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Thesis Abstract 

 The prevailing level of an educational achievement gap between lower-class 

students and their higher-class peers has led to a growing interest in the 

psychological dimension of social class in higher education. Complementing 

objective and subjective measures of social class, this thesis explores the role of class 

identity management strategies (CIMS). Such strategies are utilized among 

university students from working-class backgrounds in response to status 

devaluation. Four commonly observed CIMS in the university context are outlined: 

(1) desire to change, (2) assimilation, (3) hiding, and (4) categorization-avoidance. 

Rooted in social identity theory, different CIMS affect class-related psychological 

outcomes, such as individual mobility beliefs and attitudes towards poverty, in 

addition to common measures of social class. Structuring equation modeling is used 

to analyses data from three studies: two cross-sectional (n1= 209, 65% female; n2= 

332, 79% female) and one longitudinal (n3= 204, 69% female) from Northern Ireland 

and the overall United Kingdom. Scales for the four CIMS are developed (Chapter 

2) and their relations with socio-economic status (SES) and subjective social status 

(SSS) are explored (Chapter 3). Furthermore, the explanatory power of CIMS, in 

comparison to SES, SSS, is explored in regard to students’ individual mobility 

beliefs (Chapter 4) and attitudes towards poverty (Chapter 5). Suggestions regarding 

the application of different CIMS and future research on students’ class-based 

university experiences and social class identities are discussed (Chapter 6). Findings 

underscore the importance of class-related experiences, such as CIMS, as invisible 

sources of class-based influence and present evidence for the particular importance 

of experiences of assimilation.  
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Chapter 1: Social Class, its Psychological Dimension, and 

Class Identity Management Strategies (CIMS) 

Over the past decades, social class research has experienced a renaissance 

among the social sciences (Jetten, Wang, Steffens, Mols, Peters, & Verkuyten, 

2017). Across all disciplines, new approaches emerged that move away from the 

general claim of the functionalistic paradigm understanding social class exclusively 

within the limits of the materialistic dimensions of the socio-economic status (SES) 

(i.e. see the special issue of the British Journal of Sociology of Education, Vol. 34, 

2013; and its leading article Brown, Reay, & Vincent, 2013). Although SES-based 

research still represents the majority of class research (Côté, 2011), in social 

psychology and other social sciences (i.e. see APA task force on SES by Saegert, 

Adler, Bullock, Cauce, Liu, & Wyche, 2006; or review on class and higher education 

of Rubin, 2012), the importance of subjective class experiences, perceptions, and 

group identifications has increasingly been researched, especially in the context of 

the relationship between social class, higher education, and social mobility (Brown et 

al., 2013; Rubin, Denson, Kilpatrick, Matthews, Stehlik, & Zyngier, 2014; Manstead, 

2018).  

Complementing objective and subjective measures of social class, this thesis 

explores the role of class identity management strategies (CIMS). Such strategies are, 

for example, utilized among university students from working-class backgrounds in 

response to group identity-related social devaluation. This thesis outlines four 

commonly observed CIMS in the university context: (1) desire to change, (2) 

assimilation, (3) hiding, and (4) categorization-avoidance. Rooted in social identity 

theory, different CIMS affect class-related psychological outcomes, such as 

individual mobility beliefs (IMB) and attitudes towards poverty (AtP), in addition to 



2 | P a g e  
 

common measures of social class. Structural equation modeling (SEM) is used to 

analyse data from three studies: two cross-sectional (n1= 209, 65% female; n2= 332, 

79% female) and one longitudinal (n3= 204, 69% female) from Northern Ireland (NI) 

and the overall United Kingdom (UK). Scales for the four CIMS are developed 

(Chapter 2) and their relations with SES and subjective social status (SSS) are 

explored (Chapter 3). Furthermore, the explanatory power of CIMS, in comparison 

to SES and SSS, is explored in regard to students’ IMB (Chapter 4) and AtP 

(Chapter 5). Suggestions regarding the application of different CIMS and future 

research on students’ class-based university experiences and social class identities 

are discussed (Chapter 6). Findings underscore the importance of class-related 

experiences, such as CIMS, as invisible sources of class-based influence and present 

evidence for the particular importance of assimilation.  

This introduction discusses the theoretical background for the upcoming 

chapters in five segments by (a) locating this research in contemporary class 

research, (b) introducing the psychological dimension of social class with its 

implications for higher education, (c) discussing social class as a social identity 

under the lens of the Social Identity Approach (SIA), (d) introducing the role of class 

identity management strategies (CIMS), before (e) presenting the research goals of 

the four empirical chapters. 

Social Class 

Social classes have tremendous implications for many aspects of social life by 

shaping individuals’ experiences and perceptions based on unequal access to socio-

economic resources (Lott, 2012). The implications for lower-class members are 

especially severe, since they suffer particularly from greater perceptions of negative 

distinctiveness (Radmacher, & Azmita, 2013), social discrimination (Langhout, 
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Drake, & Rosselli, 2009), and self-esteem (Twenge & Campell, 2002) – for example 

in relation to education (Jury, Smeding, Court, & Darnon, 2015; Rubin, 2012), health 

(Adler, Epel, Castellazzo, & Ickovics, 2000; Adler & Stewart, 2007; & Goodman, 

Huang, Schafer-Kalkhoff, & Adler, 2007), or work attitudes (Autin, Douglass, 

Duffy, England & Allan, 2016). Moreover, the gap between the affluent and poor has 

remained constant or even expanded over the past decades, depending on the point of 

reference and wealth measurement (Brown et al., 2013; Goldthorpe, 2014). (For an 

overview and comparison between countries and measures of income or wealth 

inequalities see: https://wid.world.)  

