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ABSTRACT

THE IMPACT OF COMMUNITY STATUS SYSTEMS UPON
PERSONAL APPRAISALS OF LIFE CONDITIONS

by M. Joseph Smucker

This dissertation is an inquiry into the relevance
of community status systems for personal appraisals of life
conditions. A single proposition provides the conceptual
framework for the inquiry; the proposition is that the
degree of correspondence of community status rank with
appraisals of life conditions is dependent upon the degree
to which alternatives other than the status system are avail-
able for the appraisals. Four corollaries to the proposi-
tion are derived from evidence in the literature that four
key structural characteristics of communities influence the
nature and range of the alternatives. The structural charac-
teristics are: (1) the degree of community autonomy, (2)
the community size, (3) the economic affluence of the commu-
nity and (4) the nature of the division of labor within the
community. These characteristics are then applied to the
analysis of status systems in the communities of La Lucha,
Costa Rica; Lewiston, Michigan; and San Miguel, Guatemala.
All three communities are relatively autonomous and are of

small size. They differ, however, in their economic levels
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M. Joseph Smucker

and the nature of the division of labor within them. Within
La Lucha there is a clearly defined, division of labor orga-
nized around a central work organization. Its inhabitants
live above the subsistence level. Inhabitants also live
above the subsistence level in Lewiston but the division of
labor within the community is diffuse and lacks the degree
of structural articulation characteristic of La Lucha. San
Miguel is a peasant community with a very limited division
of labor, whose inhabitants live at the subsistence level.

The portrayal of the status systems of the three
communities are based upon the mean of all rankings each
household head received from every other household head.

The range of possible rankings was limited to a ten-point
scale. The status systems are then analyzed in terms of
their relative clarity and the relationship of selected back-
ground variables to their definitions. The relationships

are analyzed through the use of correlation techniques.

The status systems of La Lucha and Lewiston are
found to be equally clearly defined but they differ in terms
of relevant status assigning criteria. Achievement related
criteria are most relevant to the status system in La Lucha.
Criteria contributing to the "public ideology" are most
relevant in Lewiston. In San Miguel, the status system is
less clearly defined. The criteria most important for
status assignment are ascriptive. All of the status-assign-

ing criteria explain the most variance in the status system



1

wpis P I
aliance exgLil

. \ :
v i, o

It wa.

W relater)

LQ::-
S st
"thb S
S
Systean
Et

o
Silre
"3 Stan
t_“dc



M. Joseph Smucker

in La Lucha, followed by Lewiston, with the least amount of
variance explained in San Miguel.

It was expected that the status scale would be most
highly related to the appraisal scale in La Lucha and least
related in San Miguel. The relationship in Lewiston was
expected to be between these extremes. The expectations
regarding the ordering of the communities are met. However,
in all three communities the relationships are weak. The
status—assigning criteria which are especially relevant for
the per sonal appraisals are achieved in La Lucha, ascribed
in Lewiston and those contributing to the public ideology in
San Miguel.

The low degree of relevance of the status systems
for perxrsonal appraisals is explained on the basis of the
four corollaries to the proposition. Using the corollaries
as an interpretive framework, the structural characteristics
of the communities are held to have independent effects upon
the status systems and the personal appraisals. What impact
status systems do have for the personal appraisals is depen-
dent upon a configuration of community structural character-
istics of small size, a high degree of autonomy, an economic
living standard above subsistence, and a clearly defined
structural articulation among positions within an extensive

division of labor.
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Analysis of the perceptions of the inhabitants pro-
vides additional support for the interpretations of the
relationships between the status systems and personal

appraisals of life conditions.
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CHAPTER I

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Introduction

This dissertation is an inquiry into the relevance
of community status systems for individuals' appraisals of
their conditions in life. Three small communities provide
the setting for the inquiry: a Costa Rican factory town,

a relatively isolated town in Michigan, and a Guatemalan
ladino peasant community. Preliminary to dealing with the
central issue, the characteristics of the community status
systems are analyzed. Attention is then directed toward
comparing the degree of relevance of the three status
systems for the personal appraisals of life conditions.

Social strata within small communities, as well as
the criteria involved in defining them have been amply
studied, but comparatively little attention has been directed
toward establishing whether there are certain common struc-
tural characteristics which influence the nature of the
community status system. Further, even less attention has
been directed toward establishing the degree of relevance of
community status systems to the individual member's assess-

ments of his life conditions. The ideas involved here are
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as old as sociology itself, but these particular relation-
ships await further analysis.

The approach of this study is to first draw from the
literature key structural characteristics of communities
which can be viewed independently of their status systems.
Four characteristics are derived: (1) the degree of auton-
omy of the community from the larger social system; (2) the
size of the community; (3) the economic affluence of the
community; and (4) the nature of the division of labor
within the community. The three communities which are the
focus of this research vary on one or more of these struc-
tural characteristics. Variations in status systems are
analyzed in terms of these characteristics. Operating from
this analytic base, the final, and most crucial step in this
research is the analysis of variations in the relevance of
status systems for the appraisals expressed by individual
community members.

