoff values for two of the 

publication bias analyses (Banks et al., 2015; Kepes et al., 2012).  Nevertheless, these 

findings suggest that one should use caution when interpreting the effects of these 

indicators of social class (i.e., scarce skills and employment relationships, in particular). 

Finally, although these analyses are informative, they may be misleading given 

the level of heterogeneity observed for the various effect sizes (Banks et al., 2015; 

Sutton, 2009).  Thus, in order to test the robustness of these analyses, I re-ran the trim-

and-fill analyses, cumulative meta-analyses, and selection models for different 

geographic regions and time periods (see Appendix J).   

In general, these analyses are comparable to those based on the larger sample of 

effect sizes (see Table L2).  For samples drawn from the Anglo region, substantial 

publication bias was observed based on the three analyses for the relationship between 

scarce skills and education.  For the remaining relationships that were identified (i.e., 

occupation with wealth, occupation with subjective identification, and wealth with 

education) only a single analysis suggested there was evidence of substantial publication 

bias.  For the remaining geographic regions with at least 15 effect sizes for a given 

relationship (i.e., Nordic European, Germanic European, Eastern European, and 

Confucian Asian), none of the relationships were classified as demonstrating substantial 

publication bias based on all three analyses.  In fact, only the relationship between 

occupation and education demonstrated substantial bias based on the selection models for 

the Nordic and Germanic European samples. 

As with the cross-national comparisons, the publication bias analyses based on 

pre-1984 or post-1984 effect sizes were comparable the original results.  For the 
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relationships from samples collected prior to 984 with at least 15 effect sizes, there was 

no evidence of publication bias.  For the post-1984 sample, the results are comparable to 

the larger sample of effect sizes.  In particular, the effect sizes pertaining to the 

relationship between scarce skills and education and employment relationships and 

occupation demonstrated substantial bias for at least two of the three analyses. 
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