This thesis will primarily focus on the implications of social class on higher 

education, with an emphasis on the psychological dimension of class. The 

multidimensional concept ´social class` contains, besides access to materialistic 

resources dimension called socio-economic status (SES), non-materialistic 

dimensions such as social capital (Bourdieu, 1984; Pape, Roessel, & Solga, 2012) 

and psychological, subjective dimension (Adler et al., 2000). Social science research 

provides more and more evidence for the importance of these subjective, experience- 

and perception-based aspects of social class (Brown, 2013). Considering solely 

materialistic explanations cannot fully explain e.g. the persistent income (Dunne, & 

Gazeley, 2008) and educational achievement gaps (Reardon, 2011), as well as the 

overestimated potential for social mobility (Brown et al., 2013; Kraus, & Tan, 2015), 

specifically through education (Brown, 2013). Given that higher education is broadly 

regarded as the pathway for upward social mobility, the educational achievement gap 

weighs thereby specifically severe for lower-class members (Thompson, & 

Simmons, 2013). The following section explores the term social class, the concept of 



4 | P a g e  
 

SES, and their implications for upward mobility, especially in the context of higher 

education. 

The term ´Social Class` 

The term ‘social class’ is one of the “most frequently used and inconsistently 

defined concepts in the social sciences” (Evans & Mill, 1998, p.87). Its 

understandings and applications varied over the last century and throughout the 

different research subjects and traditions. Originating from early social stratification 

theories, the term ´social class` initially described hierarchical segregated social and 

economic categories under the dimensions of power and exploitation. Starting from 

philosophy and political theory, major initial authors of the concept were Durkheim 

(1933), Marx and Engels (1978), and Weber (1958). Despite a temporary negative 

connotation in Western societies owing to its ideological occupation by the 20th 

century communist regimes (Brown, 2013), the concept of ´social class` retained its 

academic importance in sociology, political science, anthropology, social 

psychology, historic and economic sciences (Brown et al., 2013). 

Functionalism 

During the past century, class-based research was the focus of sociologist, 

under the influence of the functionalist paradigm of social stratification (Brown et 

al., 2013). Originating from the work of Davis and Moore (1945), Durkheim (1933), 

and Parsons (1991), structural functionalism is based on the assumption that every 

society is necessarily stratified and individuals in different social positions fulfil 

functions which are of different value to society. Differentiated by their access to 

material, social and economic resources, the concept ´social class` thus represents 

different societal structural hierarchy units, called social ranks, in this framework. 

Important authors like Domhoff (1967) and the research school around Hasley 
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(Floud, Hasley & Martin, 1973) and Goldthorpe (Goldthorpe, Llewellyn, & Payne 

1987; Goldthorpe, 1996) strengthened the research focus on the material and 

structural understanding of social class, emphasizing class structure specifications 

based on occupational status. The British office for National Statistics, for example, 

thus, operates on a SES classification based on a specific British version of the 

Erikson-Goldthrope occupational-class schema (Office for National Statistics, 2010). 

Socio-economic Status (SES) 

Following functionalism, the vertical `social class´- segregation is based on 

the rank classifications known as the socio-economic status (SES). SES describes the 

individuals’ social and economic position in a hierarchical society divided by the 

access to material resources and social power, i.e. income levels, educational 

backgrounds, and/or occupational status (Saegert et al., 2006). This class-

conceptualization is solely based on objective measurements, thus described as an 

objective or materialistic approach, and frequently used in research for being 

operational, robust, and effective (Côté, 2013). Although functionalism has lost its 

importance in most modern areas of social science, its implications for social class 

research are therefore still predominant (Brown et al., 2013). In psychology, many 

studies use SES to identify differences between different classes on a second 

variable. (e.g. self-esteem, health; for the relationship between social class and higher 

education, see meta-analysis: Rubin, 2012).  

Social Mobility 

 Social mobility is thereby understood as the upward or downward vertical 

movement of an individual from one social rank to another. Therefore, upward 

mobility is the desired individual response to social inequality. The major pathway 

for upward mobility is perceived to be through higher education (Brown, 2013; 
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Eriksen & Goldthorpe, 2010). This concept of social mobility implies a fluid society, 

meaning individuals move vertically with relative ease between associated ranks. 

Social Class and Education  

Meritocratic Assumption 

The functionalistic response to social inequality has been the promotion of the 

meritocratic assumption. This assumption suggests that the structural development of 

Western societies in its demand and accessibility of education will result in an 

increasing amount of educational-based upward social mobility possibilities for 

children from lower SES backgrounds (Brown et al., 2013). And since higher 

educational achievements are related to both future occupation and income, the 

accessibility of education represents the major pathway for upward social mobility.  

Higher Education 

Social science research, however, suggests that the potential for social 

mobility is overestimated (e.g. Brown et al., 2013; Kraus, & Tan, 2015), specifically 

in education (Brown, 2013). Rather than a societal equalizer, higher education 

appears to be reproducing societal socio-economic division (Lott, 2012). The 

educational achievement gap is not narrowing, as predicted by the meritocratic 

assumption. Instead, the number of lower-SES university students gaining degrees is 

growing slower or even decreasing relative to the numbers from middle or higher 

SES students (Bouchard & Zhao, 2000; Finnie & Laporte, 2003). The gap in higher 

education is therefore effectively growing. 