This chapter covers the key concepts involved in the
explanatory framework within which the major problem areas
are couched. The process of analysis, involving a continu-
ing interaction between the explanatory framework and the
empirical justifications, comprises the balance of the

dissertation.
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Status

Contemporary stratification theorists who have
followed Weber's conceptualizations have employed the term
"status" as a means of distinguishing a unique mode of hier-
archical ordering: that based upon social honor.l Related
terms such as "status group" and "status situation" indicate
hierarchically defined positions. Contemporary references
to "status symbols" may be viewed as an elaboration of
Weber's conceptualizations.2

A different approach to the concept of status is
represented by the theorists bearing the legacy of Linton.
Status in this orientation refers to position, regardless of
the social evaluation assigned to it. Thus Linton defined
"statuses" as "polar positions in . . . patterns of recipro-

cal behavior."3 They represent collections of "rights and

l"In contrast to the purely economically determined
'class situation' we wish to designate as 'status situation'
every typical component of the life fate of man that is
determined by a specific, positive or negative social esti-
mation of honor." Max Weber, "Class, Status and Party," in
H. H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills (eds.), From Max Weber:
Essays in Sociology (New York: Oxford University Press,
Galaxy Book, 1958), pp. 186-187.

ZIn distinguishing class from status, Weber noted
that "'classes' are stratified according to their relations
to the production and acquisition of goods; whereas 'status
groups' are stratified according to the principles of their
consumption of goods as represented by special 'styles of
life.'" 1Ibid., p. 193.

3Ralph Linton, The Study of Man (New York: Appleton-
Century, 1936), p. 113.
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duties." These are distinguished from "roles" which refer
to the enactments of the rights and duties.

Kingsley Davis' elaboration of Linton's formulation
also divests the term status of any inherent evaluative con-
tent. For Davis, status is equated with position and "iden-
tity," and he defines it in terms of rights and obligations
as these are related to other statuses. Role is defined as
the actual behavior performed by a person in a given status.
The evaluative dimension is subsequently considered sepa-
rately with the terms "prestige" and "esteem" related to
status and role respectively.l

Goodenough notes that sociologists who have viewed
status as merely a positional term (a term divested of
social ranking) treat it not as a collection of rights and
duties but as "categories or kinds of person [sic].“2 He

points out that some confusion obtains in attempting to use

lKingsley Davis, Human Society (New York: MacMillan
Co., 1949), pp. 83-189.

2Ward H. Goodenough, "Rethinking 'Status' and 'Role,'"
in Michael Banton (ed.), The Relevance of Models for Social
Anthropology (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1965), pp. 1l-
24. States Goodenough, "All writers who do not treat status
as synonomous with social rank do much the same thing, in-
cluding Merton . . . in his important refinement of Linton's
formulation. All alike treat a social category together
with its attached rights and duties as an indivisible unit
of analysis, which they label a 'status' or 'position' in a
social relationship.”" Ibid., p. 2.
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the term in this manner.l One is likely to become ensnared
in an endless search for the rights and obligations of "per-
sonal identities" when in fact these are not likely to have
such attributes. Goodenough illustrates the problem in a
discussion of the relationship between father and son:

The status of the social identity "father" in
this relationship is delimited by the duties he
owes his son and the things he can demand of him.
Within the boundaries set by his rights and duties
it is his privilege to conduct himself as he will.
How he does this is a matter of personal style.
We assess the father as a person on the basis of
how he consistently exercises his privileges and
on the degree to which he oversteps his status
boundaries with brutal behavior or economic
neglect. But as long as he remains within the
boundaries, his personal identity as a stern or
indulgent parent has no effect on what are his
rights and duties in this or any other relation-
ship to which he may be party.?2

In the explanatory framework of this study, the
evaluative connotation of status is adhered to. In his dis-

tinction among the terms, "class" (economic determinants of

lIbid., p. 2. "For example, my brother is my
brother whether he honors his obligations as such or not."
Goodenough thus notes that where the evaluative component
is lacking, specification of the rights and duties becomes
extremely problematic.
2Ibid., p. 4. Goodenough distinguishes between
“social identity" and "personal identity" as follows: "A
social identity is an aspect of self that makes a difference
in how one's rights and duties distribute to specific others.
Any aspect of self whose alteration entails no change in
how people's rights and duties are mutually distributed,
although it affects their emotional orientations to one
another and the way they choose to exercise their privileges,
has to do with personal identity but not with social iden-
tity." 1Ibid., pp. 3-4.
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"life chances"), "status" (social honor) and "party" (polit-
ical influence), Weber noted the following:

Stratificatory status may be based on class
directly or related to it in complex ways. It
is not, however, determined by this alone.
Property and managerial positions are not as
such sufficient to lend their holder a certain
social status, though they may well lead to its
acquisition. Similarly, poverty is not as such
a disqualification for high social status though
again it may influence it.

Conversely, social status may partly or even
wholly determine class status, without, however,
being identical with it. The class status of an
officer, a civil servant, and a student as deter-
mined by their income may be widely different
while their social status remains the same,
because they adhere to the same mode of life in
all relevant respects as a result of their com-
mon education.

Weber applies the term "social status" to an effective claim
of positive or negative privilege with respect to social
prestige so far as it rests on one or more of the following
bases: (a) mode of living, (b) a formal process of educa-
tion which may consist of empirical or rational training
and the acquisition of the corresponding modes of life, or
(c) on the prestige of birth, or of an occupation.2

Social status in Weber's terms involves the trans-
lation of different sets of rank-assigning criteria into
social honor. Social honor is based upon a value system

different from Weber's view of the rationality of the market

lMax Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic Orga-
nization, trans. and ed. by Talcott Parsons (New York: The
Free Press of Glencoe, 1964), (paperback edition), p. 428.

