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AB"STRACT 

Status inconsistency in this thesis ls concept-
1 

ualized as, a subset of cross-pressures, ami ~s such, 

Lenski's theory of status inconsistency and Lipset·s 

theory of cross-pressures make corttradictory pre­

dictions. While the former prediçts ~hat status ineo~-~ 
~_" . " ':" J.';I 

sistents will support social change, the latter predicts 
~: 

that they will become pOlitically apathetic. Each Qt~ 
- ~ , 

these theories is tested along with certain modifications 
\ 

in order to resolve this contradiction. The results 

of th~ study show that status discrepancy ls not related 

to support for soclàl change (whether measured by vot~ .. 

for the Parti Quebecois or attitudinal support for 

separatism) as the Lenski hypothesis suggests, nor 

i8 it related to political apathy (measured by non­

voting) as the Lipset hypothesis suggests. Tests of the 
p • 

social-psychological model underly,ing the two theories 
f , 

reveal that while there i8 no relationship between . 

discrepancy and stress br stres~ and political, apathy, 
. 

there is a relationship between s.tress and sup'port for 

soe ial' change. .. 
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RESUME 

Les statuts inconsistents sont envisagés dan cette 

thèse comme un sous-ensemble des pressions contradictoires; 

donc la théorie de l'inconsistence des'statuts de Lenski, 
, 

et la théorie des p~essions contradictoires de Lipset 

amenent à deux prédictions qui s'opposent. La première 
, ' 

prédit que ceux qui ont des statuts inconsistents supporteront 

le ~hangement social, tandis' que la deuxième prédit que 

ces gens deviendront apathiques sur le plan politique. 

Les deux théories, et certaines modifications de ces théories 

sont analysées dans le but de resoudre cette contradiction. 
1 

Les resu1tats de cette étude démontrent qu'il n'y a aucun 

,'~:~pport entr~. les différences de statuts et, soit l'appui 
-J.J~ ~ 

pour des changement sociaux (measuré par vote pour le 

Parti Québécois et sympathie pour le séparatisme), soit 

,.l'apathie politique. ,Tandis que les analyses faites de 
~ 

-
la théorie psycho-sociologique de laquelle ces deux 

théories dependent, n'ont démontré aucun rapport entre 

les d~fférences de statuts et la ~ension, ou la tensioh et 

l'apathie politique, elles ont ~é~ontré un rapport substantiel 

entre la tension et l'appui pour d~s changement sociaux. 
, 
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CHAPTER l 

INTRODUCTION • . -, 
'" 

~ 

Statement o~ ~he Problem 

,. 

v Brje~ly, the theory 0f status inconsistency mainta~ns 

that whert an indiyidual occunie~ inconl':r~ent p.o~ii'ions on 

two or more status dimensions, tension will ari?e from the 

fact that in certain" social settings the individual will 
" 

be treated in terms of his lower status while in otherR 

h~ will be t~a ted in terms of his hle;her sta tus (Lenski 1 

1954, 1956, 1964,.]967). In an effort to reljeve this 
~ r 

• 

tension it is<predicted that such individuals will Rupport 

some form of social change. The research to date on status 

inconsistency contains a ~ertain amount of theoretical 
o 

ambiguity, conf1icting results. and methodological probJems • 
• 

One of the ~oals ef this thesis will be to clarify sorne 

of' thes"e theoretical and methodologlcal issues raised by 
, 

critics of statu~ inconsistency. , . , . 
The the ory of cross-pressures on the other hind, as 

formulated by Lipset (1960) st~tes that individuals occupying 

several different ~ocial categories yill be subject to the 

stress o~ "cross-pressures" and will find it difficul t to 

make political decisions. Cônsequently th~y will tend to 
~ 

., retreat ~rom th~ tpoll tical pree"ess into a st~te of' apathy. " 
;,. 

It w~ll be shown that most of the si~uations which Lenski 

views~as producing status-incônsistency can also be viewed 
;' 

as situations of c1àoss-pressure in the ·Lipset ·sense (thaugh 

• 
'. 
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the reverse is probably not tru~): rhu~. in ~hese situations. 

while Lenski would Dreditt supnort for social chan~e . 

. Lipset would oredic,t 'political a~thY. 
. 

\ .. 
For a given nerson in such situations these two th~ories 

make conflictine; ~redictions. ~e,"a second P-:?al o'f 

this thesis will be to examine this contradiction 'in détail 

in a~ effort to rasoi ve the: appar~t. inc~nsist~ncy' hetW'eeh 

the twp· theories. Sorne mod ifica tio s of "bo th mode 1$' will 
. .. 

<1 

.,be p'ro,posed apd t'e13ted ks weil. 
\ . 

The third and final. goal ~f this th~sis i8 to test the 

central assumption that psychological 'stress is indeed the 
u1 ~ 

i~tervenin~ variable, or causal link between the indenen-

-de-t::t and depende.'0t variables in eacho model. 'r'his' assumption, 
... D j 

while crucial to both theo~ies, has never before been . , 

adequately teste~. 

The data t~ be used for t~s study is'that pf Maurice . . .. 
Piryard' Sf 1970 Study of Soc~al Movements i)1 Quebec and i!1 

many. ways is ideal1y suited for testin~ the theoretical 
... 

issues at stake. With the exceDtion perhans of Rush's~work 
'. 

(1967), subport fnr so~ial movements has never been used 
, . ~ 

in testin~ Lènski~s theor~ oT ~t~tus inc~nslstency. 'Rather, 
, 

substitute va~iables such as percent voting Democratie 

or ha~ing liberal economic attitudes~h~ typically"been , 

used to test the theory. Perhaps this i8 lar~ely due to 

particular historical circumstances, that is,' a ~eneral 
J ~\ 1 • 

1 

lack of widesoread soci~l movements in North Ameriça. The 

Quebec data however, ~ives us a very goœmeasure of a real 

social chan~e movemenir support for the ~art Qu~b'cots. 
, 

.' 
" 

, .. 
() 

- , 

," 

.. 
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It is truely a measur~ of sU~bJt-for social chan~e since 

'i t ls the goal of the party to- wi:t,h.I~raw the province of 

QU~ from the Canadian Confederation and make it an 

înden/ndent state, thus hopefullY co'rr~in&>; various' soc ial 
'# 

injustice~ which exist ~n Quebec. Th~re càn be no dou~t 
o , 

that the party reoresents a social c,han~ movement,·and 
( 

consequently provides a valid test ~f the, two theories. 
~ 

This i8 im00rtant sinee moreso than any other case analyzed ., 
to date, the Quebec/~ase allàws us to test Lenski's theory 

~with a dependent v~riable which is a true exa~ple of the 

dependent variable in his theory. o(t"'. 

-; 
ï ,1 

(/ 
Review of the Literature: Status Inconsistenc~ 

Status incùnsistency as first developed by Lenski 

('1954) was sourree} by Weber' s recogni tion that there was 

more t~an one possible dimension of stratification (ct~ss, 

status and parties) and that while one's positions on these 
o 

dimensions did not necessarily ~onver~e, they' did ~end 

toward such convergence (webers 1946). He was also in-

fluenced by Benoit-Smullyan's 11944) work-on status .. Lenski . 
" 

hypothesized that an individual oCcuPYing·incongruent 
c J G 

positions on several non-vertical dimensions of stratifi-
• 0 

cation would face certain problems since at times' he would be 

treate·d in "tjSrms of his higher st~tus,es) and at other times ~ , 
., 

in"terms of his lower status(es). This ambiguous deference 

shawn tJ~~im would create psychologieal. stress, and in an 

~ 

effort ta relieve this stress, the ~ndividual woulq attempt" 

\ 

~ 

,. 
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)t'o, equilibrate his statuses. In or~r to do this. it was 

suggested that the individual would turn to movements 

advocating social change. His first Dublish~d emnirical 

test of this (lQS4) seemed to support his contention. The 

1954 study linked status inconsistency, as defined by 

occunation, education. income and ethnicity to percent 

- vQtrn~_Democra tic (WhiC~ was taken to be an indicator ot 

soc~al chang;e). 
. 

In 1956. Lenski extended his theory. specifying that 
o 

if status inconsistency caused stress due ta inconsistent 
) 

treatment of the individual by others, the person whose, 

status was not wel~ crystallized would attempt to avoid 

these stressful situations, thus status inconsistency 

should be related to social isolation. Indeed, this i8 

what Lenski showed: that individuals with poorly crystallized 

statuses were less likely to interact with their neighbors 

and less likely to become- members of volun,tary organizations. 
Q 

This study was followed by another in which'Goffman (1957) 

replicated Lenski's 1954 study. Defining inconsistency in 

terms of incorne, occupation, and education, Goffman found a 

relationship between status inconsistency and preference 

for chan~e in the distribution of power arnongst five 

"institutions": 1) etate g6vernments, 2) big business, 

3) labor unions, 4) businesses that are not large, and 5) the 

National government. However, by suggesting that, statua 

inconsistency had its greatest effect when "the individual 

is prevented from reducing status inconsistency" Goffmah 
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provided the rationale for the-emphasis on the pattern of 

achieved-ascribed inconsistencies which was to be found in 

later investigations. Thus, Lenski (1964) adopted the view 

that differenees between aseribed statuses and achieved 

S,~tuses were more crucial than other forms of inconsistency 
" in producin~ support for social chan~e. This was true he 

stated due to the fixed natur~ of aseribed statuses, render-

ing them impossible to chan~e, thus increasing stress. 

Jackson (1972) reported that inconsistency resulting 

from high aseribed status (racial-ethnie ranks) and low 

achieve~ status (occupational-educational ranks) produced 

sy~ptoms of psychological stress, while aIl other pa tte,rns 

of inconsistency did note He notes however, that in previous 

research both natterns have been linked with political 
\" 

liberalism. The interpretation he ~ives to these results 

is that while aIl forms of status inconsistency may give rise 

to stress; the résponse to the stress will vary with the 

relat~ve position of a person's aehieved and ascribed statuses. 

Jackson found that sex also influences the response to typ~s 

of ineonsistency. 

In a cross-cultural four nation test of his theory, 

Lenski (1967) examined twenty-five different surveys of 

voting behavior for the countries Australia, Brïtain, Canada 

and the United States. He round in twenty-one of the twenty­

five tests h~ made that status inconsistency, as measured 

by occupational c1ass and socio-re1igious group, was 

associated with 1eft, or 1eft ~ center political views. At 
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one point, Lenski introduces regional controls by province , 
for Canada. The effect of this was to increase the stren~th 

of the inconsistency.effect for so~e provinces, with Quebec 
" 

exh~bitin~ the ~reatest inconsistency effect. Unfortunately, 

Lenski offers no explanation for these results. Perhaps 

they are due to the fact that 8010 of Quebecers are native 

french sDeakin~,/a status which in Canada may be considered 

as a Iow ascribed status~ Thus, by controlling for province, 

C perhaps Lenski was really controlling for ethnie i ty, or a 

third status variable, which had the effect of increasin~ 
/ 

the degree of status inconsistency and thus its effect. 

Britain however, was somewhat of an exception to the general 

relationship between inconsistency and liberai political 

attitudes which Lenski discovered in the other three 

countries. Lenski attributed this to tne fact that there 

is a lack of saliency of socio-reli~ious groun statuses in 

Britain ~ince she has such a homo~eneous religious composition, 

~hus, the initial literature did Séern to support the 
, 

contention that status inconsistency is related to desire 

for social change. ?~tther this relation would'seem 'to be 

Most pronounced wh en the inconsistency is produced by incon-
. 

gruent positions on an ac~ieved and an ascribed status di-
\ 

mension. However, it shoùld be noted that the dependent 

variable in Most of these studies ie lfberal economic views, 

~ voting Democratie, or stating that one~would like to see 

changes in government. As dependent variables, these all 
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differ considerably from Lenski's ori~inal dependent variable, 

supDort for social chan~e. 

The literature de~-with status inconsistency in 

mO,re recent ye~ever, i8 far from unambiguous, and 

several confl~cting pieces of research have been published. 

Due to methodolo~ical criticisrns raised by Mitchell (1964), 

Hyman (1966), BJalock (1966a, 1966b, 1967a, 1967b, lo67c) 

and others, manv of thR earlier results of status incon-

sistency research were considered to be inval~d. The details 

of these criticisms will be discussed at sorne length in a 

later section, but briefl~, the main thrust of the argument 

is that sinee most status variables tend to be correlated 

with politieal behavior, unle8s the appropria te çontrols. 
1 

are made f~r each separate status variable used in defining 

inconsisteney, one cannot discern the def,ree to which the 
" 

observed, effects are due 'ta the additive effects of the 

statys variables or ta sorne interaction (inconsistency) 

e ff(i.qt. 

One of the first reports published which she~ doubt 

on Lenski's theory was that of Kenkel (1956) who found no 

relationshin b~tween status inconsistency and desire fo'r \ 

political change. which was measured by responses to ques­

tions asked regardingl 1) Taft-Hartley law, 2) roreign trade, 

3) government care for the needy, 4) strikes during war time, 

.~, 5) price control, 6) government ownership of aircraft indus­

tries, and 7) strictness of labor laws. It should be' 

noted that Kenkel defined inconsistency in terms oT education, 

", 
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,. 

occupation, rentaI value of dweIlln~ and dwellin~ are~ 

presti~e. ~hese variables (with the excention of education 

and occunation) Lenski vointed out. hardly have much 

salience in the social world. Lenski also nointed out 

" . . ' 

that Kenkei had incorrectly caJculated his consistency co- i 

efficients. Instead of comnarin~ the most inconsistent 

quarter of hjs sample with the remainin~ three-quarte~s, 

as did Lenski, KenkeJ compared the most inconsistent hal~ 

of hjs sample with the least inconslstent half, thus re-

ducin~ the power of the test. 

Kelly and Chambliss (IG66) in an effort to resolve the 
.... 

contradiction in findin~s reported that status inconsistency, 

even when measured aceurately, i8 not as p,ood a predictor 
, 

of political attitudes as are the variables social class. 
, 

and ethnicity or race. What should be noted regardin~ t~i~ 

study is that rnn~ist0nry wa~ det~rrtned by nosition on t~p 

i:hre0 ::)t8tU'! hlprarchies of incarne, education and occupation. 

which are aIl achipved dimensions. Therefare, Kelly and 

Chambliss have no way of knowing whethe r ineonsistency be­

tween any one of these dimensions and ethnie or racial 

status (ascribed dimens~ons~ is a better predietor of polit-
.,.. 

ica1 attitud~ than race and sooial class. This it seems, 

ls after.all, the crucial point, especialJy in ligh~ of Len­

ski's emphasis on the importa~ce of achieved and ascribed 

status differehces. 

\ 

.. 
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A later study by Broom (1970) tests the hypothesis 

that status inconsistency is related ta liberalism. To 

measure this, he uses the reSDonses of how individuals 

voted in the 1964 Senate Election in Australia. His study 

includes three achieved mea2ures of social ~~~tus; incorne, 

occ,upation and educat~:m as weIl as one measure" of the 

ascribed status, reli~ion. In general. he finds that 

status inconsistency is noJ a ~ood nredictor of politica1 

liberalism except for certain cornbinations of inconsistent 

statuses; most notably those between achieved and ascribed 

statuses. Treiman (1970) also attemnted to use status 
, 

inconsistency ta predict prejudice and again found it hot 

to be a useful nredictor. However, Frauman (1968) rep~t~ 

findinlSs that when the variable of status incons~stency is 

taken together with the variable class position, p~iction 

of interracial attitudes is improved over those obtained 

from a s~le model includin~ only class. 

Rush (1967), has offered sorne evidence in support of 

the notion that status inconsistency ~redisposes i~dividuals 

to support movements of social chan~e, more specifica1ly, 

extreme rightist movements. Rush uses as his dependent . 

variable a number of attitudinal questions related to the 

political, economic and social issues raised by ri~ht wing ;1 
groups. However, in determining status inconsistency, RUSh\ 

employs only the variables incorne, education, and occupatio~. 
\ . , 

He uses no ascribed statuses, contrary to previous suggest10ns 
.t.. 

'. 
" 
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by Lenski. Nevertheless, Rush does find a relationshin be­
s 

tween ~tatus inconsistency and right win;; extremism. He also 

annlips the necessary controls for each status variable used 

in definine:. inc.o;'.8i~~. cTh,e _imnortance 

of course, IS tha~ It S~~hat status 

of this article 

inconsistency is 

related to any kind of sUDnort fo~ social change, regardless 

of on which end of the political spectrum a particular 

ideolog;y lies. 

Another study which also atternpted to document the 

relationshin between status inconsistency and ri~ht win~ 

radicalism was that of Eitzen (1970). Comparing a sample of 
--self-nrodlaimed Wallace supporters with a con~rol ~roun 

before the election, Eitzen finds that Wallace sunporters 
1 

are more Jikely to be status incotsistents. However, the 

samnle siz~, (37 individuals) make~, it. difficult to draw any 

firm conclusions from the study. 

In a recent study, Laumann and Se~l (1972) however, 

found no consistent relation between status inconsistency and 
\ 

liberal political views. Although their article is methodol-

o~ically quite sound, the measure of ascribed status they use 

is a series of 15 religious cate~ories, some of which (rrerman 

Methodist, ~erman Presbyterian or Anglo-American Methodist 

for examuIe) ~rob~bly have no social relevance and thus do not 

constitute real ~radations of ascribed status. As Olson and 

Tully noint out, " ... the use of these fine nationality dis-
" 

tinctions ignores -the common theoretical argument that status 

r 
li 
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.. '" ...... .. 

inconsistency produces. nolitical co~~quences only when onets 

ascribed status, i;JclearlY defined, 'salient and relatively 
'~\I 

disadvantaged. 1 We doubt whether sornR of Laumann and Segal' s 

ethno-reli~inu~ cate~ories - such aR German Methodists -

meet this criteria. Moreover, their samnle was limited to , 

native-born whites. They could not examine race or forei~ 

birth as alternative kinds of ascribed statuses." (1'172: p. S62) 

Finally, Olson and Tully (1972) report that they round 

no siP,nificant relation betweer. discrerant achieved statuses , 

(income, occunation or education statuses) and nreference for 

political cbange. However, they did find that discreoancies 

hetween overal] socio-economic status and overall ethnic 

status were si~nificantly related ta liberal economic attitudes 

and Democratie votino;. They conclude thoup;h, that the concept 

should be abandoned since i t fails to explain a large portion 
1 

of the variance in preference for political change. 

'T'wo thinp;s should 1?e noted here 1 Lenski originally 

hypothesized that differences between achieved and ascribed 

statuses increase the "inconsiBtency e:ffect" sinee ascribed 

st~tus characteri-stics are usually of g;reater social relevance. 