Individual educational and professional success is, thus, highly dependent on 

the SES of children’s parents (Martin, 2015). The estimated odds to obtain a US 

college degree are 1 out of 17 coming from a low-income background, in comparison 

to 1 out of 4 for middle, and 1 out of 2 for high income backgrounds (Delbanco, 
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2012). Comparable levels of inter-generational rigidity between different social 

origins are also documented in the UK (Eriksen & Goldthorpe, 2010, Social Mobility 

Commission, 2017). SES-based differences affect performance at all educational 

levels from early primary school through higher education. Yet, even when 

controlling for factors that could be structurally class-induced – such as e.g. grades, 

enrolment, or employment –, the drop-out rate of lower-SES student remains still 

more than twice as high (23% to 10%) (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). These 

findings indicate that social class influences higher educational achievements beyond 

the structural SES implications.  

Critique of Functionalism 

SES-based class approaches, therefore, face an increasing criticism for being 

too reductionistic from both within sociology and by other scientific disciplines (see 

the Special Edition on Social Class and Mobility from the British Journal of 

Sociology of Education, Vol. 34, 2013). Potential explanations for the remaining 

level of social inequality focus on the importance of subjective class-shaped 

perceptions, experiences, or attitudes (Byrom, & Lightfoot, 2013). 

This shared critique has led a growing number of research approaches on 

education and mobility arguing that the functionalist understanding of classes is 

missing the non-materialistic quality of social class memberships (e.g. Greenhalgh-

Spencer, Castro, Bulut, Goel, Lin, & McCarthy, 2015; & Pape et al., 2012). 

Sociological approaches to class-based experience and perceptions, on the one hand, 

apply i.e. the concepts of habitus to social class (Aschaffenburg, & Maas, 1997; 

Becker, 2010; Bourdieu, 1984; Lareau, 2002; Pape et al., 2012), and model of social 

opportunity (Boudon’s 1974; Brown, 2003, 2013; Hatcher, 1998; Nash, 2005, 2006; 

Thompson, & Simmons, 2013).  
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Social psychology, on the other hand, increasingly focuses on the 

psychological dimension of social class; that is, the subjective experiencing of one’s 

own social background (Saegert et al., 2006, Manstead, 2018). Beyond SES, 

experiences made on the basis of one’s social class are relevant for educational 

success; therefore, psychological group- and experience-based approaches might be 

able to help explain the low levels of class mobility (Thompson, & Simmons, 2013).  

In summary, social class is mainly conceptualized in social sciences as the 

SES. New lines of research, however, focus on non-materialistic class-based 

experiences and perceptions as well. These approaches examine class-based 

influence beyond the structural SES dimensions. Especially in the context of higher 

education, the psychological dimension of social class might play an important role 

for educational success beyond materialistic SES dimensions. 

Psychological Dimension of Social Class 

Sharing the critique of functionalism, researchers in social psychology have 

emphasized the subjective, psychological dimension of social class (see Journal of 

Social Issues and its leading article by Ostrove & Cole, 2003). The different 

possibilities and limits set by social class exert influence on personal development by 

shaping individual experiences, perceptions, and attitudes (Thomas, & Azmita, 

2014). These class-based experiences result in an identity quality of social class 

(Aries, & Seider, 2007), that is subjective, contextual (Kraus, Piff, & Keltner, 2011) 

and does not necessarily correspond with socio-economic categorizations (Goodman 

et al., 2007). In comparison with SES, subjective measures provide additional 

explanation in relation to psychological variables (Adler et al., 2000; Kraus, & Tan, 

2015; Thomas, & Azmita, 2014). Thus, e.g. the APA task force on SES (Saegert et 

al, 2006) recommends the use of a combination of subjective and objective 
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assessments in class research (see also Côté, 2011; Diemer, Mistry, Wadsworth, 

López & Reimers, 2013; Manstead, 2018). The following section discusses the 

psychological dimension of social class, as well as the concepts of subjective social 

status and social class identity, in relation to university students, individual mobility, 

and class related-attitudes. 

The term ´Psychological Dimension of Social Class` 

The psychological dimension of social class describes the subjective 

experiences, perceptions and identity implications of social class, shaped by 

materialistic factors (Aries & Seider, 2007). Current approaches focus on the 

contextual subjective social/socioeconomic status (SSS) (Adler et al., 2000; 

Goodman et al., 2007; Kraus, Piff & Keltner, 2009) and the underlying subjective 

social class identity membership ascriptions (Aries & Seider, 2007; Ostrove & Cole, 

2003; Thomas & Azmitia, 2014). Although approaches have been versatile, recent 

quantitative studies report greater explanatory power by including subjective class 

indicators in comparison to the traditional objective measurements without the 

inclusion of SSS (Kraus & Tan, 2015; for a review see Kraus & Stephens, 2012).  

Subjective Social Status (SSS) 

The relevance of the subjective dimension of social class was initially 

highlighted in health psychology (Adler et al., 2000). Participants’ subjective 

perception of their socio-economic positioning within society, using one of the two 

versions of the MacAthurs scale or social ladder from the MacArthur Network on 

SES & Health (Adler & Stewart, 2007), was a stronger predictor for mental health 

processes, i.e. self-rated health, depression, obesity, than SES assessments. 