2

Ibid., p. 428.
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system. In Weber's view, status and class are two distinct
systems of evaluation; it is possible for one to be pre-
dominant over the other:

As to the general economic conditions making
for the predominance of stratification by "status,"
Only very little can be said. When the bases of
the acquisition and distribution of goods are
relatively stable, stratification by status is
favored. Every technological repercussion and
economic transformation threatens stratification
by status and pushes the class situation into the
foreground. Epochs and countries in which the
naked class situation is of predominant signif-
icance are regularly the periods of technical
and economic transformations. And every slowing
down of the shifting of economic stratifications
leads, in due course, to the growth of status
structures and makes for a resuscitation of the
important role of social honor.1

The index most used by contemporary researchers in
the analysis of status delineations has been occupation or
the work role. At the macroscopic level, this has occurred
not only in the analysis of American society but also in
other industrialized societies. But while work-related
activity is required of men in all societies, its importance
as a criterion of social evaluation is not likely to be

universally the same.2 Indeed, even within industrialized

lMax Weber, "Class, Status and Party," in H. H.
Gerth and C. Wright Mills (eds.), From Max Weber: Essays in
Sociology (New York: Oxford University Press, Galaxy Book,
1958), pp. 193-194.

21t should be clearly understood that I am not con-
cerned with the similarity of ranking of occupations in
different cultures, but with the relative importance of
occupation as a criterion employed in social evaluations.
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societies there is some evidence that relative to other
criteria, work and related achievement variables may be of
less importance in social ranking. The social context in
which this is most likely is the small community, which can-
not be viewed as simply a microcosm of the larger society.

A community may be defined as "an inclusive group
with two chief characteristics: (1) within it the individ-
ual can have most of the experiences and conduct most of the
activities that are important to him, and (2) it is bound
together by a shared sense of belonging and by the feeling
among its members that the group defines for them their
distinctive identity."l The community represents a rela-
tively stable social system within which the individual
actor is identified in a holistic, multirole fashion. A
preliminary problem of this research will be to ascertain

the nature of status systems in such social settings.

Appraisals of Life Conditions

The concern with social evaluation has had a long
tradition of interest in American sociology and indeed,
within American society itself. Status appears to be a

driving motive of the American populace, an engaging theme

lLeonard Broom and Philip Selznich, Sociology (New
York: Harper and Row, 1963). "Group" as defined by the
authors refers to "any collection of persons who are bound
together by a distinctive set of social relations." 1Ibid.,
p- 31l.
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for its novelists and an intriguing polemic among its social
commentators. Despite the experiences of the George Babbitts,
Sammy Glicks and Willie Lomans,l it is assumed that status

is an important determinant of satisfaction with life.

"Status striving," "status anxiety" and "alienation" are but
a few of the terms now incorporated in common parlance. Com-
mentators from De Tocqueville to Velen, to Riesman, Whyte

and Bell have pictured Americans as preoccupied with favor-
able social recognition.

The term "appraisals of life conditions" refers in
this research, to the degree to which the individual is sat-
isfied with his life however he may interpret that satisfac-
tion. Operationally defined, it is the assessment of the
individual of his standing in relation to the "best possible
life" for him.

From the sociologist's point of view the assumption
that status is an important determinant of satisfaction with

ones life is not unfounded. It appears quite reasonable to

1Sinclair Lewis, Babbitt (New York: Harcourt Brace
and Co., 1922); Bud Schulberg, What Makes Sammy Run (New
York: Modern Library, 1952); and Arthur Miller, Death of a
Salesman (New York: The Viking Press, Compass Books, 1958).

2Alexis De Tocqueville, Democracy in America (New
York: Random House, Vintage Books, 1945); Thorstein Veblen,
The Theory of the Leisure Class (New York: The New American
Library, Mentor Book, 1953); David Riesman, with Nathan
Glazer and Reuel Denney, The Lonely Crowd (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1950); William H. Whyte Jr., The Organiza-
tion Man (New York: Simon and Schuster, Inc., 1956) and
Daniel Bell, The End of Ideology (New York: The Free Press
of Glencoe, 1962) especially pp. 117-118 and 123.
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assume, following the intellectual tradition of Cooley and
Mead, that the more favorably evaluated an individual's
position in the community the more favorably he will define
his conditions in life. The reverse is also likely to be
true. Qute obviously this assertion must be qualified: we
must take into account the degree of consensus regarding
evaluations in a given community. The less the degree of
consensus the weaker the link between any measure of social
evaluation and the individual's assessment of his life con-
ditions.

It is one thing to consider community-oriented
evaluations of others and quite another to consider self-
oriented evaluations of one's own life conditions. Even
where consensus is relatively high regarding status assign-
ment in a community, if there is a broad range of criteria
contributing to the status system, individuals may well
assess their conditions in life on the basis of the criteria
rather than upon the status system per se.l Indeed it is
likely that an important dimension involved in the apprais-

als is not only the assessment of favorable or unfavorable

lIt is on this point that critics have challenged
the continuum hypothesis of stratification. Gordon notes
that the continuum theorists have not clearly distinguished
whether the status order itself is viewed by the respondents
as a continuum or whether "the separate constructs overlap
so much and have so little agreement that the objective
composite result may be regarded as a continuum." Milton
Gordon, Social Class in American Sociology (New York:
McGraw-Hill, paperback, 1963), p. 186.
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"standing" on these criteria but also the definition of the
relevant criteria themselves. The questions then that
immediately emerge are the following: Under what conditions
is community status likely to be relevant for appraisals of
life conditions? What criteria are likely to be important
for the appraisals of life conditions? Are the criteria
employed in both types of evaluation systems the same? If
so, are they of similar importance for both the evaluative
systems? Answers to these questions lead ultimately to a
consideration of those structural characteristics which

influence the nature of status systems.