However, an important characteris~ic of any "stress" exper-

ienced by the discrepancy between an ascribed and an achieved 

status i8 that it is impossible ta resolve by changing the 

ascribed status. In the case of a low achieved/hi,gh ascribed 

status configuration, the discrepancy may be resolved through 

mobility. This is also true of discrepancies between achieved 

statuses. However. in the case o~ a low ascribe~high achieved 
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\ 

configuration the only way to res lve \the- discrenancy is 

through social change, for by definition, the ascribed status 

cannot be brou~ht into equilibrium\With the achieved one 

(this assumes of course, that down~ard mobility iA not regarded 
\ 

as a feasible 31ternative). ?erhap~ this is why ma~tudies 
\ 

have failed to find a relationshiD ~etween statu8 inconsistency 
\ 

and 8unport ior social change when i~consiAtenCy was defined 

only in terms of achieverl statuses. \ 
\ 

The recent. li terature on status\ incon:::;istency, then, 

has nresented conflictinp evidence in\re~ard to the theory. 
"\ ' 

Yet i t does seem tha t the m,ost pronouf'\ced t'esul ts are obtained 

when one considers the cas~ of inconsfstenc y between achieved 

and ascribed statuses. While OIson an~ Tully (1972) found 

that both status combination$, hiFh aC~ieved/low ascribed and 
1 

low achieved/high ascribed, nroduced a~ inconsistency effect, 

.Jackson found that only the nattern, h~p;h aChieved/low ar:crihed 

statuA pro~uced psycholo~ical 8ymptoms. Hopefully, this thesis 

will be abJe to a8seSB whether 1) the effects of status incon-

sistency are the same for both combinations of achieved and 

ascribed statuses, and 2) whether status inconsistency works 

only when the discrepant statuses are achieved and ascribed 

• ones, or whether there is a1so sorne effect when the discrepant 

statuses are solely achieved one~. Further, as it previously 

has been noted, all these studies use approximations of 

Lenski's original dependent variable, support for social change , 

rnovements. This may explain why in sorne instances the effect 

; 
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• 
of status inconsistency on the dependent variable was not as 

~reat as had been anticipated (See the Olson ~n9 Tully study 

for example). 

Cross-Pressure:; am Status Inconsistency 

The theory of cross-pressur~s, as Lipset points out, 

was first formulated by George Simmel. The ~eneral theory as 

it exists today holds that those nersons who are consistently 

~xposed t~ressures are leRs likely ta have firm pol-

itical convictions. Cross-pressures arise fr~m ~roup member­

ship in institutions, voluntary organizations or social cat-

e~ories which predispose the individual to conflicting polit-

ical or social nressures. According to Lipset, such cross-

pressures create a certain tension.within the individual, 

who in attemntin~ to c~ with this unpleasant situation may 

withdraw into a state of apathy. This state of apathy, 

Lipset posits,. leads to non-voting. ~he theoyy of cross-
, 

pressure~ may be seen as analo~ous to Lenski's theory of 

status inconsistency in that status positions in a status 

hierarchy, just as membership in organiza t ions an(L soc ial 

c-~{tegories, carry wi th them èxpecta tions of behavior, poli tical 

pre~isposi tians 

tion\ increases, 

etc. For exarnple, it is known that as educa-

so does the predisposition towards conserva-
1 

tism 
" 

Such predispositions are most likely due to the role 

tations of the individual and others as weIl as the 



particular background formation necessary for occupation of 

the position. Further, it seems reasonable to assume ~that 

inconeruent statuses would entail very different role exnect-

ations and back~round requirements. and hence, such indivi-

duals m?y be said ta be subject to c~~flictin~ or cross-

~> pressures. Horan (lq71) has Dut the matter more concisely, 
.',\ 

: ( )' by sta tinp; tha t 6"ross-ore SRure s is the re sul t of havinE; cer-

tain combinations of social back,o;r'bund caterT,ories or member-

ship in various or~anizations which because of,their partisan 
, /-...... _--'" 

orientationR, produce stress for the individual. This stress 

results in the inability te make political ~decisions and a 
o 

general withdrawal from the polltical process. Status 

positions thu~ may be seen as a narticular subset of social 
. 

cate~ories. Y.et if one concedes that cross-pressures can 

arise from an individual holding' incôngruent positions on " 

several status dimensions, then indeed, Lipset's theo~y of 

pross-pressures and Lenski's theory of status inconsistency 

may be said to make conflicting nredictions. Perhaps status 

inconsistency is best viewed as a subset of cross-pres~ures. 

For'Lipset's cross-p~essures is a much broader variable which 

includes any social category associated with partisan orien­

tations, ethnicity, social class, or educational level, aIl 

categories typically used in definin~ ~tatus inconsistency. 

However, it also includes other categories such as exnosure 

to media, membership in voluntary organizatipns, nationality, 

sex, neighborhood of residence etc., variables which are 

typically excluded in defining status inconsistency. In this 

, 
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way, status inconsistency ~s a special case of cross-... 
• 

pressures, and as such, the two theories make confli~tin~ 

predict ions,. 

. The literature and research up to date do not provide 

us with clear evidence for judging which of these two theori~~ 

most accurately predlcts" social behavior. In fact, Lenskt " 

(1956b) himself offers support that status inconsistency 

may at times be related to social isolation (as principally 

defined by rnembership in voluntary or~anizations): a thesis 

which in sorne ways resernb1es Lipset's formulation that cr~­
pressured individuals withdraw into a state~of apathy (see 

page 4 of this cha~ter). Olson (1972), has a1so offered . ~ 

subst~ntial proof that membership in voluntary organizations 

is inversely related to non-votin~. 

The literature on cross-pressures i8 rather sparse, 

and there qre ~v~ fewer articles relating cross-pressures 

to status inconsistency. Perhaps one of the earliest works 

on the s~nJect was a study by Kriesberg (1~49) which examined 
'. 

the opinions of union members exposed to con~licting propagande 
o 

regarding U. S. policy toward Russia. The "eross-pressured" 

" (situation was produced by exposing the workers to both • 

Communist and Catholic literature. The result of the èxperi-
1 

ment was that workers who were defined as hig~ly cross-

pressured, reaeted by refusin,~ ta make a choiee. Hawever, one 

serious drawback of the study is that crucial data are \not 
(t 

presented, for instance, such basic inform~tion as the percent 

of workers who refused ta mak~ a choiee as a result of exposure 

to conflictin~ views was lacking from the report, and only 

" 

'", 

) 
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the conclusion$ of the study were presented. ". 
o 

/1 Segal (196J) points to the p:t:'o-blem of con.:tradictory 

pre;ictions from the two theories of status i~conslstency 
1 

and cross-pressures and proposes sorne theoretical modifica-

tions to clear up the contradiction. He suggests it makes 

a differerite whether "a uarticular set of inconsistent statuses 

~ are causin~ stress ~ecause an individual's lower s~tus is 

socially visible, or because his 

visible, becomes relevant to him 

lower s'tatus~ while nO l 
under _a particular set ~ 

eircumstances." The specifie example with which~e~al con­

cerns himself is that of Catholics durin~ the 1960 Presidential 

" election. He argues that while bein~ Catholic is a low~ 

ascribed stat~. itqis not normally visible or socially rel~ 

evant, but that the efféct of the 1960 election (in which " . " .."11' ..... 1.,, 

one candidate was Catha1ic) was ta 

relev~nt. 3e~al further quaiifies 

make the status ~ally: 

his ar~ument b~,statin~ 

that if the lower status on1y momentarily takes on importance, 

the individual's response will most likely be to withdraw 

, fro.the poIl tical process. However, if his low status is 

such that it involves t~ystem's consta~ identification of 

him in terrns he finds disa~reeable, his resPQnse will be to 

support social change. Se~al's results are somewhat ambiguous. 

In examining middle class Catholi~s (whom he"considers cross-
/" , 

~ . 
pressured or status inconsistent) he finds t~at while in 

March of 1960, they tended to have ,no partisan preference, 

while by fall of 1960 support for the Democratie Party soared 

arnongst this 'group. 
, 

He attributes these unu8ua1 results to 

the unique aspects of the campai~ and election, and in doing 

( 
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so f~ls to settie the theoretical issues at stak~. 

,lIt will be the second .'Soal of this thesis to off'-er 

rur,ther theoretical modifications of the two theories and 

subject these to tests frorn the data in an erf'or,t to resolve 

these apparent contradictlon~' in a more convincing manner. 

One thin~ ~hich is striking about rnany of the results of 
-

tests 'of status incont;istency theory is that status disdrep-, 

ancies between achieved statuses usually yield, totally , 

negative results (Se~Laumann and Segal, Segal, OIson and 

Tully and Le'nski articles already cited; an exception to this 

is the Rush Study) .•. 

It may very well be that certain status configurations 

increase non-voting, whtle athers increase support for social 

change 'P It is possible tqo that the direction of inconsis-
• 

tency could make a diff'erence in resportses which atte~pt to 
fi' 

deal with the stress produced by tnetinconsistency (Blalockl 
~ ~ 

1966). For exam~e, high,education!low incorne may produce 

~ quite dif?ërent (or even opposite) reaction than low 

eduèation/high incorne. AlI these possibilities will be , 
thoroughly explored within the confines of the data. 

The Sociaf-Psyeholpgieal Mod~l 
',')~ 

" 
o 

Thus far the'intervening variable in both theories -

psychologieal stress - has been neglected. This variable in 

~ost studies 15 either assumed to be the intervenl~variable 

and never tested or is inferred frbm the presence of a link 

11 

r 1. It! 

o 
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between liberal attitudes and inconsistent statuses or 

cross-pressures. The variable itself'has never really been 

empirically ~erified as the causal link in either model. 

(The Laumann and Segal study quoted earlier made sorne a~empt 

to test this causal variable, but due to reasons mentioned 

earlier; their findin~s are questionable). Sampson (1969) 

and his collea~ues have attempted in laboratory situations to 

"induce" status inconsistency situations and to study the 

relationship of stress to inconsistencl through experimental 

~nipulation. However, most of the status dimensions used 

by Sampson and his col1eaeues differ from those used by 

Lenski and the researchers discuss.ed in the first sectionc,of 

this chapter. Therefore, the issue of whetœr stress i5 

related to inconsistency in the Lenski-sense' is still not 

totally answered. 

A~art from the Laumann and Segal and Sampson studies 

~he question of whether psychological stress is the inter-
~ .~~ , " 
veni~~ variable for both ~he Lenski and Lipset formulations .. 
has been largely unexamined~ However, when testing any 

theoretical formulation~ it is important to test all the 
l' , 

1 ~ "''' 

causal links possible within the model, otherwise one runs 
" 

the risk of misunderstanding the mechanism by which the theory 

operates. This would ultimately lead to a faulty prediction 

and inhibit further attempts to build other theories based 

on the original formulation. For example, if Oit were found 

that status inconsistency was indeed related to desire for 

social ~hange, but that status inconsistency was not rehted 
\ 

to stre'ss in any way, this would calI into question a very 
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fundamental assumption of the theory. ,~nd the model wOl.lld 

have to be revised. Thus, it will be the third and final 

goal of this thesis to try and document the intervenlng var-

o iable (stress) for both theories. 

There are several ways in /hich the variables, stress, 

discrepant statuses, and either support for social change or 

non-votin~ may be related. Operating on the assumption that 

there is a relationship between the independent and dependent 

variables in each theory, thefpossible hypothetical relations 

of the intervening variable t(~~independent and dependent V" 

variables are ,diagrammed in Tables 1-1 and 1-2. Model l of 
» / 

both tables is the hypothesized 'causal ordering in Lenski 

and Lips~t respectively •. Sorne status discrepancy leads to 
\ 

stress which in lurn leads to either support for social change 

or apathy and non-votin~. The second hypothetical schemes, 

represented by Model II in both tables differ in that bath 

status discrepancy and stress lead to either of the dependent 

variables wh~le they themselves are unrelated. In the third 

hypothetical situation (Model lII'of both tables), status 
• 

discrepancy leads ta both the dependent variable and stress, 

\. .... " while stress i9 in no way related t'o the dependÈmt variablts. 

Finally, in the fDrth situation (Madel IV), status discrep­

- ancy is related to the dependent variable, but stress le 

totally unrelated ta the other two variables of the scheme. 

Each of' these models will be tested and assessed in light ~ 

of the theory develoned and the data. It should be noted 

that each of' these modeis can be distinguished on the basis 
," 

" .. 
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of i ts sta tistical~ predictions, (assuming a causal ordering) " 
l' 

r , , 

p 

o 

.", 

• 

" 
.~ 

1 ) 
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TABLE 1-1 

( 
Sorne Alternative Caùsal Models Involving stress, aIl of which 
Predict a positive Correlation Between Status Inconsistency 
and Support for Social Change ~ 

stress 

statua 

Support for 
Soc ial ChanB;e 

Inc onsistency 

stress 

Model l 
(Lenski's Original Theory) 

Support for . 
Social Change +1 

Status ,A' 
Inconsistency 

'1 

Model III 

... 

Stress ~---.., Support for 
':toc ial Change, 

status 
Inconsistency 

r 

stress 

Model II 

Support for 
Soc ial Chan~e 

Statua ~ 
Inconsistency 

Model IV 

.. 
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TABLE 1-2 . 

---
-Sorne Alternative Models Jnvolving Stres~ Âll of which Predict 

A"Positive Correlation Between Cross-Pressures and Non-Voting 

+ 
~ 

Stress 

Non-Voting 

.C!"oss-Pre ssures 

Model 1 
(Lipset's Orieinal Theory) 

Stress 

Non-Voting 

Cross-Pressures ~ 

Model III 

/ 

Stress ......:t.... 
Non-Voting 

Cross"Pressures 4 
Model II 

Stress 

Non-Voting 

Cross-Pressures ~ 

Model IV . 
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CHAPTER II 

Methodo1ogy 

-t Methodo1ogica1 prob1ems have p1ap-;ued .both status in-

consistency and cross-pressures research for the past ten 

years. While rnost of the methodolop-;ica! exposés written 

have been with reference to stat~s inconsistency theory, 

Horan (1970) points out that the sarne criticisms app1y to 

cross-pressures research. 

To measure inconsi~tency, Lenski (1954) originally 

proposed that for each statuq dimension individuals be 

given a percentile rank renresenting their position or 

rank on that dimension within the society. This would 

create equivalent measures of an individual's position on 

each of the status dimensions. Next, for each status 
If • 

dimension, Lenski took the square root of the surn of the 

square of the difference of each individual's percentile 

rank from the mean and subtracted this figure from 100. 

This was d'one, according to Lenski (1954), to exaggerate 

large status discrepancies. On the basis of these figures, 

Lenski looked for "natural breaks" in his data an~ divided 

his sarnple according to these breaks into quartilés for 

each status dimension. When examining the effects of status 

inconsistency, Lenski (lq54) alw~ys made cornparison~ between 

the l~ast crYRtal1ized quarter and the most crystallized 

three-quarters of his samp1e. 

~ecause this first method for computing the inconsistency 
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term met with criticism (Mitchell, 1964). Lenski (1964) 

revised hi~ ~omputations. The new method called for 

tankin~ individuals on each status dimension and then 

dividin~ each dimension into two or more categories 

rangin~ from high to low. To actually calculate the incon-

sistency co-efficient between two status dimensions, Lenski, 

composed a t~e like the following, 

status 
Dimension 

II 
Low 

Table 2- l 

Status Dimension l 

c 

Low 

B 

D 

The letters A through 0 represent the percent of individuals 

with the status cOfifiguration indicated by the cell and who 

responded positively in regard to sorne dependent variable 

(Segal; 1969). Lenski then subtracted the sums of the con-

sistent cells from the surns of the inconsistent cellss 

(A + D) (C + B) = Statue consistency co-efficient 

Thus, the larger the co-efficient, the greater the effect 

of status inconsistency on Borne dependent variable (Segal, 
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However, there were still several criticisms to be 

made of this methodolo~y. These criticisms were voiced 

by Hyman l (1966) and especially by Blalock (1966, lQ67). 

For examnle, if one of the status variables tends to be 

correlated with the dependent variable, then one does not 

know to what de~ree the observed inconsistency effect is 

due to t\he dtrec t effec t of the particula r sta tus variable 

or to some inconGistency effect. Put more concisely, 

there i8 an identification problern which makes it difficult 

to know whether one is simply observin~ the additive 

"effects of certain status variables, or real interaction 

effects. ~lalock (1967c) has ~one to great len~ths ta 

show how many pos~ible relations between status vari~bles 

and the dependent variable can yield the sarne inconsistency 

coefficient with Lenski's methodolo~y, " .• • it should be 
\ 

quite clear that the magnitude of the inconsistency component 
\ 

cannot be direçtly estimated from the empirical data. In 
\ , 

other words, there are infinitely many possible pararneter 

values that mi~h~ have produced the sarne empirical results. 

This is the essence of the identification problem. Further, 

if the effects of inconsistency vary with the direction of 

inconsistency it .•• is even po~sible to have opposite in­

consistency effects that produce no interaction term." 

(1967c. p. 306). Thus, Bla10ck is rnaking two points: 

1) When the status variables cornprisin~ the inconsistency 

measure are correlated with the dependent variable, one 

f 
( . , , 
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cannot be sure whether the effects of inconsistency whïch 

one observes are produced by the individual component , 
variables of the inconsistency term or by the difference 

between these components; and 2) If the direction of in-

consistency varies with the direction of its effects 

(i.e. a high/low status configuration correlates positively 

with the devendent variable while a low/high status confi~­

uration correlates negatively), inconsistency effects will 

cancel each other out, producin~ no correlation at aIl. 
~ ... 

In relat~on ta the first Doint he raises, Blalock has 

suggested that if one is to determine whether there are 
.. 

• 
inconsistency effects or not, one must utilize a methodolo~V 

which simultaneausly controls for àll status variables 
1 

involved. One obvious methodology meeting'these require­

ments as Duncan suggests (1966) is regression analysis. 

However, Blalock has issued a warning about the use of 

regression when investigating possible interaction effects. 

He notes that one must make. c~rtain simplifying assumptions, 
\ 

about the effects of inconsistèncy if one i8 to construot 

a solvable mathematical model of the problem. In the 

ca~~ of status inconsistency, he argues, ~f one accurately 

represents the theory mathematically, 'there are simply 

too many unknowns in the resulting equations for solution. 

Thus certain simplifying assumptions must be made; one 

such assumption he suggests is that extraneous factors 

affecting the error terms are uncorrelated. This means 

t~~he system is recursive in that antecedent variables 
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are taken to cause the following variables but not vice 

versa. He offers several other theoretical assumptions 

which may be made in order to reduce the number of unknowns 

such that one can obtain a mathematical solution. For 

examnle, he suggests that one may either assume that aIl 

degrees of status inconsistency have equal import for the 

dependent variable or that one may assume that intermediary 
. 

degrees of inconsistency are negligible and that it ls 

onlr,y the extI"eme cases of inconsistency which have signif-. 

ic~nt effects on the dependent variable. In addition. one 

may also make the assumption that the direction of status 

inconsistency may determine the direction of its effects. 

