Explanations of "Downward-moving" of Status Identification: Relative Deprivation or Holistic Influence?
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Abstract：Researchers have already found that compared with other countries, the identifications of status position had the trait of "downward-moving" in china. The analytical results of cross-sectional datas show that the identifications of status positoin have the longitudinal trend of "downward-moving". Two competing explanations are considered: "Relative deprivation hypothesis" and "holistic influence hypothesis". The Statistical results of log-linear model proved that "holistic influence hypothesis" is more eligible. Status Identification depends not only on the distribution of status elements, but also on  holistic influence of social mentality and the mechanisms of social operation.  
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chinese sociologists have conducted many surveys of status identification since 1990s. （Lu，1996；Bian & Lu，2002；Zhao，2005；Li，2006；Feng，2011）。The comparison of those survey results shows the longitudinal "downward-moving " trend of status identification since 2000. Many scholars emphasize the importance of "relative deprivation" to this trend. Does this explanation stand the test of data ?

THE LONGITUDINAL TREND OF "DOWNWARD-MOVING" OF STATUS IDENTIFICATION

Table 1：Survey results of status identification in china

	Sources
	Lu,1996
	Liu,2001
	CASS, 2004
	NSRC, 2009
	Li, et al, 2006

	Year
	1991
	1994
	1994
	1996
	2002
	2003
	2006

	upper
	1.0
	1.36
	1.85
	0.8
	1.6
	0.51
	0.5

	Upper middle
	7.6
	6.20
	11.32
	7.2
	10.4
	5.07
	5.4

	middle
	41.0
	39.28
	47.11
	47.3
	46.9
	33.73
	39.6

	Lower middle
	25.4
	34.45
	26.57
	31.2
	26.5
	32.39
	29.1

	lower
	9.2
	13.38
	5.66
	12.6
	14.6
	28.3
	24.5

	Not clear
	15.7
	5.3
	5.50
	——
	——
	——
	——

	Survey area
	shanghai
	shanghai
	guangzhou
	wuhan
	china
	china
	china

	Sample size
	1001
	807
	813
	740
	11094
	5894
	7061


Table 1 shows survey results of status identification for different years. In 1991, survey conducted by Lu showed that 9.2% of respondents identified himself as "Lower".  This proportion increased dramatically after 2000. In 2003, CGSS survey showed that 28.3% of respondents identified himself as "Lower". 

The comparison of different survey has obvious weakness: the designs of those surveys are different. The longitudinal survey design can give more clear pictures. "The Chinese social transition survey" was conducted by CASS in 2001 and 2005. The sampling designs are similar, and the measurement items are completely same: "if  the whole society have ten levels , and the first is the highest, the tenth is the highest, which level do you think you belong to"?  The results of two surveys are showed in graph 1 and graph 2.  

The 2001 survey shows that 15.69% of respondents chose "the first"(the lowerest), and the 29.41% chose "the fifth"(the middle). The 2005 survey shows that 36.33% of respondents identified himself as "the first", and the proportion of respondents choosing "the fifth" declined to 15.50%. The status identification has declined dramatically between 2001 and 2005. How can we explain the change of status identification? 
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地位层级认同 （2001：中国社会变迁调查数据）


Garph 1: status identification in 2001
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Graph 2: status identification in 2005

TWO COMPETING EXPLANATIONS: "RELATIVE DEPRIVATION" OR "HOLISTIC  INFLUENCE" 

Subjective status identification and objective status position are not identical. Between 2001 and 2005, the distribution of objective status elements has not changed so dramatically. The data shows that Gini coefficient is 0.413 in 2001, and is 0.410 in 2005. The downward-moving trend of status identification can not be attributed to the change of objective status elements. 

There are two theoretical explanations for the inconsistency between objective situation and subjective assessment in sociology: "relative deprivation explanation" and "holistic influence explanation". "Relative deprivation explanation" emphasize the importance of "reference group" as a cognition frame. "Holistic influence explanation" focuses the impact of "collective consiousness" on individual. 