Analytic Procedure

The three communities which provide the data for
this analysis consist of a peasant community in Guatemala;
a small factory community in Costa Rica; and a small commu-
nity in Michigan whose economy is based primarily upon a
moderate tourist trade. Each of the communities is rela-
tively isolated from the larger societies of which they are
a part. The steps in the analysis follow the order of the
remaining chapters. Chapters II and III are devoted to the
theoretical and methodological issues in community status
systems and appraisals of life conditions respectively. The
methodological procedures employed in this study are de-

scribed in Chapter IV. Ethnographic descriptions of the
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communities are presented in Chapter V. Chapter VI presents
the results of the analysis of the quantitative data. The
conclusions and implications of this study comprise Chapter

VITI.



CHAPTER II

RESEARCH ISSUES IN COMMUNITY STATUS SYSTEMS

Introduction

The idea that for all social systems there exist
social evaluations resulting in some type of hierarchical
ordering of persons is a sociological commonplace. Sociol-
ogists usually view this ordering as dependent upon a differ-
ential distribution of those attributes which are scarce and
which are desired by a given population. Such an ordering
therefore rests upon at least a minimal degree of consensus
among individuals within a given social system regarding
desirable attributes and the degree to which these are
possessed by persons or groups.

While the conceptual developments about social rank-
ing have typically begun with consensus formation or "value
orientations" of a given community, the research process has
usually been in reverse order. That is, after ranked posi-
tions have been identified, a search is initiated for the
defining attributes of those positions. The result is an
array of findings based upon "objective" indices defined by
the researcher, which may or may not be publicly recognized

by the respondents. The relation between these indices and

13



U8 peIcep!
wuly is n
eguately
Rteristics
w kinds o

The

L5t Iecgg~

Feeptione
e, ip g
iy have k.
E w5t gy
£l eva)

0 EESY taSkl
*W..lem by :
g therey, .
:sssrtimS.

St_dy.

IS
4)"‘ tOl
NI
Iras l.»-
g g
e, NAUE
IS



14

the perceptions and interpretations given by subjects under
study is not at all clear. It is dubious whether one can
adequately analyze the nexus between social structural char-
acteristics and individual perceptions if only one of these
two kinds of data is employed.

The researcher, in characterizing a social system,
must recognize that his portrayal is dependent upon his own
perceptions which may result in tenuous assertions. Too
often, in analyses of ranking systems, indices of social

rank have been taken as definitions of social rank.l This

has most frequently occurred in studies where the context in
which evaluations are made have not been specified. Never-
theless, the avoidance of the pitfalls of operationalism is
no easy task. One can, perhaps, reduce the magnitude of the
problem by incorporating a variety of research techniques,
and thereby establish cross-checks upon the validity of his
assertions. Such a multifaceted approach is used in this
study.

In this chapter the concern is first directed toward

the methodological issues which are influential in structuring

lSee Leonard Reissman's critique of the tendency to
use occupation as a defining property of social class. 1In
Class in American Society (New York: The Free Press of
Glencoe, 1959), pp. 160-164.

For detailed discussion of this as well as related
problems in the study of community stratification, see
Harold Kaufman, Otis D. Duncan, Neal Gross and William
Sewell, "Problems of Theory and Method in the Study of
Social Stratification in Rural Society," Rural Sociology,
XVIII (1953), 12-24.
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the "reality" of community status systems for the social
scientist. Secondly, the focus of inquiry is directed
toward extracting from the literature the key structural
characteristics which appear to influence community status

systems.

Methodological Issues

Models of Analysis

In the analysis of community status systems both
unidimensional and multidimensional models of analysis have
been employed. The unidimensional model employs two methods
in portraying a status system. The first involves the selec-
tion of a single dimension which is viewed as either of
greater influence than other dimensions in the assignment of
status rank, or its influence is held to be precisely the
same as other dimensions, and thus is representative of the
entire system.1

A second method of this approach is based upon a sum
of the relative weights of each of the rank-assigning dimen-
sions. The result is a single composite index of social
ranking. Critics of the first method have attacked the
tendency of its proponents to equate the dimension with

social rank (or "social class") rather than view it merely

lKaare Svalastoga, "Social Differentiation," Hand-
book of Modern Sociology, ed. by R. E. L. Faris (Chicago:
Rand McNally, 1964), p. 536.
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as an index.l But the sharpest criticisms have been
directed toward those who have used composite indices. The
issues involved have been brought to light in the now classic
critique by C. Wright Mills of Warner and Lunt's work, The

Social Life of a Modern Communigg.2

The gist of Mills' criticism is that by combining
the separate indices of social stratification, Warner and
Lunt failed to meet one of the crucial problems of explana-
tion in stratification--that of determining the nature of
the relationship among the status-assigning dimensions. For
example, Warner and Lunt first considered using only economic
wealth as a primary index of social class but then dropped
it when they discovered that it did not explain in enough
detail the status structure of "vYankee City." By eliminat-
ing the economic dimension in this manner, Mills holds that
warner and Lunt failed to explore the nature of its influence:;
i.e., under what conditions and to what segments of the popu-
lation it was of more or less importance. The same criticism
of course, can be stated with respect to other status-assign-

ing dimensions.

lSee for example Reissman, op. cit., pp. 160-162.

2C. Wright Mills, "The Social Life of a Modern
Community," American Sociological Review, VII (1942),
263-271. W. Lloyd wWarner and Paul S. Lunt, The Social Life
of a Modern Community, Vol. 1, "Yankee City Series" (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1941).