Thus, while regression allows u~ to assess the presence 

of interaction or inconsistency effects over and above the 

additive effects of the main variables used in constructing 

the inconsistency term, it must be employed with caution 

and certain ~ priori theoretical assumptions must be made. 

Methodology For This Study 

It is on the basiR of these criticisms that the par­

ticular methodologies employed in this study were chosen. 

The overall methodolo~y used when investigating for the 

possible effects of either status inconsistency or cross-

pressures is ste.pwise regression. As pointed out in an 

earlier chapter, status inconsistency may be viewed as a 

subset of cross~pressures and as such, both theories are 

subject to the sarne methodologic'al problems. Stepwise 
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regression as ~mployed in this thesis is a technique 

whereby the two status variables used to construct the in-

consistency,term are individually entered into a regression 

equation in the first "step", and the amount of variance 

explained in the, dependent variable i8 noted. Then an 

inconsistency term i9 entered into. the equation and the 

additional variance explained by this ~erm (over and above 

that of its component variables) is examined in conjunction 

with the significance of the F statistic to determine the 

magnitude and siRnificance of status inconsistency, or 

cross-pressures effects, whichever the case may be. 

Simplifying Assumptions 

In light of Blalock r s remarks regarding the necessi ty_ 
- . 

of certain a priori theoretical ass~tions, sev~ral pre­

liminary tests were performed on the tlata. First, aIl 

possible combinations of status discrepancy, or cases of 

cross-pressures were examined in relation to the dependent 

variables in an effort to determine whether the direction 

of inconsistency determined the direction of its effects. 

That ,is, whether ranking high on a given status dimension l 

and low on a given status dimension II produced opposite 

effects from those produced when an individual ranked low 

on the given status dimension land high on the given status 

dimension II. ,This was done by creating two variables out 

of each inconsistency variable, one representing the high/ 

low status con~iguration, the other representing the low/ 
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high status configuration. Then, each of these two var-

iables was correlated with the de~ndent ~ariable. The 

signs of the two correlations produced for each status 

dimension were examined to see if one variable was neg-

atively correlated with thé dependent' yariable while the 

oth~ was positively 

b~he case, then it 

correlated. If this were found to 

would be concluded that direction of 

inconsistency affects the direction of its effects, and 

certain adjustments would hav~ to be made. However, in 

no instance was this found ta be the case for status dis':':' 

crepancies between a~hieved variables, and thus for thBe 

discrepancies Blalock's simplifying assumption regarding 

directionality' was accepted. Because there is considerable 

evidence in the literature (seeJacksona 1972, Brooma 1970) 

that the direction of inconsistency does vary with the 
" 

direction of its effects for ascribe~achieved status. dif-
.1', { 

ferences, it was decided from, the start to utilize 'thè 

technique of dummy variable regression as described by , 

Cohen (1968) so that the possible direêtionai effects could 

be 'examined for ascribe~achieved discrepancies. 

<J 

Data 

o 
AlI data used in this'study i8 taken from r~uriee 

Pinard's unpublished 1970 Study of Social Movements in 

Quebee as was mentioned'earlier. This data ls from a 

sample of N ~ 1,982 Quabecers drawn up by the Centre de' 

J 
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..... ! .. 
Sondage of the 1 "Uni v..er,si té de Montréal. Certain social 

~ 

grobps or cal/tegories in Quebec .were oversamp1ed, while 

others were undersampled to insure adequate representation 

of groups crucial for the study.of separatism in Quebec. 

Thus, for aIl the data analysis a weight factor was apnlied, 
" ' Î\ 

yie1ding a sample size of, N : 6,116. This weight factor 

was used con~istently since wh~re an individual ranks on 

a given status dimension in society ls determined by the 
... 

di~tribution of that status variable in the geDeral pop-
~ , \ -

ulation. When techniques of oversampling are used, a 

weight factor must be applied to obtain accurate ref{ec­.. 
tioni of status distributions in the general population. 

As accurate reflections of these distributions are crqcial 
1 

for the computation of sta tus discrepancy, i t was nece:ssary 
r-

to wotk with a weighted sample. • 

The data to be used in this study is particularly weIl 

suited to the problem under investigation. In Lipset's 

model, the dependent variable ~ apathy whi~h'~raditionally 

has been measured by non-votin~ and presents "few problems. 
\) ( \ 

However 1 the dependent variable in, Lenski.,' s scheme i8 suppar:;t; ~ 
.... 