Following this research, the subjective perception of one’s own social status has 

continued emphasizing the relevance of this subjective class dimension for a variety 
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of psychological outcomes ranging from social attitudes (see review Manstead, 2018) 

to health psychology (see meta-analysis of Quon & McGrath, 2014). 

Subjective social status (SSS) is understood as the perceived rank within the 

social hierarchy (Kraus, Piff & Keltner, 2011). Subjective status evaluations are 

based on the principal of constant subliminal status comparisons of financial and 

educational indicators such as status symbols, language use, or behaviour during 

each respective social context (Kraus, Tan, & Tannenbaum, 2013). Statistical 

evidence suggests that the subjectivity of one’s own experiences and understandings 

of social class measured by SSS thus represents a distinct concept with only 

moderate correlations to SES (Rubin et. al., 2014). That is, SSS can deviate from the 

objective socioeconomic position, which is particularly relevant for the lived 

experience in the case of upward social mobility (Kraus & Tan, 2015). For example, 

someone with an objectively low SES can perceive him/herself as having an average 

or higher SSS, while someone with a high SES can also perceive him/herself as 

having an average SSS.  

Subjective perceptions of social status and relative rank in contextual 

comparisons, in turn, affect individuals’ perceptions and behaviours (Piff, Kraus, 

Côté, Cheng, & Keltner, 2010; see model proposed by Kraus, Piff, Mendoza-Denton, 

Rheinschmidt & Keltner, 2012). In comparison to SES, SSS is associated specifically 

to psychological outcome variables such as class-related attitudes and perceived class 

differences (Pape et al., 2012), upward mobility and university integration (Ostrove 

& Long, 2007), the development of pro-social behaviour (Piff et al., 2010), or 

perceived loss of locus of control (Kraus et al., 2009). The subjective dimension of 

social class, therefore, is a social concept distinct from SES and adds additional 

explanatory value in quantitative studies, especially for psychological outcomes. 
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Social Class Identity 

In comparison to the quantitative psychological literature on the 

psychological dimension of social class, most qualitative studies have focused on 

narratives of subjective ascriptions to a social class group membership (Aries & 

Seider, 2007). The experience of different possibilities and limits set by the social 

backgrounds during the individuals’ development is described as an important part of 

the narrated self, resulting in a social class identity (Aries & Seider, 2007; Ostrove & 

Cole, 2003). The psychological dimension of social class is thereby understood as 

the identification with a persistent and mutually exclusive group-level memberships 

(Thomas & Azmitia, 2014). This implies a sense of membership and consequently 

group level processes, as well as a sense of stability over time (Rubin et al., 2014).  

Class identity shapes how we perceive and experience social contexts in 

relation to social inequality, and thus is related to specific patterns of behaviour 

(Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013) and perception (Ostrove & Long, 2007), which are 

responsible for persistent class-effects on education and social mobility (Thomas & 

Azmitia, 2014). Each class group is connected by habitus concepts, values, norms, 

and social strategies (Rubin et al., 2014). These narratives of class identity result in 

self-shared patterns of behaviour and perceptions across a social class (Aries & 

Seider, 2007; Thomas & Azmitia, 2014). By changing how social contexts are 

perceived, these identity group norms shape group-related attitudes; e.g., in the case 

of social class, in relation to attitudes towards poverty. 

Psychological Influences on Education and Mobility 

In the context of educational research, quantitative subjective class 

measurements are rarely applied (Rubin et al., 2014). Psychological research has 

expanded around the role of subjective experiences and perception of social class in 
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relation to higher education and upward social mobility (Lott, 2001). Next to access 

to resources and knowledge, i.e. SES, the subjective experience of upward mobile 

students struggling to negotiate their own lower-class background in this new 

environment is associated with academic performance differences (e.g. Stephens, 

Townsend, Markus & Phillips, 2012; see review: Manstead, 2018; Rubin, et al., 

2014). Universities are perceived as middle-class institutions (Townsend & Wilson, 

2008), alienating first-generation college students – the first in their family to attend 

university. Such students experience a significant difference between their personal 

class identity and current social context in higher education (Aries & Seider, 2007).   

 Through these adaptation difficulties, perceptions of alienation and misfit, 

lower-class students are therefore not only less likely to achieve good grades and 

complete their university degree, but also less likely participate in modules, show 

lower levels of student identification and integration, academic achievement and 

persistence, university satisfaction rates, and higher levels of test anxiety (Cooke, 

Barkham, Audin, Bradley, & Davy, 2004; Janke, Rudert, Marksteiner & Dickhäuser, 

2017; Jensen & Jetten, 2015, 2016; Jetten, Iyer, Tsivrikos & Young, 2008; Lohfink 

& Paulsen, 2005; Ostrove & Long, 2007; Pascarella & Chapman, 1983; Pascarella & 

Terenzini, 1977; Schwarz, Donovan & Guido-DiBrito, 2009; Soria, Stebleton & 

Huesman, 2013; Titus, 2006). Thus, the subjective psychological dimension of social 

class indirectly influences the educational success and upward mobility chances of 

lower-class students beyond their objective SES backgrounds. This thesis will focus 

on the implications of the subjective dimension of social class for lower-class 

students reflected by their individual mobility beliefs, measuring how successful 

students perceive their own individual mobility through their university education 

(Jetten et al., 2008). 
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In summary, the psychological dimension of social class relates to the 

subjective understanding of the own social class, either understood as SSS or social 

class identity. The subjective class shapes the experiences and perceptions entailing 

class-based influence beyond its structural dimensions. These subjective influences 

might be particularly impactful when shaping psychological variables, such as class-

related attitudes like attitudes toward poverty. Especially in relation to higher 

education, these subjective class-based experiences and perceptions might play an 

important role for educational success. The subjective aspects of their class-

background might create invisible barriers that affect the individual mobility beliefs 

of lower-class students, reducing their odds to graduate. 