See also Ruth R. Kornhauser, "The Warner Approach to
Social Stratification" in Reinhard Bendix and Seymour M.
Lipset (eds.), Class, Status and Power (New York: The Free
Press of Glencoe, 1953), pp. 224-255.
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Despite these criticisms, unidimensional models have
been widely employed in noting both behavioral and attitudi-
nal correlates of what is interpreted to be a social status
system.l

Multidimensional models of stratification--in which
the identities of and distinctions among the dimensions are
maintained--have been employed more as descriptive rather
than explanatory devices. Thus, most researchers in employ-
ing this model have been content to simply enumerate the
dimensions which enter into social ranking from the sub-
ject's point of view. The dimensions have been identified
quite consistently as including wealth and consumption

patterns.2 Additional dimensions include the degree of

lFor a review of recent studies, see Irwin W. Miller,
"Nodular Models: A Technique for Articulating Stratifica-
tion and Personality Systems" (unpublished Ph.D. disserta-
tion, Department of Sociology, Michigan State University,
1964) . Miller's review considers studies of "adjustment
variables," "achievement variables" and "self-concept
variables." 1Ibid., pp. 7-19.

See also Reinhard Bendix and Seymour Martin Lipset
(eds.), Class, Status and Power, A Reader in Social Strati-
fication (New York: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1953),
Part III, "Differential Class Behavior," pp. 271-370. See
also their second edition, Class, Status and Power: Social
Stratification in Comparative Perspective (New York: The
Free Press, 1966), Part IV, "Differential Class Behavior,"
pp. 353-500.

2W. L. Warner and Paul S. Lunt, The Status System of
a Modern Community (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1942);
James West, Plainville U.S.A. (New York: Columbia Univer-
sity Press, 1945); Arthur Gallaher, Jr., Plainville: Fif-
teen Years Later (New York: Columbia University Press,
1961) ; and August B. Hollingshead, Elmtown's Youth (New York:
Wiley and Sons, 1949).
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activity in community organizations,l religious worthiness,
moral characteristics, and education;2 occupation, behavior
and personal appearance; ethnicity, kinship and place of
residence;3 and hard work and self-improvement.

Sociologists have expended less effort in ascertain-
ing the relative degrees of importance of status-assigning
dimensions than they have in simply noting the range of
dimensions employed. There have been exceptions to this,
however. Duncan and Artis were able to order ten dimensions
in terms of their relative importance for the assignment of
high status rank within the community, and eleven dimensions
in the assignment of low status rank. The three most impor-
tant dimensions for assigning high social rank were money,

community activity and religious involvement. The three

lHarold Kaufman, "Prestige Classes in a New York
Community" in Bendix and Lipset (eds.), Class, Status and
Power: A Reader in Social Stratification (New York: The
Free Press of Glencoe, 1953); Otis Duncan and Jay W. Artis,
"Social Stratification in a Pennsylvania Rural Community,"
Bulletin 543, The Pennsylvania State College School of
Agriculture, Pennsylvania State College, 1951; and John R.
Seeley, Alexander Sim and Elizabeth Loosley, Crestwood
Heights (New York: Basic Books, 1956).

2Duncan and Artis, op. cit.

3W. Wheeler, Social Stratification in a Plains
Community (Minneapolis: Privately printed, 1949); and West,

op. cit.

4Arthur J. Vidich and James Bensman, Small Town in

Mass Society (Garden City: Doubleday and Co., 1960).
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most important dimensions for assigning low social rank were
poverty, immorality and irresponsibility.l

Westby found that in comparing three communities,
occupation was a more important dimension in a single fac-
tory town and one with several industries than in a third
town with no large industry.2

Stirling found in a Turkish village that age was
more important for simple deference behavior, but wealth in
land and animals was of primary importance in wielding
authority.3

Loomis et al. compared "salient" dimensions in a
Costa Rican village with those in an hacienda.4 For the
village, the important dimensions were authority and power,
kinship relations, property holdings and personal attributes.
Within the hacienda, salient dimensions included authority
and influence, age, sex, and marital status. Also included

were wealth, family and friendship groups, and office in the

formal organization.

1Duncan and Artis, op. cit.

2David L. Westby, "A Study of Status Arrangements in
Three Michigan Communities" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
Department of Sociology, Michigan State University, 1962).

3Paul Stirling, "Social Ranking in a Turkish Vil-
lage," British Journal of Sociology, IV (1950), 31-44.

4Charles P. Loomis, J. O. Morales, R. A. Clifford,
and 0. E. Leonard, Turrialba: Social Systems and the Intro-
duction of Change (Glencoe: Free Press, 1953).
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Techniques of Analysis

Typically three techniques have been employed in the
analysis of community status systems.l These are (1) the
objective approach, (2) the reputational approach, and (3)
the subjective approach. In the objective approach, the
investigator ranks a given population according to the dimen-
sion or dimensions he has chosen. He thereupon notes the
association of this ranking with behavioral or attitudinal
correlates. Those criteria most frequently used in this
approach are occupation, income and education. The criteria,
however, are more relevant to the analysis of class as Weber
defines the term. That is, the indices result in a means of
ordering persons or groups of persons without implying a
conscious awareness of the ordering by the persons them-
selves.

The reputational approach involves the ascertainment
of social ranking from the point of view of the respondent
which is thereupon reinterpreted within the researcher's
conceptual framework. Usually, relatively few persons are
selected as "judges" to do the social evaluation of other
persons in a given community. In some instances there may
also be an evaluation of the dimensions employed in the rank-

ing, with a hierarchical ordering of these. The combined

lR:i.chard T. Morris, "Social Stratification" in
Leonard Broom and Philip Selznick, Sociology (New York:
Harper and Row, 1963), pp. 176-217.



evzluatior

etially ¢

s
—
ro

'i{:mh@i(
:;qt..’ ' pe
.'...E:a

~
'nd
n‘//



21

evaluations of persons, and, in those studies where differ-
entially evaluated rank-assigning dimensions are taken into
account, provide an overall picture of a community ranking
system.