I. RELATIVE DEPRIVATION HYPOTHESIS 

The concept of relative deprivation was introduced by Samuel Stouffer and his co-workers in their classic study(Samuel Stouffer, 1949). After Merton merged this concept with "reference group theory", it was widely used in sociological studies. According to this explanation, status identification is dependent on the situation of "reference group". If certain people changes their reference group , or the situation of reference group changed, their status identification will change. Liu Xin proposed the relative deprivation explanation is suitable for status identification research (Liu, 2001).

II. HOLISTIC INFLUENCE HYPOTHESIS 

Durkheim maintained that the tendency to suicide depended not on individual psychology or features of the physical environment, but on the nature of the individual's relation to society, on the social trend and social mentality. Emile Durkheim sought to identify social trends through scientific and strictly quantitative means. Status identification will be affected by social trends and social currents. "Holistic influence hypothesis" insists that status identification is depend on social trends and social currents, which is determined by social mechanism. If the senses of social mechanism change, social trends and social currents will change, and the status identification of all individuals (not certain groups) will change. 

III. METHOD OF TESTING COMPETING EXPLANATIONS

"Relative deprivation hypothesis" holds that changes of reference groups of certain groups caused changes of status identification, and predicts that relative relation of social groups in status identification will change. For example, if low-income group have more relative deprivation senses because of the change of reference group , the odds of identifing himself as lower-status will increase. But for high-income group, the odds will not change, so the odds ratio of those two groups will change.

"Holistic influence hypothesis" holds that changes of social trends caused changes of status identification, and predicts that relative relation of social groups in status identification will not change. For example, both low-income group and high-income group are influenced by those social trends, so the odds of identifing himself as low-status will increase similarly. As a result, the odds ratio of those two groups will not change much.

\Which prediction is more suitable for our data? We can use our data for testing those two hypotheses. 

THE SPECIFICATIONS OF LOGLINEAR MODELS

We specified four models for testing our theoretical hypotheses.

I. Conditional independence model: status identification is independent on income groups
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     （model 1）
where
[image: image4.wmf]sot

F

 is expected frequency; 
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 is status identification of respondent (in which the 10th level is reference category ); 
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 is income quintile groups of respondent (in which high-income level is reference category); 
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is year (in which 2001 is reference category). 
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 is marginal effects of those variables. 
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is two-way interaction of status identification and year. 
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 is two-way interaction of income groups and year.
This model supposes that status identification is independent on income groups. As a baseline model, it is obviously unrealistic.

II.  Homogeneous association model（full interaction）: The relations between status identification and income groups are stable
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     （model 2）
This model has two-way interaction of status identification and income groups, but has not three-way interaction. This means that the relations between status identification and income groups were stable, and they did not change in those years. If  this model fit data better, it proved that "holistic influence hypothesis " is tenable. 

III. Homogeneous association model（row-effect）：The relations between status identification and income groups are stable
Status identifications and income groups are all ordinal variables, so we can simplify the model use the ordinal traits ( Powers & Xie, 2009). We assign integers to variables of income groups. Considering year as level, status identifications as row, income groups as column, This model is homogeneous association model with row-effect:
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     （model 3）
In which 
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 is the assigned value to income groups（1，2，…，5）, 
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 is the effect of status identification (row-effect). If this model fit data better, it also proved that "holistic influence hypothesis" is tenable, and the relation between status identification and income groups are ordinal.
IV. Heterogeneous association model（row-effect）：the relations between status identification and income groups change
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     （model 4）
This model includes three-way interaction: 
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 is the assigned value to income groups（1，2，…，5）, 
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 is dummy variable "year"（t=0 if year=2001; t=1 if year=2005）；
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 estimates the difference of effects of status identification between different years. This model holds that the relations between status identification and income groups change. If this model fit data better, it proved "relative deprivation hypothesis " is tenable. 
GOODNESS OF FIT AND PARAMETER ESTIMATION

I. COMPARISON OF GOODNESS OF FIT

Statistics of goodness of fit are listed in table 4. The first row is conditional independence mode, which is a baseline model.G2 (-2 times the log-likelihood value) is 707.81, and BIC ( Bayesian information criterion) is 376.24. 
The second row is Homogeneous association model with full interaction. G2  declined to 59.43, and BIC to -106.36. This means that relations between status identification and income groups are significant. 
The third row is Homogeneous association model with row effect. BIC is -183.16. BIC can be applied to models that are not nested within each other. Judged by BIC, model 3 is better than model 2. The value-assignment to ordinal variable is valid. 