Social Class and the Social Identity Approach (SIA) 

Approaching the psychological processes behind the subjective dimension of 

social class, the importance of social group memberships and subjective identities 

can be assessed using the Social Identity Approach (SIA) (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & 

Turner, 1979). This theoretical background provides a group-level framework 

conceptualizing social class identities, emphasizing their importance in shaping 

class-based experiences and perceptions alongside the differentiation between in- and 

out-group (Reicher, Haslam, Spears & Reynolds, 2010). Particularly for upwardly 

mobile students in the context of higher education, the perception of universities 

endorsing primarily middle-class values (Townsend & Wilson, 2008) induces 

negative comparison and perceptions of social devaluation. By shaping perceptions 

of personal misfit (Langhout et al., 2009), alienation (Ostrove & Cole, 2003), and 

estrangement (Goldthorpe et al., 1987), the social identity of lower-class students 

thus creates invisible boundaries for their upward mobile educational success. Thus, 



14 | P a g e  
 

the following section applies the SIA to the experiences of lower-class students at 

university.  

Social Identity Approach (SIA) 

The Social Identity Approach (SIA) combines Social Identity Theory (SIT) 

(Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and Self-Categorization Theory (SCT) (Turner, 

Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987). Established by Henri Tajfel (1978) and 

Tajfel and Turner (1979), SIA sought to explain the importance of social groups for 

human behaviour, through the psychological mechanisms of inter-group processes, 

social contexts and group identity (Reicher, et al., 2010). As a joint framework, SIT 

emphasizes fundamental principles of social group identifications for human 

behaviour, while SCT focuses on the underling mechanisms of how and when these 

social group identifications become significant.   

Social identity thereby describes the mental concept of a perceived 

membership to a particular social group. Social identities are contextually 

constructed, like individual identities, through the experience of differentiation and 

social comparison processes with corresponding out-groups (Turner, 1982), the 

perceived difference between in-group and out-group takes place alongside a valued 

line of differentiation in salient contexts (Reicher et al., 2010). Social class identities 

are thus understood as different and mutually exclusive social groups, segregated 

through their economic experiences and educational backgrounds (Tajfel, 1981). 

Group Membership 

Belonging to a social group provides its members with a new rationality by 

which group members act according to their social group norms instead of their own 

individual preferences in respective social contexts. Through the depersonalization 

process, individual differences become less relevant alongside the defining 



15 | P a g e  
 

categories of the group differentiation since in-group members are perceived as being 

more similar and out-group members to be more dissimilar to oneself. This results in 

an understanding of connectedness towards similar, and distance towards individuals 

with dissimilar backgrounds, shaping group-related experiences and perceptions in 

terms of the own social group membership (Hogg & Abrams, 1988).  

For in-group coherence, group members orientate themselves alongside their 

perceived social groups’ norms and stereotype themselves accordingly. These consist 

of all social representations, meaningful dimensions, characteristics, habits, and 

legacies group members associate and experienced with their social group identity 

(Reicher et al., 2010). In salient contexts, the social identity thus replaces individual-

specific identities as the basis of behaviour, by shaping the perceptions and related 

experiences according to group-based values (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).  

Inter-group Relations  

Within the SIA perspective, the social identity is always constructed in 

demarcation to out-groups. Perceiving the own social group members as being more 

similar and out-group members more dissimilar results in an inter-group perspective 

in salient contexts. Favouring their own social group, individuals seek positive 

distinctiveness when comparing their respective social groups, resulting in social 

devaluation and low self-esteem for members of lower-status groups (Turner, 1975). 

The asymmetric power distribution between the social groups shapes their 

relationship and interaction. Group identity behaviour is thus detached from 

individual characteristics, but follows a logic based on social group norms and inter- 

and intra-group interaction (Reicher et al., 2010). Social group-related attitudes, like 

attitudes towards poverty, are, thus, based on inter-group perceptions and experience. 
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The Role of Social Class Identities for Education and Mobility 

Interpreting the field of higher education and mobility through the lens of the 

SIA, the effect of different social class group norms and inter-group relationships on 

lower class students’ perceptions and behaviours may represent major psychological 

barriers, since the university is perceived to be an out-group environment, an 

institution of the middle-class (Pascarella, 2006). The differences in university 

culture and social norms associated with class identities thereby relate to identity 

clash, struggle to adopt to the new environment and experiences of alienation; 

perceiving class to be less permeable, hindering the educational success and upward 

social mobility of lower-class students (Aries & Seider, 2007; Radmacher & 

Azmitia, 2013; Thomas & Azmitia, 2014; Tablante & Fiske, 2015).  