Finally, the intent of the subjective approach is to
ascertain at what rank the respondent perceives himself in
relation to other persons in a given system. This approach
has typically been used to study "class membership" and
"class consciousness." Centers has been primarily respon-
sible for its development.l It bears some of the concerns
of those drawing from a Marxist orientation.

These three methods of analysis are each subject to
their own unique epistemological problems. Objective tech-
niques, may not so much characterize social status or class
as to merely show the associations of constructed indices
which have little to do with the "defined reality" of respon-
dents. For example, Form and Stone found that among twelve

indices frequently used by sociologists, only five were

lRichard Centers, "The American Class Structure: A
Psychological Analysis" in R. M. Newcomb and E. L. Hartley
(eds.), Readings in Social Psychology (New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1947), pp. 299-311l.
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judged by respondents as important for "symbols in their
placements and appraisals of others."l

In the use of the reputational technique, the find-
ings may be largely dependent upon the social characteris-
tics of the judges. Kornhauser notes that the higher the
social rank, the greater the number of rank delineations.
Further, according to Kornhauser, the criteria of status
assignment varies by status level. At the lower levels,
designations of rank are based primarily upon money. At the
intermediate levels, they are primarily in terms of money
and morality. At the upper status levels, rank is more
likely to be assigned on the basis of life-style and ances-
try.2 Even if rank assignment is viewed as a function of
the consensus of evaluations, it is not at all clear, as
Duncan and Artis point out, whether the consensus of an
individual or group's placement also includes consensus with
respect to the dimensions employed.3 In addition, while per-
sons at the extremes of the social rank hierarchy may be

fairly easily identified, persons ih the middle range are

1William H. Form, and Gregory P. Stone, "Urbanism,
Anonymity, and Status Symbolism," American Journal of Sociol-
ogy, LXII (1957), 504-514. Those indices judged to be impor-
tant were credit rating, education, family, race, and reli-
gion. Those not viewed as important included household
furnishings, income, occupation, organizations, clubs, type
of house, clothing, and type of neighborhood.

2Ruth R. Kornhauser, "The Warner Approach to Social
Stratification" in Bendix and Lipset, op. cit., pp. 224-255.

3Otis D. Duncan and Jay W. Artis, op. cit.
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not. Indeed, Stone and Form suggest that the middle range
may in fact be used by respondents as a residual category in
which to place lesser-known persons.

Finally in the use of subjective techniques, unless
some referent point for evaluation is established the find-
ings are extremely difficult to interprest unless one is
content merely with a "poll" of beliefs about social status.

It is by now obvious that the "reality" of community
status systems is in part a function of the perspective
taken and the kinds of questions asked.2 Nevertheless,
there are certain uniformities that emerge in comparing
studies of community status systems, regardless of the vari-
ations in perspectives. These uniformities may be viewed as

types of evaluated characteristics of community members.

Types of Evaluations

Irrespective of the techniques employed in the

analysis of community status systems, three types of social

lGregory P. Stone and William H. Form, "Instabil-
ities in Status: The Problem of Hierarchy in the Community
Study of Status Arrangements," American Sociological Review,
XVIII (1953), 149-162.

2"What we see," James McKee once wrote, "we see from
a particular vantage point. The conceptualization may be
brilliant, the insights numerous, and the explanation cogent
and fairly inclusive, but it is nonetheless a perspective
which emphasizes some features of the social order and not
others." James B. McKee, "Status and Power in the Indus-
trial Community: A Comment on Drucker's Thesis," American
Journal of Sociology, LVIII (1953), 365.
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evaluations continually recur in the literature. These are
based upon (1) ascribed characteristics, (2) achieved char-
acteristics, and (3) the manner in which these characteris-
tics are displayed. Couched in the Linton tradition, the
first two types are involved in "status assignment" while
the last type is a part of "role-enactment."

The term "ascribed" refers to those characteristics--
traits or positions--with which individuals are endowed by
birth; those which are unattainable by personal effort.

What is inherent in the term "ascribed" is the idea that
such characteristics are also reflected in the limits to the
range of the individual's behaviors. For example, in the
Indian caste system, the various divisions of labor were
restricted to the different caste delineations which in turn
were generationally maintained. The individual could not
indulge in activities identified as outside his caste
boundaries without suffering severe social sanctions. His
behaviors were defined by the attributes of his family of
origin.

Sociologists have viewed achieved characteristics as
those obtained through the actor's own volition. Put in the
context of status (in the evaluative sense), to the extent
that positions within a given social system may be filled by
meeting prerequisites which are divorced from ascribed

attributes, evaluations are held to be based upon achieve-

ment.
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The distinction between ascribed and achieved char-
acteristics is not necessarily an exclusive one. The eval-
uation of an actor's achievements is in fact invariably
juxtaposed against his ascribed characteristics. For exam-
ple, in industrialized societies primary emphasis is placed
upon achieved characteristics. But the evaluation of these
characteristics is immediately related to the ascribed
characteristic of age. To be a corporation executive at 29
years of age is likely to provoke more adulation than being
one at 49. But while these two classes of evaluative cri-
teria are not wholly independent of each other, reference
can be made to the predominance of one over the other in any
given status system.