for social change. ~his has typically been measured by ~, 
, , 

support for the Democratie pa~ty, liberal ~t_ti1udes on 
~~~----------. 

economic issues, and a variety of other "surrogates" due 

to the lack of any real social change movements in North 

America 1n the past few years. 

.. 
. . 

In such instances where 

sorne social movement has ariserr, the following has been • 
Il 

typically smll, and researchers have been forced to combil\e " 
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suppor,t for the movement wi th sorne weaker indica tor of 
, 

social change in order to augment their sa~ple. For 
" , 

~xample, Lenski~ in his four nation.teèt,;~evi~ed a 
,l' '/ -

measure of support for social change in-Canada defined by 

voting either,for the New Democratie Party or for the 

Liberal Party. Althou~h voting for the NDP is probably 

a much truer measure of support for social chan~e than is 
o 

~ voting for the Liberal Party JI Lenski chose to collapse 

these two categories so as to 'have a larger sampl~. 

and hence more reliable findings~ However, the sample 

proposed here for study circumvents this problem in that 

it was designed snecifically for th1 investigation of a " 

social movement (the separatist movement in Quebee) and' 

hence it will not be necessary to "àilute" the measure of 

social change for the sake ,of obtaining a larger sample. 

This makes the study unique in that' no research to date 
~ , ' 

has ever used support for social change as the actual 

dependent.variable when
f 
attempting to assess the merits of 

G 

Lenski' s theory, The measure of support for,' soci~l change 
" 1'> ~ 

contained in the data for this thesis is support for the 

PsrtJ Québécois, It is truely a mêasure of support for 

social change sinee it ls, the goal of the party to withdraw 

th~ province of Quebee from the Canadian Confederation and 

make it an indepenient state. Thus, there can be no doubt 

~ ~ that lt provides a valid test of the tWQ the~s. 
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1 Measurement of Independent Va~i~bies 

., . . 0 
The inde pendent variables used throughout the analysls , 

• were incom~4 education, occupation and ethnicity; since 

these were the ori~~nal variables used by Lenski and ~y 
J 

most of the, others who have in~estigated tne ef"f"ects of 
, 

status inconsistency. Ethnicity was defined as a dichot-

omous variable with the possible values of 1) French 

Canad~an, or 2) Énglish Canadian. All.respondents in the 
<r 

''-' sample having; othe-r ethnie statuses such as" Italian or 
<-

Greek immi~rants were excluded from the analysis so as to 

provide a stron~er test of the two theories. The elimin- ~ 

ation of this subaet of the sample provid~a stronger test 
~. 

of the two theories (status inconsistency and cross­

pressures) since it is n6t clear how the society as a whole 
, 

evaluates these statuses in relation to the statuses of 

French Canadian and English Canadian. 

Income, education and occupation were aIl treated as 
. .. 

interval variablesl annual income categories were based 

on $1,060 intervals, education was measured by the number of , 

years schooling and occupation was defined 9Y assigning .. 
ranks on the basls of the Duncan Occupational Index. 

In order that comparisons of an individual's rank on 

one achieved status dimension could be made with his po-
l 

sition on anothp~ achieved, status dimension, the achieved .T'" l ", f 

statuses had to be transfo~med into common' units. This 
j 

was done by transforming aIl the scores on a single dimen-

sion into standardized Z-scores. Once the Z-scores for 

-

1 I\. 
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'\ . 

aIl three dimensions were obtained, a measur~ -of incon-
1 

sistency on a~y two di~ensions was develoneM by subtrac-
_' '. c (;1 

ting an individual's Z-score on one of the$e dimensions 

from his Z-score on the other and then taking the square 

of this difference. This latter step was ~T}e to empha­

size large status differences and to rid thè inconsistency 
~ \ 

term of ne~ative values, since the assumption at this point 
... , " 

is that direction of inc6nslstency does not matter. 

Furt,her, an overall measure of ihconsistency between 

the three status dimensions was obtained by ta king the sum 

.pf the differences between two status dimensions for two, 

of the three nossible stat)lS combinat~ 

In order to measure 

ancies, dummy variables 
/ ~/ 

aChieved/ascribed s\atus discrep­

were created, (since\it makes no 
\ 

/ sense to standardize a:-variable (such as ethnici ty in this 

analysis) wi th only"two possible values. This was accom-,. 

plished first by divrding the three achieved status variables 

into three equal categories (high, medium, low) on the basis 

of their percentile rank distributions in the sample, then 

by making a dummy variable out of each category. For 

example., for the first dummy varia bIe, if a respondent falls 

iB catef,ory A (high) for a particular variable, he receives 

a score of l, while respondents not falling in this pategory 

repeive a score of O. For the second dummy variable, if a 

respondent falls in category B (medium) for the particular 
-

variable he ls assigned a score of l, while aIl others not 

in the category receive a score of O. Likewise, for the 

.' 

... 



third dummy variable " if ~-< ~_espondent falls in ca tegory 
"- ...,. ~v ... J 

C (low) of the partidular'variff~î~ he receives a score of 

l, while all other respondents receive a score of O. In 

this manner three new variables are created, each with two 

possible values, 0 or l, for each of the ori~inal three 

variables. The same procedu~e was followed for ethnicity, 

except of course, since ethnici ty has only two 'values, 

only two dummy variables resulted. 

The inconsistency term was then computed by multi-

plying the dummy variable resultin~ from category A of 

an achieved status variable by the dummy variable result-
/ 

ing from categofy B of the ~hni6ity variable. This, 

'it will be noted. yields an inconsistency term ror the 
1 

hieh achieve~low ascribed status configuration. To 

obtain the inconsistency terrn for the low ~chieved/high 

ascribed status pattern the dumrny variable frorn category 

C of an achieved variable was rnultiplied by the dummy 

variable resultinv, from category A of the ethDicity 

variable. Table 2-2 below illustrates how this was done 

for the achieved variable education. Education was divided 

into three categories, 1) l to 7 years, 2) 8 to Il years, 

)) 12 to )0 years. Three new variables were then created, 

each of thern dichotomoUs'? ,1) education of l to 7 years, 

education not l to 7 yeàrs, 2) education of 8 to Il years, 
1 

e,ducation not 8 to Il years, )) education of, 12 to JO years, 

education not 12 to )0 years. Respondents fa11ing in the 
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first category of each new_variable receive a score of l, 

• while respondents falling in the second category (i.e. 

not falling in the first cate~ory) received a score of O. 

Thè sarne procedure was followed for ethnicity (see Table 

2-2). To calculate the inconsistency term for low eth­

nicityjhigh education, eth~icity l was rnultiplied by 

education ), thus status inconsistents will receive a ' 

score of l, while status consistents will reçeive a score 

of 0 (For a more complete discussion of dummy variable 

regression see Cohen: 1968). 

Thuè far we have been talkin~ about status inconsis-

tency. Cro8s-nressures research,however, is subject to .~ 

the sarne rnethodolo~ical problerns as status inconsistency. 

This is so since rneasures of cross-pressures, just as 

rneasures of status inconsistency, are composite rneasures 

of several other sociolo~ical variables, aIl known to 

correlate with the dependent variable in the analysis. 

Therefore, the sarne methodology used in analyzing statua 
~ 

inconsistency should be used in analyzin~ cross-pressures. 

This i8 especially true for this thesis where status incon-

sistency i8 viewed as a special subset of cross-pressures. 

Measurement of Denendeni Variables • 

, 
The two direct measures of the ~ependent variables 

used throu~hout this thesis are 1) vote for the Parti 

Qu&écois when testing the ~enski hypothesis and 2) non­

votin~ when testing the Lipset hypothesis. Because these 

, . 

\ 
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TABLE 2-2 

Procedure for Creating Dummy Variables 

EDUCATION 1 EDUCATION 2 EDUCATION 3 

Respondent Respondent Respondent 
has 1-7 Yrs. 1 has "8-11 Yrs. 1 has 12- 30 Yrs. 1 
Education Education Edùcation 

Other Leve1s 0 O~he'i- . Levels 0 Other Leve1s 0 

,t':: 
f ~ -

ETHNICITY 1 ETHNICITY 2 

" t French Canadian 1 Eng1ish Canadian 1 
(', 

English canadian 0 French canadian 0 

·e 
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measures of the dependent variables are simple dichotomies 

it was considered desirable to develop a second measure 

of each dependent variable which would make finer attitud­

inal distinctions. It was hoped that the finer distinc-

tions made by these variables would improve prediction 

since the indépendent variable, status discrepancy, iB also 

a continuous interval variable and not a simule dichotomy. 

Further, these second measures were intended to be valid-

ity checks of the more direct measurer;. 

Construction of Dichotomous Dependent Variables 

The two direct measures or sunport for social chan~e 

and non-votin~ were constructed from the following 

questionl 

"Si demain il y'avait une ~lection provinciale 

pour élire un ~ouvernement à Québec, Dour le 

candidat de quel parti voteriez-vous?l Union 

Nationale, Parti Liberal, Ralliment des Créditistes, 

Parti QUAbécois, Nouveau Parti Democratique, 

N'irait pas voter, ne veut pas répondre, ne sait 

pas." 

Thus" ,for the Lenski hypothesis, this variable was 

dichotomized intol 1) voting ~or the Parti Québécois, ... 
and 2) voting for another party or not voting. On the 

ether hand, for the Lipset hypothesis this variable was 

dichotomized intol 1) not voting, and 2) voting for a 

party, (in each case, "ne veut pas rependre" and "ne sait 

o 
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pas" were included as missing data). 

Construction of Interval Dependent Variables 

The Separatism Index constructed was meant to be an 

indenendent "check" on the question about voting for the 

Parti Québécois since it has been noted that not aIl those 

who vote for the P.Q. are necessarily in favor of separatism. 

The que~tions used to construct this index are presented 

in Tables 2-)a (English vq~sion) and 2-)b (French version), 

It was necessary to construct two versions of the index 

sinee one of the questions asked of English Canadians 

differs slightly from the question asked of French Canadians. 

As can be seen ~rom these tables, the lo~ic of the ques-

tions dictates the orderinf, of the resulting scale. Tables 

2-4a (English version) and 2-4b (French version) present 

the procedure used t6 c~nstruct the indices from the ques­

tions present~d in Tables 2-)a and 2-)b. Three categories 

of the En~lish inde~ ~~re collapsed so as te create indices 

for the two groupn with the same number of categories. 

This was done on the basls of the marginal frequencies 

for the categories of the index for the English sub-sample. 

In one instance, an index category which had 0 cases 

corresponding to it was collapsed with an adjacent categorYI 

the remaining two index categories which\were eollapsed 

contained less than two percent of the respondents. A 
1 

correlation of the Separatism Index with P.Q. vote 

yielded a co-efficient of +.69 for French Canadians and 

+.46 for English Canadians. 
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TABLE 2-3a 

Questions Composing Separatisrn Index for English Canadianst 

1. Personally. are you for or a~ainst the separation of 

Quebec from the rest of Canada? 

1. For 

2. Undeeided (proeeed to Q. 2) 

3. Against (proceed to Q.3) 

2. Maybe you are undecided, but if' you had to rnake a 

choiee what would you be more inclined to bet For .... 

or against the separation of Quebee from the rest of 

Canada? 

1. More inclined to be for 

2.' Don' t know 

3. More inelined ~o be against 

3. How stron~ is you~pposition to the separation of 

Quebee - 16 it extremely strong, moderately strong 

or not too strong? 

1. Extremely strong 

2. Moderately strong 

). Don' t know 

4. Qualified Answer 

5. Not too strong 



'4. ls your opinion on the matter one you rcould change 

1. ~y easily 

2. Fairly easily 

3. Don't know 

4. With sorne difficulty 

5. Wi th a great deal of difficul ty 

40 
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TABLE 2-)b 

Questions Composing Separatism Index ror French Canadiansr 

, 
1. Personnellement, êtes-vous pour ou contre la separation 

\ 

\ du Québec du rest du Canada? 

1. Pour 

2. Indécis (Passer à Q.2) 

3. Contre (Passer à Q.)) 

2. Peut-être n'êtes-vous pas décidé, mais si vous deviez 
1 

prendre une decision, seriez-vous plus t~nté dêtre 

pour ou contre la separation du Québec? 

1. Pl~s tenté d1être pour 

2. Ne sait pas 

3. Plus tenté d'être contre 

~ J. Rt:es-vous parfois tenté de favoriser '"la separation du 

• 

Québec, ou êtes-vous assez définitivement contre? 

1. Parfois tenté de favoriser la separation 

2 • Ne sa i t pa s 

J. Assez definitivement çontre 

4. Est-ce que votre opinion à ce sujet est une opinion 

que vou pourrier changerl 

1.. "Trl!s facilement 

2. Assez factlement 

3. Ne sait pas 

4. Assez difficil~ment 

5. Trl!s difficilement 

J 1 
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TABLE 2-4a 

probedure for Com~uting Separàtism Index fQr En~lish Canadians 

If Individual' s Response te- Quest. No. 

Il Il " " " " 

" Il " " " .. 
Il Il Il " Il Il 
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TABLE 2-4b ------/ 

ProcedUTe ~or Computing Separatism Index ~or French Canadians 

I~ Individual's Response to Ques,t. No. 
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Tl;le questiom presented in Table 2,-5 were used to 

ponstruct a Likert scale of political participation 

which from this point on will be referred to as the 

Apathy index. ~his scale was designed to be used i~' 
(1 

44 

conjunction with the non-voté/vote dichotomy when 

testing the Lipset- hypothesis. Each item in the seale 

was tested in the manner outlined by Edwards (1957) for 

its ability to discriminate. Briefly, this was done by 

obtaining the frequency distribution 'of the overall 

scores across aIl of the proposed Likert items. On the 

basis of this distribution two criterion groups were 

selectedl the hig;hest sc'oring twenty percent of the sample, 

and the lowest scoring twenty percent of the sample. Then, 

the mean score on each -of the items of the scale was ob-

tained for both criterion groups and a Student's t-test • , 

was performed to ascertain whether the means for the two 

groups on each item differed significantly. As the differ­

ences in means for the t~~ twenty percent and the bottom 
-, 

twenty percent of the sample were significant at p ~ 0.001' 

for aIl the proposed items of the scale, the final scale 

was comprised of al~ the original items. An attempt was .. . -
made to construct a Guttman scale for these items. While 

it was possible to construct a scale with an acceptable 
" 

co-efficient ?f scalability, the co-efficient of reproduc-

ibili ty was only ,.88. whi~h falls short of the accepted 

standard of .90 ot a bC!Vé. He~ce, there ls sorne doubt 
~)-

" 

.. 
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TABLE 2 - 5* ~'~J," 

, * fr • 
Questio~s Composing Apathy I~'" 

• 1 

1. Think now about provincial politic?1 would you say 
. 

~hat provincial politics interests youi 

1. very much 

2. moderately Mean differencel o. :r ,1 
1 -

). onlya li ttle P 6:. .001 

4. hardJ.y at aIl 

2 t S. -not at aIl 
"\ 

.: 
.' ... 

2. Do you ever try to convince others of your \wn poli "lical 
l, , 

opinions? . . , , 
i 

1. yes Mean di.fference, 0.9 

2. no. P{::.OOI 

\\ ... 
1 

J. Wha1j about yours~lf J would YO,",_j sa:r 'you are a fairly \ 

• 
convinced'partisan of a provincial party? 

1. yes Mean differencel 0.9 

2. 1 

no p ~ .001 

4. 
(~ 1 

" Within the lest five years have you' ever attended 

• .. _S-...,..", 

any political méetings at ele~tion time - either in 

large assernblies or 9ma1l groups? 

1. yes Mean difference. 0.9 

2.. no P ... 001 
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5. Have you ever undertaken ~~y kind of voluntary work 
, < 

in an election in order t~ get a candidate or party 

elected? 

1. yes mean difference. 0.6 
/ 

2. no p ~ .001 

6. When you are with friends ,) or reiatives how often do 

r! 

, 
you discuès pOlitical problems and government decisions? 

1. very often 

l 2. fairly often 
/ 

3. ra ther rarely 

mean_differenCéa 0.5 

·P~.OOl 

"2 (4. almost never (or) never 

*All questions are the same in French as in English' 

1 

, , 

) 

" 

': 

ro 

-, 

d 

, -

" 1 
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about the unidimensionality or the political partie-
l" 

ipation items. Further a correlation or the resulting '.'.~ 

Apathy Index with non-voting yielded a co-efficient of 

+.25. This is a much lower correlation than the one ob-

'tained between P.~ vote and the Separatism Index (which 

was +.69 for French Canadians and +.46 for Eng,lish Can­

adians). Unfortunately, due to the limitations of the 
l 

questions in the ques~ionnaire, it was not possible to con-

struct an alternate~pathY Index which might have cor­

related more strongly with the main dependent variable 

for the Lipset hynothesis (non-voting). 

Measuring the Intervening Variable 

It will be recalled tha+ th~ intervening variable in 

both models was stress or tension. The data contained 

sever~l questions administered only to the French-speaking 

subset of the sample which could qualiry as meâsures of 

stress or genera1 tension. These questions (see Table 2-6) 

were used to construct a Likprt scale of stress. The 

same procedure recommended by Edwards (1957') and out1ine d 

above, was followed in const~ucting the final Likert 

scale for stre~s. 'Once again, the differences in means 

for the two cri terion groups were significant at P ~ 0.001 
,-." 

\ 

for aIl the proposed items. As before, an attempt was 

made to devise a Guttman,scale for the tension measures; 

however, while it was possible ta devisé a scale with an 
, . 

acceptable co-efficient of Teproducibility, it was not l 

\ 
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trABLE 2-6 

Quèstions Comoosing Stress Index 

vous-même vous est-il arrivé de vous sentir mal à l'aise 

J"avec des canadiens anglais parce qu'ils yous traitaient 

de haut a 

/ 
1. assez souvent '1,. , 1., 

mean differeftc el '1. 6 
2. quelques fois 

P 6:..001 
3. rarement 

4. jamais 

De façon genérale 1 croyez-vous que le\ ~c-:nadie~s français 

et les canadiens anglais peuvent s'entendre entre eUXa 

1. tr~s fac ilement 

_ 2. assez facilement mean difference 1 1.5 

reponse nuancée p ~ .001 
3 :: 3. 9~ of ( 3· 
to,tal 4. aSRez difficilement 

1 

5. très diffic ilement 

A votre avis, à quel point faut-il s'inquiete, au suject , 
de la survivance de la lan~ue française au Quebecl Faut-il 

s'inquietèr 

1. beaucoup 

2. 
ù 

oollapsed assez mean differencel 2.0 

3 :: 1. 3% of 
[ J. Réponse nuancée total 

4. un peu 

P ~ .001 

5. pas du tout 

!'~, ....... 

/ 
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Croyez-vous qu'actuellement au Québec la culture et la 

façon de vivre des Canadiens français sont 

1. tr~s menacées 

2. un peu menacées ' 

). réponse nuarycée 

4. pas menacées 

, 

~/ 

/ 

.. ' l 

mean differencea 2.5 

p ~ .001 
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possible to obtain a co-efficient of scalability greater 

than .50; thus, there is sorne doubt as to the unidirnen-

sional;ty of the tension measures . 
. 

Furthêr. it must be remembered that these are general' 

tension measures wh~ch may include sources of tension 

other than those arising strictly from status inconsis-

tency. However, because this analysis ls secondary, 

this limitation could not be overcome. 

programs .. 
The program used throughout all data analysis waR the 

SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences), 

version 5 at the McGill Computing Center. . For aIl re­

gression analyses the SPSS sub-nra~ram "Multiple Regression 
-

Analysis" was used. This sub-nrogram has several conven-

t iom re '?;arding relT,ression, one of which has particular 

import for the analyses in the followin,o; chapter~ .. The 

convention is that 

"Stepwise regression is based UDon a common 
,~ 

method Gf solving the system of linear equa tians 

in multiple regression, that is, Gauss elimination 

with row and column interchanges. It happens that 

this computational rnethod provides the information 

necessary to select the next variable to be brought 

into the equation. There are two pietes of infor­

mation which are used in this selection process. 

The first is the norrnalized regression-coefficient 

" 

" 