In concrete, lower class students’ perception of universities mainly endorsing 

(white) middle class values (Townsend & Wilson, 2008) clashes with their social 

group norms. The perception of the university as a constant condition of inter-group 

interaction and recurring encounters of social devaluation furthermore induces 

perceptions of personal misfit, alienation, and identity threat to lower-class students 

(Pascarella, 2006; Spencer & Castano, 2007; Stephens et al., 2012) since these 

students perceive the status gap with their peers and staff members (Croizet, 

Goudeau, Marot, Mullet, 2017; Martin, 2015). The experience of stereotype-threat 

(Croizet, Désert, Dutrévis & Leyens, 2001), meaning threat experienced in relation to 

perceived or assumed devaluation on the basis of the own social identity 

membership, is shaping their behaviour to avoid stigmatization (Tablante, & Fiske, 

2015) and unfolds the development of obstacles such as anxiety (Lott, 2012; Ostrove, 

& Long, 2007; Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013), consequently resulting in lower levels 

of educational attainment (Devlin, 2013; Langhout et al., 2009). 
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The contextual psychological barriers relating to lower-class students’ class 

identity are caused by subjectively perceived inter-group interaction. These influence 

their behaviour by inducing identity threat, affecting adaptation difficulties to 

university culture and norms, and a lack of social integration. All these factors 

culminate for some lower-class students larger in a loss of individual belief in their 

own social mobility. By shaping their perceptions and behaviours through these 

psychological barriers, the conceptualization of social class as a social identity, thus, 

explores non-materialistic mechanisms hindering educational attainment and upward 

mobility for lower class members.  

In summary, the class identity replaces individual identities as the basis of 

behaviour in salient social contexts. Following the SIA conceptualization of the 

psychological dimension of social class, the subjective class identity may entail 

class-influence beyond structural SES dimensions by shaping class-related 

experiences and perceptions on the basis of group norms and in- and out-group 

comparisons. Especially in the context of higher education, lower-class students’ 

subjective inter-group perceptions and experiences at university might play an 

important role for their educational success, beyond materialistic class influence of 

the SES dimensions. Lower-class students’ individual mobility beliefs might be 

dampened by their out-group perception at university. Also, in terms of class 

attitudes, the inter-group experiences might directly affect the attitudes towards 

poverty. 

SIA, University Students, and Class Identity Management Strategies 

(CIMS) 

 SIA distinguishes between three different strategic approaches for the manner 

of how members of a low-status group act on the basis of their group identity: 
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individual mobility, social creativity, and social competition (Hogg & Abrams, 

1988). In specific, different sets of identity management strategies are applied 

fostering individual mobility, protecting against negative comparison, or change the 

group status (Blanz et al., 1998; van Knippenberg, 1989). Lower-class students have 

narrated the use of different class identity management strategies (CIMS) to meet the 

challenges they face at university on the basis of their class identity (Radmacher & 

Azmitia, 2013). The following section discusses the different identity management 

strategies in general, their application by lower-class students, and specifics around 

social class identities and CIMS.  

SIA and Identity Management Strategies 

 In response to negative social comparisons, SIA distinguishes between three 

different strategic approaches: individual mobility, social creativity, and social 

competition (Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Jetten et al., 2017).  As individuals seek to 

achieve or maintain positive self-esteem in relation to their social group identity, the 

choice of their strategic approach depends on the possibilities, limits and inter-group 

perceptions of one’s own social group (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). An overview of the 

three strategic approached and associated specific behavioural strategies and tactics 

can be found in Figure 1.1 (adopted from Hogg, & Abrams, 1988). 

Individual mobility describes the individual aim to change the own social 

identity and become a member of the higher status group. For lower-status group 

members this is the preferred strategic approach under the impression of permeable 

group boundaries (Hogg & Abrams, 1988). An impression of fixed group 

memberships, however, leads towards a focus on social creativity strategies. These 

imply all collective redefinitions of the meaning of the social group, seeking positive 

distinctiveness outside of the major group-status line of comparison (Reicher et al., 
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2010). Lastly, the approach of mobilizing the in-group to challenge an inter-group 

status quo which is perceived illegitimate is called social competition (Turner, 2005). 

These strategies are usually applied under the condition of high group salience, fixed 

group memberships, and unstable asymmetrical power distribution between the 

social groups. 

Identity Management Strategies 

Specifications of the three different strategic approaches are called identity 

management strategies, sets of behavioural reactions aiming to maintain a positive 

identity and protect one’s own self-esteem (van Knippenberg, 1989). These describe 

behavioural reactions to devaluation to change the disadvantageous social 

comparison by attempting and facilitating to become a member of a more favourable 

social group, or by changing the manner of comparison between the in-group and the 

out-group (Mummedey, Kessler, Klink & Mielke, 1999). A full taxonomy of 12 

identity management strategies and the social conditions evoking them can be seen in 

Figure 1.2 (adopted from Blanz et al., 1998).   

Difficulties of Social Class Identities 

 The difficulty of social class research from a SIA perspective relates to the 

nature of social class being perceived as both ´fluid` and ´invisible` (Aries & Seider, 

2007; Tajfel, 1981). Without clearly defined social group boundaries (Browman, 

Destin, Carswell, & Svoboda, 2017), unequivocally defined signs of group 

membership (Pape et al., 2012), and divergent perceptions on the meaning and 

importance of social class (Sander & Mahalingam, 2012), the perception of class as a 

distinct social group category, i.e. the entitatitivity of social class (Campbell, 1958; 

Hamilton & Sherman, 1996) is very low. Knowledge of the sufficient conditions 

evoking the application of identity management strategies is, thus, unclear. In 
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comparison to clearly visible social identities such as i.e. gender or race, class 

identities therefore represent a hard case for the explanatory power of the SIA 

(Reicher et al., 2010).  