Evaluations of individuals within the community are
not likely to be limited to only those traits or positions
which are either ascribed or achieved. The manner in which
traits are displayed and positions are enacted also enters
into the scheme of evaluation. While there would appear to
be a wide range of referents against which display and
enactment may be evaluated, those most important for the
community status system are likely to be the community as a
whole and/or a particular trait or position. That is, dis-
play and enactment may be judged in terms of the contribu-
tion to the maintenance of an ideal image of the community
or it may be judged in terms of the specific criteria

inherent within a given identity or position. These two
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referents of evaluation may not have the same consequences.
A shrewd factory manager may be held in high esteem for his
expertise, but he may also be evaluated lowly with respect
to the community, if that expertise does not contribute to
the maintenance of an ideal image of the community.l In the
account of "Springdale" by Vidich and Bensman, the public
emphasis upon maintaining a favorable image of Springdale,
toward supporting the "public ideology," appeared to exceed

in importance the value of expertise per se.2

Structural Characteristics

More fundamental in the analysis of community status
systems is the influence of certain structural characteris-
tics which may be viewed as conceptually independent of the

status systems. 1Indeed, a consideration of these

lThe individual himself may also serve as a referent
point, where others are evaluated on the basis of their
responses to him. Yet such an evaluation is likely to have
only a minimal degree of impact to the community status sys-
tem in relation to the referents based upon expertise or
contributions to the ideal image of the community. 1In their
study of Springdale, vidich and Bensman note that covert
personal evaluations and gossip "does not ordinarily affect

"

the everyday interpersonal relations of people. . . . See
Vvidich and Bensman, op. cit., p. 45.

2Ibid., pp. 34-42. Neighborliness and equality are
the public expressions of the virtues of Springdale. The
authors note that the "dirty mouth" ". . . commits the
double faux pas of being deliberately malicious and not
observing the etiquette of interpersonal relations and he
is perhaps the most despited person in the community." Ibid.,

p- 37.
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characteristics is crucial to the explanatory framework of
this study. The justification for their inclusion is based
upon the evidence marshalled from community studies. The
evidence appears to be consistent regardless of the varia-
tions in the techniques of inquiry. Four characteristics
appear to be particularly salient, the degree of community
autonomy, size of the community, the nature of the division

of labor and the level of economic affluence.

Community Autonomy

Communities differ in the degree to which they
mirror the value system of the larger society of which they
are a part. Those who have chronicled the American scene
have noted the increasing degree to which local power has
been dissipated by non-local economic and political inter-
ests. Schulz, and Clelland and Form have noted the bifurca-
tion of economic from political elites as outside economic
interests have been increasingly represented in the local
community.l Earlier, the Lynd's, and Warner and his asso-
ciates have traced the changes that have occurred in the

community status systems with the influx of nationally based

lRobert O. Schulze, "The Bifurcation of Power in a
Satellite City," in Morris Janowitz (ed.), Community Polit-
ical Systems (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 1961),

Pp- 19-80. Donald A. Clelland and William H. Form, "Eco-
nomic Dominants and Community Power: A Comparative Analysis,"
American Journal of Sociology, LXIX (1964), 511-521.
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associations.l Vidich and Bensman have cited the increasing
political dependence of Springdale upon state and national
governments.2 Stein has sounded the nostalgic note in dis-
cussing the findings of different community studies. He
sees the mass media of the larger segmented society stimulat-
ing a standardization of values and wants within the local
community. Suburbs are most susceptible to this standardiza-
tion with the symbols of status in the occupational world
carried over into patterns of residence as well as patterns
of social interaction in the local community.3

Reactions of community inhabitants to increasing
encroachments of the larger social system differ. Stein
rightly interprets the findings of vidich and Bensman when
he notes the almost desperate tenacity with which Spring-
dalers cling to the belief in the autonomy of their commu-
nity despite their increasing dependence upon national social
institutions. He describes this as "institutionalized
naivety." The exurbanites studied by Spectorsky on the
other hand, maintained an "institutionalized cynicism" of

being bound up in the rat-race at both the locations of work

lRobert Lynd and Helen Lynd, Middletown in Transi-
tion (New York: Harcourt-Brace and Co., 1937); and W. Lloyd
Warner and J. O. Low, The Social System of the Modern Fac-
tory (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1947).

2Vidich and Bensman, op. cit.

3Maurice R. Stein, The Eclipse of Community (New
York: Harper and Row, Harper Torchbook, 1964).
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and of residence. The inhabitants of "Crestwood Heights"
placed an emphasis upon keeping up "appearances" of economic
as well as social success. Finally, Stein notes the almost
complete take-over of the community of Park Forest by an
organizational ethos. Park Forest was viewed by its inhab-
itants as simply a temporary living quarters for men on
their way up the occupational status ladder. Clearly, the
degree of autonomy of a community from the larger society
has important implications for the community status system.
The importance of community autonomy for the charac-
teristics of the community status system is indicated partic-
ularly well in the differences between the perceptions of
Springdalers regarding their community and the inhabitants
of Park Forest regarding their's. The status system of Park
Forest, a suburb with a very limited degree of autonomy,
appears to use characteristics of the larger society in
local status assignment, namely occupationally related char-
acteristics. 1In Springdale, on the other hand, the status
system appeared to bear attributes unique to the community.
Personal behavioral characteristics, as these contributed to

the community welfare, were of particular importance.

Size of the Community

In his 1935 essay, "Honor and Social Structure,"
Hans Speier developed the observation that "a man's honor

neither springs from his personality nor clings to his deeds.
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It depends upon other men who have the power to bestow honor
on him and a will to pay it."l According to Speier, the
pervasiveness of the honor is dependent upon the number of
persons willing to pay it.