The four row is Heterogeneous association model with row-effect. Compared with model 3, it have 9 more degree of freedom, and G2  declined to 70.88. But it's BIC is bigger than model 3. So judged by BIC, model 4 if worse than model 3.

Model 3 fit the data best. This mean the relations between status identification and income groups are stable. The results of model comparison support "holistic influence hypothesis" rather than "relative deprivation hypothesis".

Table 2 : Comparison of Goodness of fit
	Model
	df
	G2
	BIC

	1 Conditional independence model
	72
	707.81
	376.24

	2 Homogeneous association model（full interaction）
	36
	59.43
	-106.36

	3 Homogeneous association model（row-effect）
	63
	 106.96
	-183.16

	4 Heterogeneous association moedl（row-effect）
	54
	 70.88
	-177.80

	Model comparison
	
	
	

	Model 3 and Model 2
	27
	47.53
	

	Model 4 and Model 3
	9
	36.08
	


II. PAMATERMER ESTIMATION

Model 3 fit data bes, so table3 listed related parameter estimatiosn in model 3. Parameters
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 in model 4 is related with our analysis, so they are also listed. 
Table 3：Parameter estimation
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(year by status)
	Value
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in model 3
（income groups by status）
	Value
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 in model 4
（income groups by status by year）
	Value

	year×1st
	1.21****
	Income groups×1st
	-0.28*
	Income groups×1st×year
	0.04

	year×2nd
	0.58
	Income groups×2nd
	-0.00
	Income groups×2nd×year
	0.32

	year×3rd
	0.16
	Income groups×3rd
	0.18
	Income groups×3rd×year
	0.32

	year×4th
	-0.25
	Income groups×4th
	0.29*
	Income groups×4th×year
	0.15

	year×5th
	-0.59*
	Income groups×5th
	0.41****
	Income groups×5th×year
	0.30

	year×6th
	-0.68*
	Income groups×6th
	0.62****
	Income groups×6th×year
	0.62*

	year×7th
	-0.47
	Income groups×7th
	0.60****
	Income groups×7th×year
	0.15

	year×8th
	-0.31
	Income groups×8th
	0.52****
	Income groups×8th×year
	0.19

	year×9th
	0.24
	Income groups×9th
	0.39*
	Income groups×9th×year
	-0.31


 *: p≤.05; **:p≤.01; ***:p≤.005; ****:p≤.001
Parameters 
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 in model 3 are two-way interactions of year and status. They declined steadily through status levels. This shows the downward-moving of status identification: the proportion of lower level increased, and the proportion of higher level decreased. 

Parameters 
[image: image26.wmf]s

f

 in model 3 are the effect of status identification and income groups. They increased steadily through status level. This shows that the higher the income are,  the less the odds of identifing himself as lower-status are. For example, if income position rises 1 level, the odss of identifing status as 2nd  level rather than 1st level will increased 1.32 times ( exp[（-0.00）-(-0.28)]=1.32).

Parameters 
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 in model 4 are three-way interactions of income groups and status and year. Most of those parameters are not significant, and there is no regularity among those parameters. 
III. CONCLUSION

The analysis results of goodness of fit and parameter estimations support "holistic influence hypothesis" rather than "relative deprivation hypothesis". All people, no matter poor or rich, declined in their status identifications. This is not the result of "relative deprivations", but the result of "social trends".

DISCUSSION

"Holistic influence hypothesis" is a rather abstract explanation. We don't know exactly those mechanisms which hide behind the black box of "social trend". A lot of interesting mechanisms , economical or political, cognitive or institutional,  collective or individual, can be explored. 
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