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value b that the prospective inde pendent variable 

would have if it were brought into the equation 

on the next step. The significance of b is meas­

ured by the F statistic. If F is too small, there 

is little reason to add that independent variable 

to the prediction equation." (SPSS Manuale p. 180). 

51 

Thus, at times, it was the case that a particular status 

discrepancy term wes not brought into the regression 

equatian, conseque~tly no data will be presented for these 

ca se s. 

• 
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CHAPTER' III ~ ) 
Status Inconsistency 

One of the three ,goals of this th'esis is to assess 

the meri ts of Lenski' s the ory 0 f sta tus inconsistency by 
i 

,\ 

examinin~ data which,Drovide o~ of the most appronriate 

tests to date of the Lenski hypothesis. Thus, in this 

chapter, th~cts of various types of status djscrP-D-

anciAR 'lDon slnyoÇlrt for f>eparatif>m and the Parti Qué­

bécois will bp examined. The analysis will focus first 

upon f>ta tus dif>c repanc ie 8 between a,.c hieved sta tus dimen-

8ions (incorne, education and occupation) and then unon 

status discrepancies between each of these achieved 

dimensions and an ascribed status (ethnicity). 
-, 

Âchieved!Achieved Status Discrepancies 

It will be recalled that two separate measures of .. 

sunport for the separatiGt movement in Qll p bec were developed. 

The first an? perhaps most direct measure is whether the 

respondent intends to vote for the Parti Qu~bécois 

(henceforth referred to as simply PQ vote). The second 

measure developed was an index designed to determine the 

deg,ree of sympathy for the ~eneral idea of separation from 

the Canadian Confederation (henèeforth referred to as the 

"Separatist Index"). Thus, in aIl tests of the Lenski 

, ." 
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hypothesis bath of these measures will be use(l as the 

dependent variables. Further, data will be presented both 

for the sample as a whole, and then separately for the 

French and English ~ubsets of the samplR. 

The decision ta examine the effects of status incon-

sistency separately for both French and English Canadians 

was made in ordp-r ta insure the strongest and fairp-st test 

of the Lenski hypothesis. The argument could be made that 

whilp-"th~re is an En~lish minarity which i8 sympathetic to 
". 

the Parti Québécois, the party might be viewed as a 

tenable alternative for French Canadians only. This is 

true since historically, the party arose in response ta 

colonial d,o~na t ion and exnIoi ta,tion on the part of 

English Canadians. The party' s stance is tha t if French 
1 

Canadians are to preserv~ th3ir linguistic and cultural-
• 7 

rights, the Province of Quebee must beeome an inde pendent 

state in which French Canadians control their own destiny. 

In this sense the party could be viewed as a threat to the 

; status of English Canadians within the Province. Thus, 

by merely considerin~ the sample as a whole, which includes 

bo~ French ~nd English Canadians, one would run the risk 
" 

of "dilutin~" the power of the test of Lenski's theory: 
• 

Tables )-la and 3-lb present 1) the simple correlations 

of the inconsistency terms with the two measures of the 

dependent variable, 2) the amount of variance explained 

by the inconsistency terms over and abave the variance 

explained by the variables comprising the inconsistency • ' .. 



T~TE 3-la 

Resu1ts of Regression Analyses perta~~g to the Lenski Hypothesis for Status 
Discrepancies Among Achieved Statuses; P.Q. Vote as Dependent Variable 

Status 
Con.fiv,uration 

i, 

'­

Occup/lncome 
Educat/lncome 
Educat/Occup 
Educat/Occup/lncome 

Occup/lncome 
Educat/lncome 
Educat/Occup 
Educat/Occup/lncome 

Occun/lncone 
.Educat/lncome 
Educat/Occup 
Educat/Occup/lncome 

• 

~ 

Relationship With P.Q. Vote 

~ 

Si"01p1e 
Co:,:::,e]ation 

-.01513 
.05263 

.04137 

-.02185 
.06295 

.05996 

, 
.12733 
.08829 

-.06506 
. 01821 

Variance Exnlainad 
By Discropancy 
Only 

(Whole Sample) 

.00075 

.00107 

.00046 

~otal Explai!1.ed 
Variance 

.01068 

.04799 

.04742 

(French Canadians On1y) 

.00153 .0201'7 

.00108 .06488 

.00039 .06440 

(En~1ish Canadians On1yj 

.01220 .03001 

.01048 .03635 

.00073 .02625 

.00189 .03364 . 

54 

Percent of Total 
Explaine~ V~ri3~! 
At~ribu~able t0; 

Discrensncv T~rt 
1 f 

.07 

.02 

.01 

"­
.08 
.02 

.01 

.40 

.30 

.02 

.05 

• 

1 

! 

1 
1 
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TABLE 3-1b 

Results pf Regression Analyses Pertaining to Lenski Hypothesis ~or Status Discrepancies 
Am~ng Achieved Statuses; Separatism Index as Deuendent Variable 

Status 
Corlfïe:uration 

Occup/lncome 
Educat/lncome 
Educat/Occup 
Educat/Oc cun/lnc orne 

Occup/Income 
Educat/rncome 
Educat/Occup 
Ed~cat/Occup/lncome 

occup/rncorne 
Educat/lncome 
Educat/Occup 
Educat/Occup/lncome 

e 

Hela tions:-lin Wi"th S2"!:'& C3 tis:,! Ind.ex , 

Simple 
r.orrd.)g,tion 

-.0240J 
.0]07~ 

-.01194 
.01)2J 

-.02910 
.0]]09 
.00076 
.02219 

.04780 

.10156 
-.03481 

.04112 

Variance Exnlaineu 
By D':'screp3.ncy 
Only 

T,')tal Explained 
Va.ria~ce 

(Whole Sample) 

.001J3 

.00026 

li 
.01181 
.02672 
.0212] 
.02705 

.00051 

.00001 

J 

. (French Canadlans On1y). 

.00196 

.00011 

.00060 

.00008 

(English Canadians 

.00094 

.01181 

.00156 

.00120 

.0180) 

.oJ6J9 

.OJ431 

.03794 

Only) 

.01457 

.01591 

.01240 

.01520 

Percert of ~otal 
Ezplained 'larianc 
.t". ~: fi b:.rJ:J. ble ta 
DiscreDa~cv Ter~ . . 

.11 

.01 

.02 

.0004 

.11 

.003 
,.02 
.00.2 

.06 

.74 

.1) 

.08 

e 



term; 3) the total variance explained by the variables 

comprisin~ the inconsist~cy term and the inconsistency 

term itself, and 4) the relative variance explained by 

status discrenancy, i.e. the percent of ~he total variance 

explained which is attributable te status discrepancy. 

Tt was considered essential ta include a rneâsure which would 

assess the arnount of variance explained by status dis-

crepancy in relation to the amount of variance explained 

by the other standard sociolo~ica~ variables used in the 
~ 

analyses. Often discussions about the importance of 

status inconsistency as a predictor of social behavior 

center around the fact that status inconsistency fails 

to explain a lar~e amount of variance in the denendent 

variable. However, as will be seen in the followin~ 

chapter, such widely used sociolo~ical variables as incorne, 

education and occupation,rarely explain as much as 5 or 6 

percent of the variance in ei ther supp,ort for social change 

or non-voting. 
, 

A preliminary examination of the si~ns of the correl-
-' 

ation co-efficients will reveal that while in most cases 

status inconsistency is related positively to support for 

the Parti Qu~b~coi~ or separatism, in sorne cases it is 

negatively correlated. That is, in sorne cases one finds 

the exact opposite relation between the independent and ~ 

dependent variables one woulc1 expe,ct to find if in fact 

the Lenski hypothesis is correct. Inconsistency due ta , , 
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occupation/incorne dif~erences se~ t~'always correlate 

negatively with bath p.Q. vote and the Separatisrn Index 

exee,pt for the En2;lish subset of the sarnple. And. incon-

sisteney due to education/occupation discreoancies also 

'seems to be correlated neg~tively with bath measures of 

the dependent variable except for the French-Canadian 

sub-sample. These preliminary observations in and of 

thernselves shed sorne doubt on the tenability of the Lenski 

hypothesis for aChieved/achieved status differences. 

(\ 

Althou~h there is certainly sorne question about whether 

aach of these regressions represents an independent test of 

Lenski's ~heory; it was decided to perform a si~n test 

.o~ the eight tests gener~ted by the Separatisrn Index and 

P.Q. vote for the whole sample. The probability lavel 

associated with a test in which 3 out of 7 si~ns are not 
-

in the predicted direction is P ~ 0.55, which is hardly 

si~nificant, and which sheds again sorne doubt on the Lenski 

hypothesis. 

An examination of the absolute value of th~ initial 

correlations reveals that they are invariably low, ranging 

from 0.00076 uto 0.06295. This implies that at most, even 

before controlling for the effects of the individual status 

variables, status inconsistency can account for less than 

0.0 J$ of the variance. 

\ 
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Looking at the variance explai~·by status inconsis­

tency over and above the amount of variance explained by 

the simple additive model, the evidence becomes even less 
1 

supportive of the Lenski hypothesis. In no instance does 
, " , 
~âny particular status configuration account for more 

than l percent of the variance in either dependent variable. 

,If we coricentrate our attention only on the French Canadian ... 
subset of the sample, where one might argue the effects of 

inconsistency would be strongest. (sinee separatism. ~ 

might be argued, wou1d be a more salient issue for French 

Canadians than for English Canadians), the inconsistent 

status configuration which accounts f~ the greatest 

amount of variance, the education/income configuration, '. 

in fact accounts for only 0.108 percent of the variance. 

Contrary to what sne .. ight expect,;i. t ls wi thin the En~li~ 
subset of the sample that the effect~ of inconsistency la 

strongest. While it is the education/income status oon­

figuration which producqs the greatest inconsistency effect, 

. it exp1ains 1.181 percent of the variance in support for 

sepa~atism. which of course,'is qulte low. 

If one examines the percent of the total variance 

explained by aIl three variables in each.regression which 

18 attributable to the incansistency term-, one finde that 
\ 

in alI/cases except two, whlenjthere i8 a'positive correl-

ation this varies between O.O~ and 8.0 percent. It 18 

only in two instances (in the cases of education/income' 

and occupation/incolle discrepancies for English Canadlan~) 

" 
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that status discrepancy accounts ~or a substantial" proo­

ortion of the total variance explained, in the _first case, 

30.0 p~rcent when P.Q. vote is the dependent ~ariable and 

74.0 percent when the separatism Index is used as the 

dependènt variable., and in, the second case, ~ 0 percent 
l' '--

, , 

when P.Q. vqte ls the depén~ènt variable and 6.0 oercent 
-

when the Separatism Index is used as the dependent vari-

able. 
, . 
In'li~ht of aIl thia evidehce, one wobld be st~ongly 

.. (' , 

tempted to adopt the simpler, additive model, as Duncan 

(1966) suggests, over the more complex ~nteraction or 
, c 

inconsistency model sinoe the inconsist~ncy term contrib-
, • 1 \ 

utes so little in the w~~ of addition~1\var5ance explained. 

It should be n«-ted l'lere ~~~,t while the 1"\ sta tistic s for 

most of the rasults in Table J-l are ~i~ificant at 

',P 6 .05. this ie probaply çlue to tre lar~ sampla_ size. 

1 \ 

tscribed/A,chi'eved Statue ~iscrepa~~ies, \ 
, 

\ . 
\ Tt was pointed out earlier, when ~eviewing the literat~ 

Jre on ~tat~s inconsistency, ~hai' Le~ski did revise hie 

t eor;. somewhal. stating that 'th» \ost cb-amatic effect. 

o sta~s inconsif'l;enC y would be -pr~duced by discrepa!lcies . 
between ascribed and achieved sta tus,ei as opposed to. dis<-

, " 
cr pancies amon~ achieved statuses. \The data relevant ta 

\ 

~ 

revised version of the theory i~ shawn in Tables 

and J-2b which present the r~sul~s of·regression 
1 • 

analyses. f~r,~tat~s imconsistency due to differences be-
\ -

\ 
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TABL'E 3-2a 

Results of Re~ression Analy~es Pertaining to the Lenski Hypothesis for Achieved/Ascribed 
Status Discreuanciesl P.Q. Vote as Dependent Variable ' - -

• u 

status 
Configuration 

-

Q 

High ~ducat/Low Ethntcity 

Low Educat/High' E,thnicity 

High Incômel.Lo~ Ethnicity 

, . L~W I~c~me/High Ethnic,itr 
v 
p~ • 

High Ocoup/Low Ethnicity 

Low oceup/High E~icity 
~~ .. "<",~, It 

"-

e 

~ 

'i 
G 

Relationship Wi~h P.Q. Vote 

Simple, _ 
Correlation 

~ 

-
.2)135 

-.065)0 
,1, 

.02886 

-.04044 

.124)4 

-.0.5647 

Variance Extlained 
By Discrepancy 
Only 

.00356 

j .00204,l'_ 

.00Q02 

.00014 

.00084 

.00151 

"' 

" 

_/ 

/ 
".""".-

",",/' 

.. .~ 

Total Explained. 
Varianç~. 

.07361 

.07215 

.02~34 

.02136 

.0'3469 

.03537 

" 

.\ 
1 
~. " 

" 

Percen~ of ~otal 
Explain6d Varianc 
Attributable to 
Viscrepancy Tarrn 

.05 

.'03 

-
.001: . 

.01 

.02, 

.04 

\~_l 

i 

"e 
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TABLE 3-2b 
/ 1 

Resu1 ts of Regression Analyses' PertaininfS to the Lenski Hypothesis !for Achie~ed/Ascribed 
Stat'ls Discrepancies l, Separatism Index as Dependent Variable 

stet'J..3 
C ~~.",. t;'U'~~ t~ 0t! 

" • l~l .... -. ~" .. 

High Edu~atlLow Ethnicity 
' -,', 

-Low Educat!High Ethnicity 

~ 

High IncomelLow Ethnicity _ 

Low Income/High Ethnicity. 

High Occup/Low Ethniclty 

Low OccupjHigh Ethnicity 

• 

R J • ~. !aT;4-' 
~~l.ons~'~r J,~~::~ Se~ara~ism Index 

Simple 
, ft2.:~:reJ ation 

.17351 

-.05281 

-.00571 

-.01989 

.05750 

-.05261 

• 

Varia~cG'Ex~lained 
By Discr.epancY 
iJr.J-y ________ , __ 

.00124 , 

.00067 

.00024 

.00036 

.00000 

.00022 

.f 

rp ,..J-a ., "'x-1é]' noci .- C Lo - - .-j .. 1::) J. ~ .... 

Vt? :"i~nc e 
--~._._------

.04068 

.04012 

.01437 

.01449 

.02050 

.02072 

" 

Jerce"Lt of TOGal 
Explained V§.!"ianc~ 
Attrï~J'...l1:ao1e to 
gis~~e~anqy ~erm 

.03 

.02· 

.02 

.02 

~oo 

.01 

• 
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tween achieved and ascribed statuses and its effects on 

support for the .Parti Québécois as weIl as support for 
1 

separatism. Both the simule correlation co-efficients 

and the variance explained by the inconsistency term after 

controlling for the main status variables are presented. 

It will be recalled that for status discrepancies between 

ascribed and achieved statuses it was decided ta control 

for the direction of inconsistency fpa~er 29). As can be 

seen by examinin~ the signs of the correlation co-efficients 

in Tables 3-2a and J-2b in three out of the three caRes 

presented where P.Q. vote i8 the dependent variabl~, the 

direction of inconsistency determines the' direction of its 

effects, and in two out of three cases where separatism 

YS the dependent variable, direction of inconsistency also 

determines the direction of the effects. In other words 

it appears in ~eneral that where the status discrepancy 

is the result of a hi~h ascribed status and a low achieved 

status (as wi th the low edU' ation/hip;h ethnici ty, low· 

income/high ethnicity, low occupation/high ethnicity 8tatus 

canfi~urations), inconsistency i8 negatively related ta 

support for the Parti ~uébécois, or support for separatism. 

Obviously then, for at least this particular status con-

figuration, Lenski's theory i8 not borne out. However, 

st~tus discrepancy involving a high achieved status and a 

low ascribed status (i.e. hi~h education/low ethnicity, 

hi~h income/lo~~thnioity and hieh occupation/low ethnicity) , 

J 
\ 



does correlate positively with support for the Psrti 

Québéecois in three out of three instances and with support 

for separatism in two out of three cases (the exception 

bein~ the hi~h income/low ethnicity configuration). 

Nevertheless, here again the variance explained by 

the inconsistency term Cafter having contr011ed for the 

main statufi varil1bles) is pxtremely low. In fact the 

amount of variance explained by in~onsis1ency due to a 

low ascribed/hi~h achieved pattern is every bit as low 

as the variance explaiœd by inconsistency arising from 

aChieved/achieved status differences. If one calculates 

the avera~e v~riance explained for aIl tests among achieved 

status discrepancies where discrepancy correlates posi-

tively with the dependént variable and compares this 
"1\-

avera~e to the averav,e variance explained for discrepancies 
... 

between achieved and ascribed statuses one finds that the 

average variance explained by aChieved/achieved status 

differences i8 0.00284 as compared to an average of 0.00142 
6 

for achieved/ascribed status differences. The differenc~ 

between the two averages is indeed small, and if anything, 

it ls aChieved/achieved discrepancies which tend to produce 
"'\ 

, s~ightly more effect than achieved/ascribed discrepancies; 

this is the opposite of what Lenski predicted. 

As before, in the case of aChieved/achieved status 

discrepancies. status inconsistency in no instance exp1ains 
(; 

more than l percent of the variance in the dependent var-

iable. In addition to this, the avera~e relative variance 
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explained for achiev~d/ascribed status discrepancies is 

only 2 perc ent • 

The data presented in Tables )-2a and f-2b can be con-

sidered one of the fairest tests to date of Lenski's 

hypothesis, since the data represent a test of the effects 

of inconsistency due to ascribed/achieved status differences 

--the case for which Lenski hypothesized the effects of 

inconsistency would be greatest-- and the dependent var­

iabies in the analysis are the most appropriate measures 

used to date of support for social chanp,e. Yet, despite 

aIl this, the evidence can hardly be called supportivet 

only certain status inconsistency patterns have the pre-

dicted effect, and this effect is extremely weak. 
1 

Despite the fact that the evidence presented for the 

Lenski hypothesis has been extremely weak to this point, 

the followin~ arp'ument could be made with rep,ard to the 

theoryt 1) the sample used for testing the validity of 

status inconsistency contains many youne ~eople whose 

achieved statuses are relatively unstable, 2) youn~ people 

are typically in the early stages of their career develop-

ment, and while they may be, technically speaking, status, 

inconsistents at the ttme of interview, they may be 

potential status consistents in,terms of their overall, 

long-range career development •• For ex~mple, a college 

graduate at;age 25 ranks high on education but has not 

yet attained his full income potential. This has impor-

tant consequences for the theory of status inconsistencYI .,. 



\ 

whjle such a persan may have a low incorne ~iven his 

educational attainrnent, this ineonsistencv may not 

necessarily ~enerate tenslon sinee he has every reason to 

expect that his incarne nosition will imnrove over time 

wi th the development of his career. It will be recalled 

that the intervenin~ variable in Lensk~'s theory, stress, 

is what oroduces 8upnor t for soci~l chan~e. However, if 

vÈWed as nroblematic for the individual, no stress will 

be Droduced, and hence status inconsistency in these 

inst8nces should hot produce sunport for social chan~e. 

It if; sug~ested "~re, thFlt one such instance in which 

inconsistency may nnt be viewed as nroblernatic for the 

individual is in the case of individuals who expect 

to be unwardly mobile. For these individualR one of two 
'\ 

po~sible nrocesses rnay be at work: a) the i~dividual ~y 
\ 

not consirler that his statuses are inconsistent because 

of his career expectations for the future or b) if he 
" 

views his jnconsistent statuses as problematic, he has 

reason to believe that this inconsistency wil] be resolved 

by the mobility which should normally occur throughout 

his career. Thus, if status inconsistency is to produce 

any effect at all, it may do so, only amon~ those indiv-

iduals whose 9tat~se8 have stabilized, or in other words, 

amon~ those individuals who have reach~d the peak of their 

career development. Individuals who are still statuR 
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inconsistents at this nqint in their career can no longer 

resolve the tension nroduced by their status discrep-. ' 

ancies throu~h expectations of mobility which would brin~ 

theit statuses in 1ine with e other. Hamilton (1972: 

~p. 376-377) uresen s orne devAlopment throu~hout 

ca reers. Whi le he c 

groups attRin their full incorne potentials at slightly , 

different a~es, ~ost ~roups tend 'to reach their peak 

somewhere between the aa,es of 40 and 5S. This was taken 

to be Rn aprroximate indicator of the a~e at which overall .,. 
career development peaks, and on the basis of this data, 

it was decided te re-test Lenski's theory using only those 

individuals in the Rarnple between the ages of 40 and 55. 

Becaùse this new sample contains only those· individuals 

who have reached the peak of their careers, it rn,ight 

provide result s more support ive of Lenski' s the ory. 
) . 

Achieved!Achieved Status Discrepancies, Controlling for Age 

Table )-3a and )-)b present the results of status in-

consistency due to achieved s~atus ~iscrepancies for. the 

new limited semple. An examination of the siiSns of the 

correlation co-efficients reveals once more several status 
-, 

discrepahcies which correlate negatively with P.Q. vote 

and thé Separatism Index O.'e. occupation/incorne discrep-
\ ... 