Social commentators have long noted the role of
symbols in indicating what Speier called "claims" to social
honor. The observations of American society by De Tocque-
ville and later, Veblen, are classics in this regard. De
Tocqueville, noting the contrast between "aristocratic
societies" and "democracies" observed the greater concern
for displaying evidence of "social advantages" in the latter.
He attributed this to the "sameness that surrounds men in a
democracy" and the transitoriness of any advantages which
they may acquire. In aristocracies, on the other hand,
social advantages are assured and men "do not dream of

flaunting privileges which everyone perceives and no one
2

contests. . . .
Veblen not only noted the significance of symbols of
social rank but went on to observe that these symbols may
differ according to the size of the social system. Viewing
the conspicuous use of leisure and the conspicuous consump-

tion of material wealth as two symbols of social status,

lHans Speier, "Honor and Social Structure," Social
Research, II (1935), 74-97.
2Alexis De Tocqueville, Democracy in America, Vol.
II (New York: Vintage Books (published jointly by Random
House and Alfred A. Knopf, Inc.), 1945), p. 237.
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Veblen noted that both are equally likely to be of conse-
quence in small communities but in larger more differen-
tiated social systems, conspicuous consumption is the key
symbol of social rank.l
One of the most careful elaborations of the rela-
tionship between the dependency upon status symbols for
social evaluation and size of the social system has been
authored by Erving Goffman.2 Equating "status" with both
position and role, Goffman notes that the rights and obliga-
tions of status are frequently ill-adapted for the require-
ments of ordinary communication. One simply cannot carry
around all the baggage of comprehensive assessment in all
social encounters, especially where these encounters are
segmental and transitory. Consequently status symbols
develop as a specialized means of displaying one's position,
and these status symbols carry categorical as well as expres-

sive significance. "Since status symbols facilitate communi-

cation better than rights and duties, it is possible and

lThorstein Veblen, The Theory of the Leisure Class
(New York: Mentor Books, The New American Library, 1953),
pp. 70-71. 1In regard to more highly differentiated commu-
nities, Veblen states, "the means of communication and the
mobility of the population now expose the individual to the
observation of many persons who have no other means of judg-
ing of his reputability than the display of goods (and per-
haps of breeding) which he is able to make while he is under
their direct observation."

2Erving Goffman, "Symbols of Class Status," Human
Relations, X (1957), 294-304.
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necessary for them to be distinct from that which they
signify."l Social evaluations in segmental and transitory
social situations are necessarily dependent upon symbols,
without any possibility of relating these to the referents.
The larger the social contexts, the more likely this becomes.
In smaller social contexts these symbols are merely a part

of the total range of criteria that enter into social rank-

ing.2 The relationships that foster these different modes

of evaluation may be characterized as follows:

The neighbors of the small-town man know
much of what is to be known about him. The
metropolitan man is a temporary focus of heter-
ogeneous circles of casual acquaintances, rather
than a fixed center of a few well-known groups.
So personal snoopiness is replaced by formal
indifference; one has contacts, rather than
relations, and these contacts are shorter lived
and more superficial. The more people_one knows
the easier it becomes to replace them.

1Ibid., p. 296. The fact that these symbols may be

displaced from their referents may render them of little
value in social contexts where the required referents may be
lacking or where the symbols may not be valued in the same
manner as those referents originally eliciting the symbols.

2William H. Form and Gregory P. Stone, "Urbanism,
Anonymity, and Status Symbolism," American Journal of Soci-
ology, LXII (1957), 504-514. The authors note that in
larger urban areas bestowal of status tends to be by infer-
ence from symbols. In small towns on the other hand, the
bestowal of status is based upon the "evaluation of rights
and duties appropriate to social position and the relevant
symbolism is basically symptomatic." Ibid., p. 504.

3William Dobriner, Class in Suburbia (Englewood
Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1963), p. 207.
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Gordonl

and Chinoy,2 view the status dimension as
more important in small communities, in contrast to the
larger American society where stratification is based pri-
marily upon the class and power dimensions. But their view
tends to overemphasize the separateness of the dimensions,
at least from the individual's vantage point. From the per-
spective of the individual it is more likely that the pres-
tige hierarchy in a small community, represents a fusion of
the two dimensions of class and power plus the behavioral
characteristics of the status occupant. 1In transitory and
segmental social encounters, class and power indicants are
most easily represented by symbols--consumption patterns,
uniforms, and titles--while behavioral characteristics are
less easily discerned under these conditions.3 This is
Kahl's interpretation. He defines the "prestige hierarchy"
as the synthesis of all relevant dimensions and goes on to

point out that such an intensive hierarchy is possible only

1Milton M. Gordon, Social Class in American Sociol-
ogy (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1963), p. 3l.

2Ely Chinoy, Society: An Introduction to Sociology
(New York: Random House, 1961), p. 138.

3Behavioral patterns of course can become status
symbols. The term "affected air" is used to denote the
discovery that one does not occupy the position his behavior
indicates. Further, symbols may themselves become referents.
A colleague has noted the popularity of the "Barbie Doll" as
a symbol of all that is desired in an American woman. But
the doll in turn has become a referent for his daughter who
desires clothing just like "Barbie."
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in the small community setting.l Svalastoga spells this out
more clearly albeit simply. He notes that in small social
contexts evaluations are likely to be based both upon posi-
tional characteristics and personal attributes. As the
social system becomes larger and more highly differentiated,
one is forced to rely upon only positional characteristics.2

Empirical support for the contentions regarding the
relevance of size to<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>