Fluidity 

Fluidity describes how social class identities entail the potential of social 

mobility between group memberships. However, as previously discussed, social class 

identities are also persistent and can constitute mental and social barriers (Aries & 

Seider, 2007; Rubin et al., 2014). Although the actual degree of societal permeability 

is usually overestimated, especially by younger people (Kraus & Tan, 2015), the 

subjective perception of class permeability can differ due to individual experiences. 

For example, the experiences of failure or success in educational selection and 

achievement influences how fixed pupils perceive social classes to be, especially 

among pupils with lower academic performance (Byrom & Lightfoot, 2013). In 

specific, class identity-related perceptions and experiences of lower-class students at 

university might diminish their individual mobility beliefs to the point where their 

university attendance is not perceived as an effective individual mobility strategy 

anymore (Jetten et al., 2008).  

Invisibility 

Invisibility describes a situation in which social class is not usually perceived 

as a dominant part of one’s own identity and is highly underrepresented in conscious 

awareness (i.e. pupils rarely relate to class for describing their basis of action: 

Sanders & Mahalingam, 2012). People show, however, an implicit awareness of 

social class differences and their symbolic representation (Kraus, Park, & Tan, 2017; 

Pape et al., 2012) which still influences social experiences and perceptions (Clair, 

Beatty, & Mac Lean, 2005; Kraus & Mendes, 2014). Thus, despite low levels of 
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salience and self-awareness, class identities implicitly play an important role for 

associated experiences.  

The invisibility of social class is also reflected when measuring class self-

categorization, as most people would describe themselves as middle-class (e.g. 89% 

in a nationally representative survey for the US, Morin & Motel, 2012). Even by 

extending the middle-class category with several sub-categories (e.g. lower middle-

class), it is questionable whether these represent meaningful response categories 

(Ostrove & Long, 2007; Rubin et al., 2014). Class self-categorization thus represents 

meaningful information about the participants reasoning of about the own social 

class membership, but that it also entails a strong element of desirability-bias. 

While people still show a relatively accurate understanding of other people’s 

class status (Pape et al., 2012), social class identities are, thus, neither as permanent, 

clear cut, nor as identifiable, as other major sources of discrimination within society 

(e.g. gender, or race; Jackman, 1994). It is therefore debated which class measures – 

SES, SSS and/or self-categorization – can effectively be used as an approximation to 

one’s class identity (Diemer et al., 2013; see also Chapter 3). Furthermore, the lack 

of class-salience has important implications for other identity aspects within SIA as 

well. For example, in terms of identity centrality, research suggest that social class is 

only perceived as a central part of the self-concept by upper-class students (Aries & 

Seider, 2007), or among students belonging to a racial minority group (Orbe, 2004).  

While most applications of SIA use group-membership self-categorizations as 

the analysis starting point, this thesis will therefore not include direct measures of 

class identity self-categorization. With a predominantly white, non-upper-class 

research population, this thesis will also not measure the centrality aspect of class 
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identity directly, but instead focus on the observable applications of CIMS evoked by 

class identities. 

Class Identity Management Strategies (CIMS) at University 

The subjective experience of the university environment in relation to one’s 

own class background evokes applications of a variety of CIMS among lower-class 

students (Kaufman, 2003). Students show different patterns of behaviour on the basis 

of their class identity and depending on the configuration of the interaction and social 

comparisons made (Martin, 2015; Thomas & Azmitia, 2014). Perceptions of class 

salience, group boundaries, and inter-group threat are therefore difficult to approach 

as they are subjective and latent due to the fluid and invisible nature of social class 

identities. Yet, these conditions are exerting influence on the individual experiences 

of one’s social class identity. While they may not verbally acknowledge and process 

the implications of social class on their lives, their behaviours are usually directed by 

their social class identity (Garrison & Liu, 2018). Thus, if CIMS are sufficient 

reactions to the perceived conditions of inter-group interaction, then the subjective 

university experience of lower-class students should be approachable by measuring 

the application of these CIMS. 

Individual Mobility 

 Upwardly mobile students most frequently apply individual mobility 

strategies, desiring to change the own social status through higher education (Bettie, 

2003; Ostrove & Cole, 2003; Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013). In order to assimilate 

within the higher-class group, upwardly mobile students recognize the need to 

simulate manners and behaviours of their middle- and upper-class peers, seeking out 

friendships and alliances with more privileged peers (Bettie, 2002; Kaufman, 2003; 

Kuriloff & Reichert, 2003; Ostrove & Long, 2007; Orbe, 2008).  
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Social Creativity 

Upwardly mobile students also use social creativity strategies to reduce the 

tension and stigma of potential identity clashes (Ochberg &Comeau, 2001; Ostrove 

& Long, 2007; Orbe, 2008). These students tend to use protective strategies on 

campus against negative stereotype attachments and stigmatization, feeling pressured 

to behave a certain way (Stephens, Fryberg, Markus, Johnson, & Covarrubias, 2012). 

In order to ´pass` as middle-class, the own social background is hidden from their 

peers out of embarrassment and fear of being stereotyped (Bettie, 2002), or the 

students distance themselves from their class background using dissociative 

strategies (Hall & Jones, 2013; Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013).  