ancies correlate ne~atively-with both measures of the 

/ 
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TABLE J-Jb 

Results of Regression Analyses Pertaining to the Lenski Hypoth~sis for AChieved/Achieved 
Status Discrepancies Among Individuals 40-55 Yrs. of Age; Separatism Index as 
De~endent Variable .~ 

S"t~~r't:.s 
r· ,. - _...... y. t'" .... 
~!.:::1::~ .... a 1 ~. L 

,~_ ... ~-:-

Occun/Income 
Educat/lncome 
Educat/O~cup 
Educat/Occup/lncome 

Occup/lncome 
Educat/lncome 
Educat/Occun 
Educat/Occup/Inqome 

Occup/lncome 
Educat/lncome 
Educat/Oc-Çup 
'Educat/Occup/lncome 

'. 
:.......--.--. 

-

RelationshiD Wj th Sr:"Ca-ratis:T. Ind.ex 

~iI"mle 
C '"'Y" ~ 81c -: .LO"1 

-.03074 
.12494 

-.00571 
.076)1 

.. 
- .. 0)22) 

.1201) 
-.00410 

.07197 

.1078i 

.24564 . 
-.12912 

.14696 

- . 

Varia~~e Explained 
By I"Jis::rc:ç2ncy 
Cnlv 

~---------------
(Whole Sample) 

.00517 D 

.00014 
• 0~211 
.00025 

T,tal .szplaineè 
Va!'iance 

_.0276) 
.0)586 
.02453 
.03870 

(French Canadians Only) 

.00587 .0)198 

.00007 .04084 

.00157 .0)802 

.00022 .04601 

(En~lish Canadians Ort1y) 

.00482 .0:3150 
~0354) .06624 
.015)8 .0)74) 
.00617 .04343 

........... 

Percent of ~o~al 
EXDlai~ed V~riance 
A~~ri~~t2ble to 
DiscrepeTIcy ~2r~ 

.19 

.004 

.09 

.01 

.18 

.002 

.04 

.01 

.15 

.53 

.41 

.14 

e 
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. ~, TABLE 3-3a 

Results of Regression Analyses Pertainin~ to Lenski Hypothesis for Achieved/Achieved 
Status Discrepancies Among Individuals 40-55 Yrs â Age; P.Q.' Vote as Dependent Variable 

Status 
Configuration 

Ôccup/lncorne 
Educat/lncorne 
Educat/Occup 
Educat/Occup/lncorne 

Occup/lncorne 
Educat/lncorne 
Educat/Occun 
Educat/Occup/lncorne 

Occup/lncorne 
Educa t/lnc orne 
Educa t/Oc.cu'O 
Educat/occup/lncorne , 

e 

" 

li 

Relations~ip Wi~h ?Q. Vote 

Simple 
Correla,tion , 

-.02084 
.1)702 
.06179 

, .12158 

Y 
;:' 

-.01991 
.1)9)7 
.1)622 
.12253 

.16182 

.21672 
-.11139 

.13077 

Varianc~ Exulained 
By Discrerancy 
O:ü:)' 

(Whole Sample) 

.00379 

.00049 

.00022 

.00040 

Total Explair.ed 
Varia::1.ce 

.02651 

.06702 

.04880 

.06702 

(French Canadians Only) 

.00422 .0)17) 

.000)9 .07988 

.00006 .07010 

.000Jl .08077 

(English Canadians Only) 

.02870 

.02181 

.01088 

.00296 

.06)60 

.07787 

.06692 

.06553 

?arce~T. 01 .... '.~1.::1,2._~ 

EXI<:-.. ~inE:d ·,'3.!'ia: 
• .... t

L 

..,...; ;.....,.-' ... ..... 1.::. 'r" J"" .. u ... _"""" _ _ ::; .. 1 ... 1..1\ 

Dis.:! ! .. CL''!. ~ ~ \,'" 'T r! .: ... -------

.14 

.01 

.004 

.01 

.,1) 

.01 

.001 

.004 

.45 

.28 

.16 

.05 

e 
;-
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dependent variabl~ except for the En~lish Canadian sub­

sample). Further, education/occupation discrepancies 

for the En~lish Canadian subset correlate ne~atively with ~ 

both p.Q. votp and the Separatism Index while in the who le 

sample they correlate positively with P.Q. vote and 

ne~atively with the Senaratism Index. Once a~in, t~~se 

correlations are low. 

The additional variance explained by the inconsistency, 

once the effects of the main status variables are controlled, 

is not on the whole any ~reater than it was in the 'lmst, 

when aIl age ~roup8 were considered. It ran~es from 

0.00006 to 0.0)54). As before, it is among the En~lish 

Canadian sub-sample where jnconsistency has its greatest 

effects. The avera~e variance explained for aIl tests 

of the theory where status discrepancy i8 positively 

correl~ted with the deoendent variable is 0.00633 as 

compared to 0.00284 when aIl a~e groups were considerpd. 

The average relatjve variance explained is 10.4 percent 
. \ 

and although this js somewhat hlgher than in previous cases 

without the controls for a~~, it is still low and by no 

means represents, a major part of the total explained 

variance. Given the magnitude of the additional variance 

explained, it seems that at least for achieved status 

discrepancies, Lenski's the ory of status inconsistency is 

not borne out, even when controllin~ for the possible 

effects of career mobility. 
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Achieve~Ascribed status Discrepartcies, Controlling for Age 
; 

Th> ar~ument 'nade wi th r'spect to the potential 

effectè of career mobility on the response to status dis-
., 

crepancy is also applicable ta status discrepancies in-

volvin~ differences in achieved and ascribed statuses. 

Consider the followin~ two examplesJ 1) an individual 

with a hi~h ascribed status and a low aChieved status, 

and 2) an individual with a low ascribed status and a 

high achieved status. In the first case the individual 

rnight not experience tension due to status discrepancy 

at an early stage of his career since he rnay expect that 

his statuses will ali~ themselves with the progress~on 

of his career. Thus, it i8 only for individuals who are 

still status discrepant at the hei~ht of their careers 

that one would predict a strong "status discrepancy-

effect" (i.e. tension l~adin~ to support for social change). 

On the other hand, the individual with a low ascribed 

status and a high achieved status, althaugh he can never 
~ 

hope to raisethis ascribed status, may not r~alize fully 
• 

at the onset or his'career exactly how much of a "liability" 
\ J • 

his ascribed s~atus will be. This fact may only become 

salie~t for h\~after repeated experi~nces throughout his 

career. Thus, in this case, as in the first, one would 

also predict a stren~ening of a status rij screpancy effect 

with 
, 

age. 
",' 
.; 

.1 

f' 
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Tables 3-4a and 3-4b present th~-results of regre&~ion 
~ 

analyses for status discrepancy due to aChieved/ascribed 

status differences of those individuals ages ~O to 5S. 

A.n examination of the signs of the simple carrela tians 

of ~nconsistency with either P.Q. vote or the separat~sJ 
Index once more shows a very erratic relat~9nshipl a 

low occupa tion/high ethnie sta tus configuration yields, 

for both measures of the tlependent variable, negative 

correlations while a hi~h income/low etbnicity status 

configuration yields a positive correlation with P.Q. 

vote and a negative correlation with the Separatism 

Index. For these aChieved/ascribed status discrepancies 

there 8eems to be no consistent pattern of relationship 

to the depend~nt variable. Further. while in sorne cases 

the initial correlation of status discrepancy with the 

dependel!-t variable may seern relatively hip;h (Le. the 

hi~h educa tion/low ethnie i ty confilSura tion) the amount 

of variance explained by the term once the main status 

effects are control]ed for is still extremely iow for 

aIl status co~figuratiQnsl between 0.00017 and 0.00961 

(excluding those cases where there are negative corre­

la tians). ,: The average, variance explained by aChieved/ 

ascribed discrepancies in this case ia 0.00188, as 

compared ta 0.00142 for aChieved/ascribed status dis-
,~ 

crepancies when career mobility was not taken into 

account. Bath figures are lowand there i~virtually 

no difference between these two averages. The av~rage 

\ 

• 
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e TABLE 3:"'4a 
Results of Regression Analyses Pertaining ta Lenski Hy~othesis for AChieved/Ascribed 
Status Discrepancies Amon~ Individuals 40-55 Years of Age; P.Q. Vote as Dependent Variable 

.-
< , 

: 

Statl.:s 
Confieut:ation 

~ ~ ~ \ . 

- ' 

Hi.gh Edua.a t/Low Ethnici ty 

Low Edu~h Ethnicity 
, . 

High Inèom~!Low Etpnic~ty 

Low Income/High'Ethnicity 

High OccuplLow Ethnicity 
~ 

Law Oc'c~/High Ethnie i ty 

----------..---------

e 

Relations~ip Wi~h ?Q! 

Simnlt: 
Correlation" . 

.24245 

.02644 

.03515 

Varianc3 Eiulained 
3y Discre-pancy 
0:11 y 

.00159 

.00040 

.00361 

vo~ 
'~ 

TetaI Explained-
V'3.1 la12c6 " 

.08531 

. {}J227 

.0)2'67 

-------------------. ~_o~- --~---. , .00964 .04067 

~. 02364 - ------- .00001 .04143 

.. 
_____________________________________ l---~ 

Pe~~~nt cf ~cta: 
Exn1ainDd Va ~:E~n 
Attributable 1:0 

Clôcrc1n::,f.Yl':v 'l'e!':-

.02 

.01 --­.11 
\ 

.10 

.0002 -
/ 

e 
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TABLE )-4b 

~ 71 

P" 

. Results of Regression Analyses,pertaining~o tenski ~ypothesis for AChieved/AscrJbed 
Status Discreuarycie~ Amon~ I~divïduals'40-55 Yrs. of Age; Separa~ism Index as~ ~ 
pe~ndent . Va~iable /' 

" 

..... 

Status 
,c onfigura tion 

~~ \ 

.. 

'High EducQt/Low Ethnicity 

Low -Educat!High -/-Éhnici ty , 

-.. 
. High Incame/Low Ethnidity 

~ , 

Low Income/Hi~ Ethnicity 

,~ .......... 

High Occup/Low Ethnicîty 
.... '" ~ ..... ~ . 

< .' Lo~ ôccup!High Ethnici~y 

." :. 

.. '--.' ,. 

~ 

• • (> • ·0 .< 

,~ 

~ 

, 0 

.' 

RalatioR3hi:c; Wi. th SeDara'tü:;rr: ~Imie..'{ 

.... 

Si:n:.:!..ê . t 
Cr}Cr€: 1 ~.tti_, 

• ~?952 

-.0224) 

.00961 

.070)2 

-.05936 

....--r;. . 

1 

~ 

Variance Explained 
By Discrep2ncy 
0nlv 

" "-4 
Total ?::x'olaino::d 

, ,-
y8riance 

~ .00053 " .04525 

~. 
~ 

G 

.00002 .01852 

• 00277 0 .02127 

()o 

.0001~ .02253 

.00010 .02245 

r .. 

. , 

,~ 

<>. 

., 
't . 

,.. ..... 1 _~ (""'i).-t 1 
Perc<=,,~ ,j~ _0 J3._ 

Ex~l~i~e~ lar~8~c~ 
kttrit-~'ta ~2.e -:::0 

Discre~ancv Terrn 
--------·~v--~'~--------" ' .'fjf-
~ 

.' 

j , 

... .001 

' . .13. 

,.. 

.01 
• 

.01 

p 

" 

~. , 
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~ , 

relative variance explained is not ~ven 6 percent. 

Therefore, one is forced ~o conclude that neither 

achieved/achi~ved nor achieved/as~ribed status dif­

ferences contribute much to the explanation of support 

ror social change when the possible effects or career 

mobillty are controlledv for. 

Summary 

'J' ,1 
Every possible revision of Lenski's toeory ha~ been 

\ ~ 

tested (i.e. achieved/ascribed status discrepane~es 
, ,1 

1 

wer~ singled out; the French and English Canadiah sub-

sets'of the sample were examined separately, and career ~ 

mobility waR eontrolled for). In addit~on to this, for 

t~e first~ime, direct measures of support for social 

chan~e were used in t~Rting the theory. Despite these 

er.forts, inconsistency was .found ta have the predicted 

affect in only sorne instances and in these 
" its effect was very weak. On the "Qasis of 

one must ,conclude that statue inconsistet:lcy 

val~e in explaining political ~ehavior • .. 
.. " 

, ,. 

'. 

" 

instances 1 
this evidence 

is of li tt,le 

0' • 

J 

1 , 

\ 

ft 
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CHAPTER IV 

Cros~-Pre8sures 

Thé ~~cond stated rroa] of this thesis is to examine 

the, evi~ncp for Linset' s thAor:v of cr08s-nreS;.lure~ fmd 

to compare the exapJan8tory value of hi~ theory with that 

of Len~ki's theory of status inconsistency. The nrob]pm, 
'" 

as it i8 described In Chanter l (pap;e:JJ) i8 to eval-

uate the nolitical response of individuals 3n cross-

nre~sure situations whiçh are cohceptually identicaJ to . 
'status inconsi~tency situations. rrhe Ljnset nredi'ction 

in the~e situations i9 that individuals will withdraw 

from the political process and become apathetic. Evidence 

for the Lipset claim will be wei&"hted' ap;ainst the evidence 

nresented in Chanter tII for the Lenski claim that the 

nolitical response arisin~ from these situations is support 

for social chano:e. Ta do this, a series of rep'ression anal-'.,. 
yses were performed relRtin~ both aChleved/achieved stat~s 

discrepa-nc ies and aChievedÎa scribed discrepanc ies to 

"Pol i tical Apa thy", wj1ich was onera tional ized usina; botH 

"Non-Voting" and the "A-rarthy Index" constructed in Chapter II. 

As cross-pressure situations in this thesis a~e 

analop;ous to st~tus inconsistenoy situations, the rnethodologi-
. 

cal problems inheren~ in statue jncon~i~tency research are 

also present i'1 cY'M1r;-prP RSllre'3 res~arch.· Consequently,' 

the s-ame me thodology employe d 'wi th -cegard to sta tus 

l' 

" 

, 

\: 



inconsistency will he used in examinin~ cross-nrpssures. 

,Tables h-la and 4-1h nrpsent data illustratinp' the 

effects of achjpvpd/achieved ~tatu8 discrenancies on non­

vntinp 8~d ~he attitude Reale develoned to measurp political 

anat,hy. Several thinp"s sh01l1d [le ywted ahout the 

correlation co-efficients: first. the ;;ip"ns (jf the 

correlations between stRtus discrenancy and non-votinp" 

are npither consistentlv p08tt~ve or ncp"ahve, that 18 

(n sorne cases statuR discrpoanry i~ pn~itively relatpd 

ta votin~ and not ~on-~~ as Linset nredicts. The 

sec0nd thinp; which shollld be notpd i8 that the relFltjonshin 

between sta tus di screnancy and the AFhy Tnd€'x ir-; con­

siste1"ltly nerrative with the excentio~ of the Enp'l<ish 
'" . 

sub-sample. Thi s means that stAtus "tscrenancy i8 con-

sistently re]ated to low apathy, which i8 contrary ta 

the Lipset prediction. AdmittR~ly, the correlFltro~~ for 

the Anathy Index are ratner low which makes their sifVlS 

'1 unreliable. hut the fact tha t in almost every test -t,he 

y Index is negatively correlated with stat~8 discrepancy 

the question of whether the Index measures th~ 
i-

~ 

same underJyin cr dimension of political apathy as the 

vote/non-vote distinction. It will be rec~lled that a 

validity check for the Apathy Index (Chapter II. pa~e 44) 

/ 
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~ABLE 4-la 

Results of Re~ession Analyses ?ertaining to Linset Hynoth~sis for Achieved/Ac~ieved 
Status Discrenancies; Non-Votin~ As Denendent Variable 

Statu5 
Cor,fi~ura tion 

Occun/lnc'ome 
Educat/Income 
Educat/Occup 
Educat/Occun/Incorne 

Occup/lncom~" " -
Educat/lne-6me 
Ed-uga-r--/occup 
~ucat/OccuD/Income 

~ -

Occup/lncome 
Educat/Income 
Educat/Occur 
Educat/occup/I~c0më 

• '\) 

" 

" 

Sirnùs 
C 0r"r8la -:it.)~ 

Cl 

-.022--66 A231 .00735 
/" .01794 

" " 

.02231 
-.02515 

.01794 

-.04553 
.07566 
.08206 . 
.08501 

'-j 

<. 

R ~l .... .! C" ..... ! ... ..!+~ ';\1 .... ' "'fr --"~Y"'J . ~ a,~.J.. O;L .• _.1_ ~..:~ ~ c .• - . 0 l, _ d-, 

Varianco =xpl~i~ed 
By Discr8pa~cy f1':Tal ~:{,l~i::'3a. 
0:11 ,,. 1[.:iri ?170er:> 

__ -0 

(Whole 'Samn1e) 
~ 

.00072 .00084 

.00089 .00450 

" .00020 ':;:C • 0041_~ 
.00066 .00489 

(French Canadians Only) 
\ 

.tl~ J, 

,< 

.00089 .00450 

.00026 .00084 
l' ' .00066 .0048q 

(Eng1ish Canadia~s On1y) 

.00154 .°3064 

.00692 .01R80 

.00095 .03919 

.00117 .03970 

\ 

~2~~e~~ cr T~~al 
~x~~a~~0~ !~~l~~C 
_\"t"7;yib1.J"!:21~ co 
0i~;èr'e"82 ~~:; .. ~ .. :ê~-. -------- . 

• .36 
.20 
.05 
.13 

.20 

.86 

.13 

.05 
·37 
.02 
.03 

e 
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TABLE 4-1b 

Result-s of Regression Analys~:: ?ertainin'7, to Linset !.{ypothesis for Achieved/Achieved 
Status Discrenancies; Anathv Index as Denendent Variable. - . -

S"tatus 
Configuration 

Occup/Incorne 
Educat/Incorne 

'l 

Etucat/occun 
E ucat/Occup/Incorne 

Occun/Incorne 
Educat/lncorne 
Educat/Occu"O 
Educat/Ocqun/Incorne 

.~" ~ d"o/Income 
~ducà i/lncome 
Educat/occup . 
'Educa t/(Yccup/Income 

.~ 

• '" 

~ 

. ~ 

"";: Relations}Ü-) ,:,.1. t!': A::'8.1:;1~r Index - -
.--

Silnp:!.è 
C 'Jr1:,e la·t i o Y'.. 

-.0}622 
-.03549 
-.Q4185 
-.044b7 

-.03313 
-.06581 
-.08133 
-.08749 

-.07264 
.06548 
.18534 
.1)144 

V3.~~ i2.:'.c e :;:;x~la i.'leQ 
B;: !):scre~a-:îcy 
Snly 

'lotzl ~"'C?J a ineG. 
\-3riànee & ~ -

(Whole Samnle) -
. 0OO9~ .02875 
.00020 .04937 
.000]2 .04385 
.000)0 .04947 

(Prench Canadians Only) 

.00027 .03578 

.00225 . .0577.5 

.00285 .05144 

.0037? .,05Q 6q 

~ 

(En~lish Ca~adians On1v) 

.02010 .OJ133 

.00178 J '\ .07284 
"- .00440 .09774 

.000Ro .10204 

?-::~r;~-"'~~ _-f' =-,""-:1.1: 
~xp~alr~~ ~a~~a~ce 
A..:-:!'ib:.'+-:.:.b..lC ::0 
Discr2~~~CV Cer~ 

. 03 

.004 

. 01 

.01 

.01 

.04 

.OS 

.06 

.64 

.02 

.04 

.01 

e 
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_revealed a low corrp.~ation between non-votin~ ~nd the 

Index (a corr~latian of,:O. 25). It is nos8ih1 e thRt thp 

items comnrisin~ the Index: workin~ for a polit'c~l 

party, ~oin~ to nolitical meetin~R, and conv1ncin~ others 

of onp's political oninions - - mAasure 4 different kind 
~ 

, . 
of nolitical narticination' than votinp".' 'Perhaps "t,hesE' 

, 1 

itpmR méasure nrofessional nolitica] participation, 

Qarticlpation one would exnect from individuals envls-

ion inp" 80mp sort of CFt repr in nol i tic s, ra the r than the 

mere fu]fi.Jlmenl, of one's civic dut y wh:irh would entai! 
> 

votinp". Of thp two measure~ developed of the denendent 

var ia bIe, i t seems the t non-vot i ni'", ra tl;1er than the 

Apathy Index, is the oneowhich most closely apnroximates 

nolitical anathy in the Lipset sense. Support for this 

conte~tion is that the-votin~/non-votinp" distinction is 

used by Li~et (19h01 pp. 203-216) himself RA a measure 

of POlitic~pathY. ~hus, jt i8 this measure which 

will be used throu~hout the rest of the analysis of the 
, . 

Lipset hypothesjs.(Althou~h the Anathy Index will nct be 

\ 

) 

used in testing Li~p~et' s the ory, the resul.ts of rep;ression ' .. 

analyses with the Index as the dependent variable can 

be found in Appendices l throu~h III). 

Focusin~ attention then, only on the analy~es per-

tainint;, to' nop ...... voting in Table 4-1a. i t i8 clear that , 

the absolute value of all the initial correlations of 

Rtatus discrepancy with non-votin~ are low, ranginp, 

J , 
j • 

, 
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hetween 0.00J06 and O.08S01. Further, the amount of var-

iaQce explained hy status discrenancy onne the effects 

of the status vFlrlFlhles cotnposinrr the discrepancy term 

have heen è()ntrollerl. for i~ smal1l t;he variance ranrres 

from 0.0000(, to 0.001 1)4,. ~nd the averarre variance 

exnla1ned fnr thORA cases wherp there iG a po~itive 

corrplation h~tween discrenancv and non-votin(l' iA a mere 

o.oo16? (or ~ot even J nercent). ThuA, in ahsolute termA, 

statl1s discrenancv a<"'counts for only a Ama1l nroportion 

()f the varüincp to be exnlained in non-votin rr • Tn 

relative terms, i. t aCColPlts for anywherp frtlm ] ta 86 

percent of the total explajned variance. 

However, rita tUf) discrenancy usua] 1 Y accounts for 

larfe prgDortions of the total exnlained variance when 

it i8 ne~at~~e~ correlated with the dependent variable 

(which,. of' course, is the rpverr;p of the Linr:;et 1 nredictioll). 

Thu~, thp averap,e nercent of total exnlained varjance 

accbunr.ed for by status discrenancy for cases where dis-

crenancv cnrrelRtes nositively with the dependent variRble 

i~ on]y 13 nercent (i.e. on the ~vera~e statuA dincrep-

a~cy accounts for 13 percent of the total variance ex­

plalned by ~ll three 'variables in each analysis). 

As can be seen from the above discussion, there i~ 

Ifttle sunport for ~he Linset hypothesis that status 

discrenancy leads te non~voiin~. status discrepancy i8 

not cons\stently related to non-voting; when discrepancy 

.. 

J 
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dops corr~l~te nositivelv with nnn-votin~. the absn]utp 

variance explairlPd hy discrppancy b ] ow (not evpn onli' 

nerrpnt) and thp rplativp annunt of variance Pxnlained 

by discrepancv, whilp somewhat lar('"pr, 1'i 'itlJ1 smalI, 

on the aVcra~p on]v 11%. 

conslRtency, nredirts;:) differencp in :-:tre'1P'th of 

affect on ~hp denpndent variable for thp two types of 

statur; rnnfif';ut'Rtion's (Chanter _, nap'el 5 ). Por the 

nurpoRes of comnarison of the two theories, the same 

dist 1 nc tians Wf"r p made wi th reF'"ard to thp Li pset hy-

,nothp~is. Table 4-2 nrespnts the results of re~ression 

analyses of the effects of achieved/ascribed status dis~ 

crenancies on non-votin~. 

An examination of the si~s of th~orrelation co­

efficients revpals a certain nattern. when status dis-

crepancy is due to a hiRh achieved/low ascribed status 

difference, a negative relationship exists between dis-

crepancy and non.:..votin~, while whe'1 status discrepancy 

i8 due ta a low achieved/hi~h ascribed confi~upati0n a 

positive relationship exists betweBn 

nan-voting. Thus, it seems that for 

discrepan~ 

status discrepanJ y 
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TABLE 4-2 
~ 

~esults of Re~ression Analyses Pertaining to Linset Hypothesis ror Achieved/Ascribed 
S~atus Discrenancies; ~on-Votin~ as Dependènt Variable 

Status 
Con:fip;uration 

Hie:h Educa tlLow Ethnic'i ty 

Low Educat/High 
Et~ 

Ethnicity .. / ..1 Hlgh Incorne Low 

Low IncomelHi~h Ethnicity 
'" 

Hi~h Occun}Low Ethni?ity 

Lo~ Occun/Hi~h Ethnicity 

't> 

• .. 

• 

Hela "tionshi LI "'li th N O{l-Votir.g 

"'0' VarianCD =x~laineG. 
Si~p:e By ~iscrar3~cy 
Correl~t~on O~~v -------,--

-.03011 

.00694 

-.02061 

.00171 

-.05769 

.00291 

---r:;--

.00005 

.00030 

.00085 

.00012 

.0030'0 

.00085 

~ 

~otal 2':.::plainE'd 
Variance 

.00310 

.00335 

.00199 

.00126 

.00811 

.00597 

"" 

PerCE.:'1t c:~ T'ct3.~ 
-Ex;)la i: (: ct '1 ~.:r ia., 
p..1:"t~ib111:a tJ:_ ":: ~:) 
'ilc, .... ..,....e r . ~""'1 """'c.Y"'''''''' :::"~.J.. ))(4 ~ .. -' .. __ ...... 

.02 

.09 

.42 

• 01~ 

.37 

. l4 

e 
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produced by a high achiéved/low ascribed status configur­

'ation (such as the high education/1ow ethnicity, high 

income/low ethnicity, or high occupation/low ethnicity 

configurations) the Lipset hypothesis is not borne out. 

The magnitude of the correlations between status 
9 

discrepancy and non-voting for thos€ cases where 'the two 

variables are positively related demonstratès once again 

a very ~~ak relationshi~; co-efficients range from 0.00171 

to 0.00694, and the amount of variance explained by 

status discrepancy after the effects l of the main status 

variables have been control1ed for is quite small, 

ranging from 0.00005 to 0.00)00 (tnus it fails to explain 

even l percent of the variance in non-voting). The average 

percent of the total variance exp1a~ned attributable to 

~~atus discrepancy for those cases where it is positively 

correlated with the dependent variable is also quite lOWI 

8 percent. 

ln summary, achieved/ascribed status discrepancies, 

as in the case of aChieved/achieved status discrepancies, 

do not account for any_significant amount of the variance 

to be explained in non-voting and as such, do not bear 

Qut Lipset's predictibn. 

) 

A Proposed Revision of the Theory 

lt wi~l be reca1led tnat in Chapter III (pageI61), 

w~en discu~Sing the Lenski hypothesis, the argument was 

made that status discrepancy resulting from differences 
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in aChieved statunes may not cause tension for individuals 

who are notential1y up'wardly mobile. A similar arp'umAnt 
, 

may he made rerrarding the effects 0f cross-pressures. 

An individuBl who has discrepant statuses, but who IR 

~18o mobj1e, may not be under a ~reat deBl of cro~s-

pressures since he mav have already tBken on the values 

and beliefs of the ~rou~ to which hA aspirAS (i.e. the 
1 

eventual incorne or èccll~Btlanal .o;r0un he hopes ta attain). 
1 

Thus, in testin~ out Lit"et·g theory of cr()~s-pressures; 

the followin~ predjctio~ waR madel individuals who have 
1 

reached. the peak of their careers and who are still 

stlltus discrenant at th.lt time will be subject to more 

cross-pressures than stltus discrenant individuals who 

have not reached the k of th~ir careers. To tBst 

this predict ion, decided ta examine the effect~ 
. 

of cro~pressures on n n-voting for only thQse indiv-

• iduals who were between 40 to 55 years o.f age, on the 

assumntion (as in Chant_r tII) that individuals of this 

age group have reached ,he peak of their careers. As 

in Chapter III, senarat~ regressions were performed for 

status dincrepancies du_ to differences in achiev~d 
J 
1 

statuses and status dis~rppancies due to differ~~ces 

between an aChieved and' an ascribed status. 
1 
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Achieved!Achieved statu~ Discrepancies, Controlling for Age 

Table 4-1 nresents the results of re~ression analyses 

of achieved statuA discrenancies for those individuals 

a~es 40 to 55. Once aga in, jud~ing by the sipns of the 
, 

correlRtion co-efficiAnts,~ statu~ discrepancy fails to - . 
be associated with non-votlng in- a consistent manner. 

In three out of the twelve tests pQerformed, status dis-

crenancy was found to be associated with votinp and not 

non-votin~ as Lip~et predicts (a11 three cases involte 

the same statuA confiB'urat.ion, occunation/income, which 

correlates ne~atively with non-votinp in the whole 

samnle and in the French and En~lish sub-sets), The 

correlation co-efficients which do correlate positively 
~ 

with non-votinp are ~ui~e low (between +O,o077R and 

+0.08874), ~~cept for the EngliRh sub~sample. Here 

~he correlations are quite substantial, ran~ing from 

0.)1207 to 0.48b23 for those cases where there is a 
o / 

positive corrilati~n. The amount of vari~nce explained 

in ~eneral xs still low for the whole eample and the 

French Canadian sub-semple, the average variance ex­

plained for these two groups i9 0.0297), or almost 

! 

1 

three percent. This i9 9ubstantially làrger th~ the 

avera~e variance for the sam~le without the age contraIs 
1 

(0.00]85) but in an. absolute"sen:se the amount of variance 
\ 

~xplained is still qûite low. 
1 

Htever, the averag~: amount of variance explained 

'/ 

o , 
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Achieved/Achieved 
as Dependent Variable 

~ 
Simule 
C orre'l:>.. 'ti 0!'Î 

Variance Sxplained 
3y-Discrepancy 
Only 

Total Explained 
Varian~e 

?erc~~~ of T0~~1 
Ex-r;:a':rleC: V2.r'...a.-c2 
At"tr:..oi.'"tc.Gle -::;J 
r.: i. sc r~ :,.: :,.c y ..... ..:0 .. ~.,..... __ .L • 

" ~ (Whole Samnle) 

. Occun/lnc orne.l - •• 35 .00010 .~228 
· 494 

.001 

.20 
, ,.11 

.20 

Educàt/lncome , 
Educat/oècup ~ 
Educat!Occup!Income . ~ 

Ocdup!Incornè. 
~ducat/lncome 
Educat!Occup 
Educat/Oc~up/Income . f , 

1 

Occup!Income 
Ed\lcat!Income 
Educat/Occup , 
Edueat/Occunlrncame 

a . 

e 

- ~ 

' , 

, • 

.08874 
_ . 04211 

.0?O'5t 

-.OI? ')8 
... 06607 ", 

.00778 

.0452) 
<> 

\ . 
-~ 11559 
'. )1207 
,.48Q2)' 
•. 46837 

" 

.. '\ 

-----

.05702 

.02325 
'.05784 

.2 161 

.29295 

.(F~ench· Canadians On1y) 

< .00002 .r .09605 
.. 02465 • }1324 
.00188 • 5240 
.0.1374 .19210 

(Eng1ish Canadians OnlYJ 
,. 

/' .00080 .. ; ......... .29640, 
.4)493 0 

~ ~ :71242 "> 

.3)216 -~. .693)6 t- .: -. , -

.49445 .. fi ~ · ~1-696 
<> 

~~. 
.~' .. '" L " 

. .. ~ 

" 

<.:.. "-

. 0'02 

.11 

.01 

.07 

.003 
Q.61 
.48 
'. ~o 

e 

----' 

o 
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o 
for those tests within the English sub-sample 

which correlate positively with non-votin~ is sub-

• stantialr 0.42055. or slightly more than 42 percent. 

u 

While for the whole sample and the French Can~dian 

sub-sample the avera~e percent of the total explained 

variance attributable to status discr~pancy is 12 percent, 

it is nearly 56 perce~ for the English sub-sample. 

Obviously, the findin~s for the English sub-sample are 

far more substantial than those of previous tests of 

the two theories. It must be kept in mind 
-----~ 

these substantial findin~s small sub-
" 

sample of the ponulationr ~lish Canadi~ns between 

years of a who are sta tus discr'epant wi th 

regard to 1) incarne and education or 2) education and 

occ~pa~ion (obviously the global measUre of inconsis-

tency also yields substantial results ~ince it ls in 

'part determined by these two ferms of inconsistency). 

These limited findin~s then provide only minimal 
,-<, , 

support for the Lipset hypothesis, and fail to substan­

tiate the, general contention that cross-pressures lead 

to non-voting. Because these findings are applicable 

to such a small eub-set of the sample judgment as to 

the value of the theory of cross-pressures for so:iology 

will be reserved until the éffects of status discrepancy 

" due to achieved/ascribed status dif:f'erences on non-voting 
) 

can be assessed~ 
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A~hieved/Aseribed S'tatus Diserep/anc les, Controlling for Age 
.> 

Table 4-4~esents data concerning the effècts of 

aehieved/ascribed status diserepancles on non-voting 

for individuals 40 ~o 55 years of age • 

In four out of five cases there is a negative re-
. 

lationship betw~en non-voting and status discrepancy; aS 

status discrepancy decreases, non-voting increases, 

which ls the exact opposite of what the Lipset hypothesis 

would predict. In the/one case where non-voting is 

positively related to status discrepancy ('the low in~o.e/ 

~high ethnicity case) the correlation i5 weak (+0.05373). 
- . 

, 
The variance explained by this configuration (once the 

effects of the main s~atus variables have ~een controlled 

for) ls low (0.00072). Finally, the average percent ... 
of the total explailJed variance attri butable to this 

• • particular statua configuration ia also quite lowa --c • 
3 pe~t. These results bring negative evidence to 

bear ~ the ~ipset hypothesisl in four out of five cases 

non~oting ls inversely related to'status diacrepaney 

and in the one càse where a positive relatlonship exista 

i t l.Î~ a very weak. one. 
') 

These results in no way ~ubstantiate 

the Lipset contention. \-
Thus, the only substantial eviderce in support Qf 

Lipset's theory la that presented for English Canadians. 

age 40 to 55 who are status discrepants with r~gard to 

1 • 
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TABLE 4-4 

" 
ts of Regression Analyses Pertaining to Lipset Hypothesis :for AChieved/Ascribed 
s ~screpàncies :for Individuals 40-?5 Yr~~ o:f Age; Non-Voting as Dependent Variable 

on 

~thnicity 

igh Ethnicity 
• 

h Ethnicity 

Ethnie ity 

Simnle 
Correlation 

.04529 

-.08692 

.05373 

-.09992 

• 
Relation8h~p W~th Non-Voting 

t 

Variance Exnlai~ed 
By Discrépnncy_ 
Onlv 

"'--- '" 

.00070 

/' 

.00193 

.00072 

~1906 

':'otal Explained 
Varla~ce 

.01186 

.02296 

.02368 

/ 
o 

Percent of' Total 
Exnlained Varian' 
,\ ttribu-:a ble to 
Discrepancy~ér~ 

.06 

.08 

.03 

.., 

Low Occup!High Ethnicity -.0~653 .00804 0' 

.03358 

.02255 
• 57 

• • c 

\ 
\ 
\ 
1 

- , 

.35 
~ 

". 
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1) income and education or 2) occupation and education. 

"'" There is no apparent theoretical reason as to why the . , 

findings for this particular sub-saMple are-so much 

stronger,than'those for the French Canadian sub-sample. , 
The original decision to separate ~h~ two ethnie groups 

for the pU!pose of analysis was based on the idea that 

perhaps the effects of status discrepancy would be 
1 

stronger for French than English Canadians. It was 
# 

hypothesized that French Canadians would be more pre-

disposed to support the ~eparatist movement than English 

Can~dians as it is a movement which deals specifically 

with the ethnie problems of the French-speaking popula-. 
tion. The decision to keep separate~the two ethnie 

groups throughout the cross-pressures tests was made so 

that the results of the tests could be compared with the 

results of the Lensk~ tests. Thus, theoretica11y the 

findings are unexpected in two respectsi 1) the strongest 
'\ 

effect of statua discrepancy is found with Eng1iah , . 

Canadians, not French Canadians and 2) the effect 

found'is with regard to non-voting and not support for 

separatisll. 
rI' 

As these findings apply to Ruch a restricted portion 

of the sample, they may very well be random findings 

caused by the ass~ciation of these patterns of discrep­

ancy (incame/education anq occupation/education) with 

.some other sociologica1 variable, which in turn ia re-
• late4 to non-voting. Atteapts were made to ascertain 

~ 
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wha t variable (s) mi:ght be causinE?; such a s'purious re-

la t1:onship by controll inr: forl religio.n, marital 'status, 

sex, and re~ion (urban/rural) but these attempts were not 

succ,essful. Further attemnts \were made ta discover if 

the distrib~tion o~ the discrepRncy terms and the status , . 
variables composing them were in sorne way a-typical for the 

sub-set of English Canadians a~e 40 to 55, but no si~if-

icaDt differences from the sample as a whole, or from 1 

French Canadians of the same ~ee ~roun, were found with 
1 

rèspect ta the mean, median, standard deviation and 

de~ree of skewness. 

Despite the fact that the attempts made to dis-

cover sorne spurious relationship were unsuccessful, it 

is concluded that these findings do not adequately support 

the revised Lipset hypothesis and thus, the theory 

should pe rejected. There are several bases for this 

decisionl 1) it is quite possib.1e that the variable 

respon,slble for sorne spurious rela\ionship is not con­

tained in the questionnaire, making it impossible to 

determine if a spurious relationship exists. 2) The 

findings under discussion~are applicable to the sub-set 

of the sample for whîch one would least expect findings 

based on the theory presented thus far. These two 

reasons in and of themselves are perhaps'not Bufficient 
() 

to warrant the above conclusion, but taken together 
> with the tact tha~ 3) the findings are extremely 

limited in scope and applicable to only a small sub-

) 

ca 

-.. 
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s?mple of the total sample, the conclusion seems 

justified. The findine;s are limi ted in scope for they 

do not apply to aIl forms of status di~erepancy; in fact, 

they· a not even apply ta aIl forms of achieved/achieved ... 
statu. discrepancies. Further, thé findings apply only 

to En Iish Canadians. 40 to 55 years of a~e (a littie 

more han ... 2 perc ent of the sample)'. Even if one accepts 

these findinp,s ~s real, the usefulness of sueh a theory, 

sa liT ited in scope, must be questioned. As a general 

predi tor of votin~ behavior it i8 extremely mar~inal 

in us , and therefore shouid be rejected. 

Compa ison of the Lenskj and Li~set HYDothe~es 
f 

The da ta pre sented thus far in rela tian to bath 

the Lenski and Lipset hypotheses have failed to reveal 

any consistent and sir,nificant relationship betwee~ 

status discrepancy and support for social change or 

status discrepaney and non-voting. Rowever, consider-

ation of the data on achieved/ascribed status differences 

for the two theories jointly, reveals an interestin~ 

pattern. An., examination of the data presented in Table 

4-5 seems to indicate a difterence in pOlitical response 

according to the "direction of status discrepanèy". 
" 

That is, where statu~ discrepancy i8 the result of a 

high achieved/low ascribed status configuration, ~is­

crepancy tends to be negatively correlated with non-

voting and positively correlated with supptrt for so~ial 

change. On the other ha~d, where status discrepan~ 

~ 
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TABLE 4-5 

-Compariso~,or'the Re1ationships Between Statùs Discrepancy and Non-Voting 
and Status Discrepancy and P.Q. Vote for AChieved/Ascribed S~atus Discrepancies 

Q ~ 

4 

Statua Configuration 

~igh Educat!Low Ethnicity 

Low Educat/High EthnicitY 
" 

High IncomelLow Ethnicity 

Low Income/High Ethnicity 

High Occup/Low Ethnicity 

Low O~~p/High Ethniei~~ 

.. 

" Relationshiu with 
Non-Votlng .i [ 

Simule Correlation 
< "-..... 

# 

Cl-

- .03011 

.00694 

-.02061 

• 00171 

-.05769 

.00291 

, . 

l 

", 

Re1ationship with 
P.Q. Vote 

Simple Correlation 

.23135 

- .. -.06.530 
-. 

-..~ 

.~ 

.02886 

-.04044 .. 
, 

.,12434 

. -.05647 

.~ 

1 • . 

\ 

-", 

.", 

~ 

e 
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is the result of a low achieved/hi~h ascribed status 
~ . 

confi~urationt discrepancy tends to be'positively 

related to non-votin~ and negatively-related to support , 

for social chan~e. This response pattern is then. the 

reverse of that'observed for q ~i~h achieved/léw 
... 

ascribed confil:;uration: If one conceptualizes non-
~. 

voting; and voting for social change as two extremes 'of 

a continuous variab]e that mi~ht be labeled "political 

participation", where votin~ for socia~ chanFe repre-

... sents tœ hi,c:r:hest dep;'ree of political participation, and 
• 

non~voting renresents the lowest form of nolitical 

partici~tion, a new hypothesifl can be formulRtedl 

~hat the direction of status discreoancy aris(n~ from 

aChieved/ascribed status differences is directly re-

lated to the de.c:r:ree of political participation. That ls, 

status discrepancy resulting from hi~h aChieved/low 

ascribed configurations is related ta a hi~h degree of 

palitical par~cipation, whereas status discrepancy 

resulting from low aChieved/high ascribed configurations 

results in low political participation. 
) 

The theoretical explanation for this hypothesis 

i9i~implet an individual with a high achieved/low .. 
ascribed status configuration can only hope ta resolve 

the tension or problems caused by his low ascribed 

status through sorne farm of social change (tq-is is true , 

, because as<?,ribed sta tuses, are by defini tion, una.l terable). 

The only hbpe for such an individual lB to alter society'g 

perception of statue, hence the high political 

\ 
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·participation. Howeve~,/for the ~ndividual with a low 

achieved/hi~h ascribed' status configuration two possible 

courses of action are open, first t if tension i8 

'produced by his discreoant statuses he can resolve 

that tension by raisin~ his achieved status (this assumes 

of course that mobility exists -in the society). To do 

this however, requires no political pàrticipation or 

stru~gl~ for s~cial chan~e on the part of the individual; 

thus an apathetic attÎtude leading to low political . 
participation might be more likely to develop in such 

individuals. A second possibility is that such a status 

~iscrepancy does not cause tension for the individual. 

These individuals are accorded at times more status or 

deference on the basis of their ascribed status than they 

would merit by virtue of their achieved status. Con-

ceivably; this mi~ht become a very comfortable situation 

for sorne people. If voting is considered a means of 

social chanp,e, then there i8 absolutely no motivation 0 

for these individuals ta vote or change the existing 

social order. The end result, as in the first case, 

is the same. 10w political participation. 

Ta test this hypothesis the dependant variable, 

political participation, was operationalized in the 
or 

following manner. 1) non-voting repreeents the lowest 

state of polLtical participation,. 2) voting for a t:\0n­

social change party represents a medium etate of polit-

, 

t:. 



--

• 

(\ 

ical part~ipatian and 3) voting for a political 

party advocating social change represents the highest 

state of po1itical participation. 

The test of this new hypothesis ~ntails as welt, 

a new conceptualizafion of the independent variable. 

In this new conceptualization, the individual ls se en 

as having one of three possible status configurations; 

ranging from low ta hi~h these are. 1) a high ascribedl 

low achieved confi~uration, 2~ statuses which are in 

equilibrium, and 3) a hi~h pchieved/low ascribed con-
" 

figuration. 
. 

To onerationalize this new conception of the in-

dependent variable ethnicity was recoded such that F~ench 

Canadians (low ascribed statue) received a score of l, 

while English Canadians (high ascribed status) received 

a score of). Achieved variables were tri-chotomized, 

and ~iven values of 1. 2, and ), ranging from the lowest 
" 

category to the' highest. To obtain the interaction term 

itself, the'achieved status for a given individual was 

subtracted from his ascribed status, and then this 

difference was squared.. For English Canadian~ only, 

the square of the difference of the two statuses was 
. 

multiplied by -1. The purpose of this last step was to 

create an interaction term for which a high aChieved/low 
\ 

ascribed status configuration would receive a high sc?re, 

a status configuration in equilibrium would receive a 
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medium score, and a low aChieved/high ascribed status 

configuration would receive a low score (Table 4-6 

represents this sChematically). As can be seen from 

the Table, high discrepancy resulting from a high achieved/ 

low ascribed configuration receives the highest score 

assi~ed (4), statuses' in equilibrium receive a mid­

point score (0) and high discrepancy resulting from a 

low achieved/high ascr~bed configuration receives the 

lowest score assigned (-4). 

Table 4-7 presents data derived from regression 

analyses of the effect of aChieved/ascribed status rlis­

crepancies (conceptualized in the abovè manner)~on 

the new dependen~ variable "political partici~ation". 

The absolute value of the initial correlations of 

status discrepancy with political oarticipation are 

fairly substantial for the two Cases for which there 

~ data -- between 0.16028 and 0.22274. However, once 

the e~fects of the main status variables are controlled 

ror, the variance explained by status discrepancy is 

quite low, not even l percent tthe average variance for 

the two cases i8 ,,0.00086). Finally, the relative 

var;a:re explai~by statue discrepancy is ~lso quite 
./, (J 

(-l~W, r percent in the case of the education/ethnicity 

-'~onr'iguration, and 4 percent in the case of the occupation/ 

ethnicity configur'tion. Obviously, status discrepancy 

in neither case/~s responsible for a major part of the 
o 

total explained~v&rianc~. It can only be concluded 
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Ta:ble 4-6 

Procedure for Creating Dummy Variables for Achieved/Ascribed Status Dlscrepancies 

Values Assigned 
'ro' 

Ascrib,d Statua 

French Canad~ = 1 

\ '" 

Values Assigned 
To 

Achieved Status 

Upper 1/3 = 3 

Middle 1/3 = 2 
~ 

Lower 1/3 = 1 

Upper 1/3 = 3 . 

English Canadian = 3 'Middle 1/3 = 2 

Lower 1/3 = 1 

... 

• 

Values Assigned 
To 

Dummy Variables 

(1-3)2 == 4 

(1-2)2 = 1 

(1-1)2 = 0 

-1[( 3-)')2] = 0 

-1 [< 3-2 )2] = -1 

":1[( 3-1 )2] = -4 

Verbal 
f!esignatlon 

//~ 
High Discrepapcy~ . /' . 
Low Discrepancy 

". Equi1ibrium 

Equi1ibrium 
" Low Discrepancy .. 

High Discrepancy 

~ 

o 

4.~_ 

~ 



" o 

99 

~ TABLE 4-7 '" • 

AOhievedïAacribed Statua Discrepancy and its Relationship ta Political Participation . - ." 

.... 0, 

" f 
Ç::. 

v Statua Con1'iguration 

" 

Relatiohship With Political Participation 
'0 , • Percent of Total 

Variance Explained. Total Explained Variance 
By Discrepancy Explained AttrYbutable to 

Simple Correlation Terrn only Variance Discrepancy Terrn 

Education/Ethnicity .22274 .00060 ~ .05712' . .01' 
" " 

IncomejEthniçity 
.. 

d; 

~ 

Occupation/Ethnicty 
., ,.,. .16028 ~ ~90112 ~~ .0)127 .04 

1 , 
" ' ./ 

0-

~ 
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~ 
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from this data that status discrepan&y concèptualized o 

in thjs new manner, does not contribute to the explan-

ation of political participation. While initial cor-

rela tions of discrepancy wi th pQli tica.! partie i pa tian may \ 
p ~ 

be substantial, when the effects of the main status .., 
variables are €ontrolled for, the effect of status dia-

crepancy on poLitical participation fs reduced to vir­
,JI 

tually lnothing. 

, . 
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CHAPTER V 

strèss 

In Plevious chapters', it wa\ seen that status 

discrepancy contributes very little to the explanation 
/ 

of non-voting, support for social change movements, o~ 

degree of political participation. Yet because status 
o 

discrepancy can be conceptualized both as an instance 
., 
of status inconsistency and as an insta~ce of cross-

~resgures, it is a central conoept in at least two 

theor}&s of importance in the political-sociolo~ical 

literature. Thus, the ques~ion of why status discrep­

anQY fails as a predictor of political hehavior is an 

important~e which should be further investigated. 

Perhaps the answer as to why it fails lies with the 

socJal-psychological modela on which bath theorie s of , 

status inconsistency and cross-pressures are posited. 

Thus, t~ purpose ,of this chapter will be to examine 

more closely the validity ~f this model • 

It will be remembered ~hat for both theories. 

stress -- or tensiqn -- is a crucial 1nterveni~g 

v~riable. Figure ,5-1 represents schematica1ly the two 

1 ( theories as weIl as the various assoc,iations or nlinks~ 

between variables which must be verified if one is ta 

~~alidate the underlying social-psychological mechanismt 
, 

of the two theories. As it,was mentioned in Chapter II 

• 

, , 

J 
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FIGURE 5-1 . • 
The Two Socia1-psycho1ogica1e~Qde1s Imp1icit'in the 

Lenski and Lipset Theories Respective1y 

1 

In1consistency 

( _ Link 1 

Stress 

Cross-Pressures 

l .. Link 1 

Stress 
"'-
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! _f Link 2 ~ +---:Link 2a 

Support for Social Movementâ' Non-Voting 
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(pageI4~, an interval measure o~ stress was developed 

(which from this point on will be rèferred to as·the 

stress Index). It will be recalled that this index 

was developed only for the French Canadian sub-set of , 

the sample since the questions comprising the Index 

were not 'asked of English Canadians. 

Two types of measures will be used throughout the 

verification of the social-psychological model, these 
, 

are 1) interval level indièês (such as the Separatism 

Ind~x, or Stress Index) and 2) dichotomies (such ~~ 

the ~ote/ non-vote distinction or the P.Q. vote/non-P.Q. 

vote distinction), In the verification of an associ-

ation involving two interval level indices, correlation 
" 

co-efficients will be used, while in the verification 

of an association involving an interval level index 

and a dichotomy, a t-test will be performed for the two 

groups defined by the dichotomy, to ascertain whether 

these two groups differ significahtly with respect to 

their mean scores on the index. 

, " 

Status Discrepancy and stress 

An obvious first step toward validation of the 
• 

social-psychological model would be' to' examine the 

association between stress and statua d~screpancy (this 

la "link 1" of Figure 5-1), Table 5-1 presents the 
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TABLE 5-1 

" 

Correlations of Achieve~Achieved Status Discrepancies With Stress 

(French Canadians Only) 

Statua Discrepancy 

Income/Occupation 

Income/Education 

.. 

. Occupation/Education· 

*Wrong Direction 

" 

RelationshiE 
<-Correlation 

.02 . 

.02 

.02 

" 

With Stress 

Sig. Level 

P ~ .065* 

p "- .116* -
P ~ .127 -
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correlations between achieved/achi~ved status dis-

crepancies and the Stress Index. As it can be 

readily seen, the correlations are extremely low; either 

+0.02 or ~0.02. In two out of the three cases, the 

correlatibns are in the opposite direction one would 

predict from the hypothesis. According to the socia1-

psychological model, the greater an individual's status 

discrepaney, the greater the amount of stress generated. 

Since a low score on the Stress Index represents high 

tension, the prediction one would make from the social­

psychologieal model is that the stress Index should be 

inversely related ta status di~crepancy. However, this 

is true in only one out of the three instances of dis-
1 crepancy_ None of the correlations are signifieant at 

p ~ 0.05. Therefore, it would seem that there ls very 
1 

litt1e relitionship between aChieved/achieved status 

discrepancies and stress. 

Table 5-2 presents data relevant to the verification 

" of the relationship between stress and achieved/ascribed 
1 

status discrepancies. It will btmembered that the 

stress measure developed is vali for only the French 

Canad-ian sub-set of the 'sample,.t efore, in testing 

out the relationship between achievedjascribed discrep­

ancies and stress it was' decided to divide each of the 

achieved statue dimensions into two,groupsi high ~nd 

low, and then to examine the difference in mean scores 

on the Stress Index for the two groups. If stress 1s 
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TABLE 5:"2 

T-Test Results For Achieve~Ascribed Status Dis~repancies and stress 

, (French Canadians Only) 

Statua 
Discrepancy 

Low Incorne 

High Incorne 

~ 

Me ans 

10.7 

Il.0 
) 

Low Occupation 1).0 

High Occupation 10.0 

Low Education 10.9 

High Education 10.5 

1 
, 
1 
1 
/-

1 

1 
1 

1 
j 

1 
1 

1 
/ 

Mean 
Difference 

).0 

t 
0.4 

" 

Significance 
Level 

p ~ ,001 

p ~ .001 

p ~ .001 

• 

,1 
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relatè~ to status discrepancy due to aChieved/ascribed 

status differences, one would expect that the stress 

exhi bi ted by French Canadians who are "high" on a gi ven 

achieved dimension would be hi~her than the stress 

exhibited by those who are "low" on this dimension. 

This is true since the inconsistent pattern is produced 

by a low ascribed status (French Canadian) and a hi~h 

aChieved status (high income, education or occupation~ 

and this inconsistent pattern should be associated 

with tension accordin~ to both Lenski and Lipset. Thu~, 

Table 5-2 nresents the appropriate Mean differences 

between the hi~h and low ~oups for each achieved status 

dimension and the results of a t-test for each of these 

mean differences. 

If one examines the results for incorne one finds 

that there is a rnean difference of 0.3 between the hif,h 

incorne ~roup and the low incorne group. However, this 

difference is in the opposite direction nredicted frorn 

the social-psychological model. That is, individuals 

in the low incorne group exhibit greater stress than 

those in the high incorne group (It should be ernphasized 

that a high numerical score on the Stress Index rep­

resents low stress due to the way the questions were 

originally worded). However, if one examines the mean 

difference for the high and low occupation groups, 

one finds a substantial mean difference of 3.0, and this 

If 
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differenee i8 in the pre-dicted direction. In the case 
. . , 

of education, the meen difference in stress scores 

between the ~hip;h and low .groups- is also in the prediete<1 

direction and significant; however, the mean~ifference 
of 0.6 observed is not large when one considers the 

possible ranp-e of scores (from l ta 16), and that the 

high significanee level attained is probably in part due 

to the larv.e sample size. Thus, the rela t ionshi TI be'­

tween stress and aChieved/ascribed statua discrepancies 

iB validated in one instance, weakly supported in a 

second, and :fails ~ompletely in the third. It must 
\ 

therefore be concluded that stress is not consistently 

related to ei ther aChieved/aserlbed status differences 

or aChieved/achieved status differences. 

stress and Support for Soc ial Change 

The next step in the verification of the social 
, 

psychologieal model for status inconsistency is vali-

dation of the relationship between stress and support 

for soc ial chan~e (this is "link 2" of Figure 5-1). 

This link is easily verified by correlating thè Stress 

Index with the interval measure of support for social 

change, the Separatism Index. A correlation of these 

" two indic'ès yiel'ds a co-efficient of -0.26 w:hich 18 

significant a t P ~ 0.001 for one-tailed test.' This 

correlation is fairly substantial and explains 6.7 
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percent of the variance (once again it will be noted 
. 

that while the actual co-efficient is ne~ative, the 

r-elationship is in the' predicted direction sinee a low 

score on the index represents high stress). 

An alternate way of testing the same link would be 

to per:form a t-test on the mean scores for the two groups 

forrned by the D.Q. votp/non-P.Q. vote distinction. The 

results of such a test show that there is a mean dif-

ference of 1. 73 in stress scores for the two groups and 

that this difference is in the predicted,direction as 

weIl as 'significant at the P ~ .001 level for a one­

tailed test. Since this mean difference lS fairly sub-
I 

stantial, in the predicted direction, and statistically 
" 

s ignificant ,1 and since the correlation obta ined of the 
• Stress Index wi~ the Separatiem Index was also sub-

stantial and .'\'r-Sl~l lcant, there does appear to be a 

relationship between stress and supoort for social change. 

Stress and Non- Voting 

There remains one last re1ationship ln the social­

psycho1ogica1'model to be testedl the relationship 
! 

between stress and non-votinf, (this is "link 2-a" of 

Figure 5-1). A basic test of this relationship was 

devised in the fo11owing mannerl the sample was . . 
divided into two groups, those who vote ind those who 

don' t vote. Then at-test was performed, ,on the mean 
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difference of stress scores for the two grou~s. If 

stress is related to non-voting, as one would predict 

from the Lipset hypothesi~, one shou1d find that the 

group of individuals who do not vote exhibit greater 
( 

stress than the group of individu~ls ~ho do vote. 

Unfortunately, the results of such a test do not show 

this to be the case. While there is a mean difference 

of 0.56 in stress scores for the two groups, this 

difference is not in the predicted direction; that is, 

individuals who vote exhibit sliehtly hi~her stress 

than those who do not vote. Thus, stress is not re­

lated to non-votin~ as the social-psychological model 

of the Lipset theory would predict. 

Summary 

From the above discussion it can be concluded that 

of ~he three relationships postulated by the social­

psychological model, the only one to be substantiated 

when subjected to anaiysis ois the relationship between 

s.tress and support for soc ia1 change. There a ppears to 

be no relation between ~tatus discrepancy (either 

achieved/achieved or achieve~ascribed discrepancy) 

and ~tress as predi9te~ by Lenski and Lipset, or between 

stress and non-voting (as predicted implicity by Lip~et). 

., 
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CHAPTER VI 

Summary and Conclusion 

r -' 

-",> The primary object of this thesis has been to 
;, -

compare two theories, status inconsistency and cross­, 
pressures, on the basis of their ability ta predict 

the political response of individuals who are status 

discrepant. A secondary, but nonetheles8 important 

goal of thi~ thesis has been to examine the ~ocial-
. 

psychological model underlyin~ both theories. 

In Chapter III it was shown that as" a predictor of 

support for social bhan~e, Lenski's the ory of status 

incansistency i9 quite poor. Very rarely i8 status 

discrepancy able to account for sli~htly more ~han 1 

percent of the variance to be explained. Many have 

argued that because status dtscrepancy accounts for 

such a small amount of variance in political behavior, 

it should be abandoned as a sociological variable. Yet 

such standard sociological variables as education, 

occupation, incomJ and ethnicity also fail ta exp~ain 

significant amounts of the variance in palitical response 
, 

in this study. The total percent of varianc,e explained 

for any given regression equation involving a discrep-

ancy term and the two status variables comprising the 

discrepancy term ls seldom greater than 7 or 8 percent. 

No one, however, wou~d argue that because of this. these 

status variables should be dropped from future sociological 
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research. It is for these reasons that a second measure, 

the relative amount of variance explained, was examined. 

This measure provides a comparison of~the prédictiv~ 
>. 

ability of status discrepancy with the predictive 

ability of the other widely accepted variables in the 

analysis (such as ed~cation, occupation, etc~). However, " 

even the relative variance explained by status dis-
., 

,... _/ 
crepancy (i. e. the percent of the total ~ariance explained 

attributable to status discrepancy) was"found in almost 

aIl cases to be quite low. Thus, its utility\as a 

predictor of political behavior must still be questioned. 
. '. 

In a fiRal attempt to validate the Lenski hypothesis, 
() 

a modific~tion was proposed which introduced an age 

control. The purpose of the control was to increase 

the saliency of inconsistency, and thus provide a 

fairer test of the concept. This modification however, 

failed to improve the predictive power of the the ory •. 

In Chapter IV Lipset's theory of cross-pressures 

was analyzed, revised and compared with sorne of the 

data presented in Chapter III concerning Lenski's theory 

of status inconsistency. 

The Lipset hypothesis however, did not prove to be . 

a better predictor of politica~ behavior than the Lenski 

hypothesis. ID most cases both the absolute and relative 

amount of variance explained by statua diacrepancy witn 

regard to non~voting is quite low with one excePtion.\~ 
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. In testing the revised version of the Lipset hypothesis, 

which ineluded an age control, it was discovered that 

status discrepancy accounts for an extremely large 

proportion of tne v,ariance ta bé explained in ~n-voting 

~ (both in absolute and relative terms) ~or a particular 

subset of EngJ,ish Canadians. However,' sinee these 

~indings are limited to such a small proportion of the 

samp1e (less than 2 ,percent) and since there is n~ real 

. theoretical reason as. to why sta tus discrepancy should 
~ ~. 

have an effect among these 1nd1vidual~ and only these 

individuals, the findings are not considered to,provide 

adequate support for the theor~ (AlI these results and 

conclusions do not," of course, have any bearing 9 those 

cross-pressure situations which cannot be interpreted 

as status discrepancy situations). 

One final hypothesis involving achieved/ascribe~ 

~atus discrepancies was te~ted. rtfWas hypothesized 

that individuals with an achieved status higher than 

their ascribed status would tend to support social 

change movements, whi,le individuals wi th an achi~ved 

status lower than their aseribedtstatus would tend, to ~ 

become politically apathetic: This hYPo{hesis, however, 

was not borne out by the data. \ 

Thus, it must be concluded that neither Lenski's 

theory of statua inconsistency, nor Lipset's theory of 

c:rosa-pressure.a ls substantiated bY,the data presented 

in this thesls. As these are two we11-known and central 
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-fheories to contemporary sociology the question of why 
...... 

r "these two theories l'ail as predictors of political 

behavlor must be asked. The answ~r to this question 
'1 

J"lay very weIl lie wi th the' social..!psychological model 
" upon which both tbeories are based. 

In Chapter V the in,teqening variable of both 
~- ; 

theqries was examined. More specifically the refation-

ship between status discrepancy and stress, and the 
- " 

relationship between stre~s and type of political 

response were e~amined. 

It was found that, contrary to the prediction of 

Lenski (and implicity the prediction of Lipset), statu~ 

disJrepancy is not related to stress. Further, it wa~ 
, 

discovered that while stress Is not related to non-

voting (al! ithe Lipset model wou1d suggest) 'i t is 

related to su~ort for the Parti Québécois and separatisme 
-..-. 

, Thus. of the three relationships derived from the sqcia1-

psycho1ogical model, only one i9 9ubstantiated by the 

data presented in this thesis. 

Since both LenS'kl ' s theory of statua ~,nconaistency 

and Llpset's theory of cross-pressures are based upon a 

social-psychological mode~owhich, for the Most part ls 
, . 

, , 
unsubstanti~ted, it ls no smaI1 wonder that the two 

---­theories fàil as predictors of social-political behavior. 

The Most crucial assumption of the model, that st~tua 

~iscrepansy produ~e9 stress or tension, Is simply not 
, , 

borné out by the data. 
" .. 
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A1though the re1ationship between status discrep­

ancy and stress was not validated by this studYt the 

one positive finding o~ the th~sis is the relationship 

between stress and support for social change. Thus, , 

future research efforts aimed at discovering the causal 

factors invo1ved'in support for social change, might ,-

be best directed at investigating other sources of 
tt 

stress than those which were hypothesized to arise 1 
from status discrepancy. 
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\ APPENDIX l 1 
1 

\ Results of' Regression Analyses Pertaining to Lipset Hypothesis for AChieved/Ascribed 
\ Statua Discrepanciea 1 Apathy Index as Dependent Variable 

o 

ration ~ 

Hlgh Educat/Low Ethnicity 
\ 

Law EducatJHi~h Ethnicity 
i 

1 

High Income/Low Ethnicity 
1 

Lo~ Income!High Ethnicity 
1 

\ 

Hig~ occup/Low Ethnicity 
\ 

Low ~ccuplHigh Ethnicity 

Rela tion~hip \'Ii th Apa tl-iY Inde~ 

Simple 
Correlation 

-.19546 

.01774 

-.10621 

-.01571 . 

-.13)05 

-.04152 

Variance Explained 
By Discre9ancy 
Only 

.002)4 

.00012 

.00002 

.00150 

j) 

.00349 

.00404 

Total EXTIlained 
Variance· -----

.04)4) 

.04122 

.01?13 

.01861 

.02018 

.02073 

PE:r'ce!1t of Total 
2xp1ained Varia~c 
Attributable to 
Disct'epancy Terrn 

f< 

• • ---...... .. -------------------------
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Results o~ Regression Analyses Pertaining to Li~set Hypothesis for Achieved/Achieved 
Status Discrepancies for Individuals 40-55,Yrs. of Age; Auathy Index as Dependent 
Variable 

Statu3 
Ccr.I"igura tien 

Occup/lncome 
Educat/lncome 
Educat!Occup 
Edueat/Occup!Income 

Occup/lncome 
Educat!Income 
Educat/Occup 
Educat/Occup/lncome 

Qccup!Income 
Etucat!Income 
Educat!Occup 
Educat/occup/I me 

/' , 

Rel5.tionship '.IIi th Ana·~h.v Index ---- . 

'3 in.p2.G 
CorrelatioYl 

-.08527 
-.11618 
-.09142 
-.12536 

-.080'54 ... 
.... 14618 
-.12043 
-.15811 

-.15945 
.03576 
.35843 
.17860 

Variance Exp1ained 
3y Disc-repancy 
\iYl1y 

(Whole Samule) 

.00345 

.00010 

.00008 

.00012 

T~tal Explai'1ed 
\~ariance ------

.04221 

.12612 

.12477 

.12639 

(French Canadians Only) 

.00127 .05658 

.00074 .15581 

.00199 .15546 

.00186 .15720 

(En~lish Canadians Only) 

.05090 .05262 

.00651 ~o2675 

.16579 ~19219 

.06535 ' .092)6 • 

, 

~ercer.t of Total 
Ezp1ained Variance 
At-tributable 'to 
~i~creDRrcy ~erM 

.08 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.02 

.004 

.01 

.01 

.96 
.• 24 

.86 

.71 

• e .. ----------------------------~------
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APPENDIX III 0 
1~3 

Results or Regression Analyses Pertaining to Lipset Hypothesis for AChieved/Ascribed 
Status Dtscrepancies for Individua1s 40-55 Yrs. of Age, Apathy Index as Dependent Variable 

Status 
Con:f'iguratio~ 

~ 

High Edu~at/Low Etbnicitr 
, 

Low Educat/High Ethicity 

Hlgh Income/Low Ethnicity 

Low Income/Righ E~h~icity 

High OccupJLow Ethniqity 

-Low Occup/High Ethnic~ty 

-. 

Re1ationship Wit~ Anathy Index 

Simple 
Correlation 

-.30208 

-.02609 

-.12444 

-.06512 

Variance ExplainGd 
By Discrepancy 
Only 

• 00802 

.00126 

.00462 

.00808 

t! 

--

Total E:Xpla ined 
Variance 

. 
.13150 ... 

.01880. 

.02464 

.02810 

/ 

P~rcent of Total 
Explained Variar.cE 
At"tri~u"table to 
Discrep~ncy Terrn 

.06 

.07 

.19 

.29 

e 
• 