Social Competition 

Resistance strategies are applied when strong and/or negative out-group 

encounter trigger class identity self-awareness, which induces salience for the own 

deprivation to the upwardly mobile student (Thomas & Azimita, 2014). Students 

then try acting as positive representatives of their social background and aim to re-

evaluate the comparison dimensions between social classes (Hinz, 2016; Martin, 

2015; Syed & Azmitia, 2008).  

In summary, the application of CIMS provides insight on social class identity 

implications at university without directly measuring them – which is difficult due to 

the fluid and invisible nature of class identities. Following the SIA conceptualizing of 

the psychological dimension of social class, the lived experience on the basis of 

one’s own subjective class identity may entail class-influence beyond structural SES 

dimensions by shaping class-related experiences and perceptions on the basis of 

group norms and in- and out-group comparisons. Especially in the context of higher 

education, CIMS might play an important role for lower-class students’ educational 
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success, beyond influence of the materialistic SES dimensions, since such strategies 

reflect the subjective aspect of students’ inter-group perceptions and experiences at 

university. Approaching experiences of CIMS might help reveal some of the 

invisible and fluid identity-aspects within the multidimensional construct of social 

class. 

Thesis Goals 

This thesis explores the role of class identity management strategies (CIMS) 

as a complement to objective and subjective measures of social class quantitatively 

in four empirical chapters. Scales for four class CIMS are developed (Chapter 2) and 

their relations with socio-economic status (SES) and subjective social status (SSS) 

are explored (Chapter 3). Furthermore, the explanatory power of CIMS, in 

comparison to SES and SSS is explored in regard to students’ individual mobility 

beliefs (IMB) (Chapter 4) and attitudes towards poverty (AtP) (Chapter 5). 

Theoretical and practical suggestions regarding the application of different CIMS 

and future research on students’ class-based university experiences and social class 

identities are discussed (Chapter 6). 

Chapter 2 

Chapter 2 introduces and explores the role of four CIMS - desire to change, 

assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance. From all potential CIMS, these 

four have been chosen for being most frequently applied by lower-class university 

students (see Figure 1.3; adopted from Radmacher and Azmitia, 2013, p.332, Table 

3). While they do not perfectly map onto the twelve theoretical identity management 

strategies proposed by SIA (Blanz et al., 1998), they can be related to the individual 

mobility approach – desire to change and assimilation – and the social creativity 
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approach – hiding and categorization-avoidance. (Further rationale for choosing 

these four CIMS and their theoretical relationship to the SIA framework see p.32 f.). 

Desire to change, describes the aim to change one’s own social group 

membership (Bettie, 2003; Ostrove & Long, 2003). Assimilation refers to the 

imitation of behaviors and symbols by adapting stereotypical tokens and behavioral 

patterns of their higher-class peers (Kaufman, 2003; Orbe, 2008). Hiding describes 

cloaking one’s lower-class membership by suppressing behaviors or symbols that 

might reveal one’s social background or give salience to an inter-group comparison 

(Quinn, 2006). Last, categorization-avoidance includes denying or avoiding the 

importance of class, show low levels of class consciousness, refer to inclusive and 

egalitarian values, and reject the significance of group-based class symbols or 

behaviours (Adler & Seider, 2007; Duffy, 2007; Hall & Jones, 2013; Martin, 2015; 

Pape et al., 2012; Sanders & Mahalingam, 2012; Thomas and Azmitia, 2014).  

Within Chapter 2, quantitative scales for these four CIMS are constructed and 

tested within two study samples (n1=209; n2=332). Exploratory, and confirmatory 

Factor Analyses, and Cronbach’s Alpha are used to explore if these scales are 

statistically distinct, valid and reliable. Contrasting results across both samples, it is 

furthermore explored whether the CIMS-scales are limited to research with 

university samples. 

Chapter 3 

Identity management strategies are applied by lower-status group members to 

account or compensate for social devaluation. Thus, lower-class students are 

expected to have applied CIMS significantly more frequently; meaning that, CIMS 

should be negatively related to measures of social class. As social classes identities 

are invisible and fluid sources of identity (Aries & Seider, 2007; Sanders & 
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Mahalingam, 2012), class backgrounds are approached by objective SES and SSS. 

SES thereby represents the university students’ parental SES (Saegert et al., 2006), 

while SSS measures their own momentarily perceived social rank (Kraus, Piff & 

Keltner, 2011). For these two class measures it is, however, ambiguous which has the 

stronger association with the CIMS. On the one hand, CIMS are expected to relate 

more to the parental SES than to SSS, since class identities are understood as group 

identities which are shaped by experiences of access to socio-economic resources, 

early developing, and persistent to change (Rubin et al., 2014), while SSS reflects a 

more contextual understanding of class. On the other hand, CIMS are expected to 

relate to SSS rather than SES, since both CIMS and SSS are related to the 

psychological dimension of class, while SES is not. 

Chapter 3, therefore, discusses the relationship between the CIMS and 

measures of social class. Using structural equation modeling (SEM) with the same 

sample as the previous chapter, the participants’ levels of desire to change, 

assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance are regressed onto their SES and 

subjective social status, SSS. Additional emphasis is placed on potential difference 

for these relationships between the university and young-adult sample.  

Chapter 4  

Lower-class students at university apply CIMS in order to prepare for and 

facilitate upward mobility or to prevent negative consequences of identity threat 

(Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013). Thus, the application of these strategies may help 

explaining the link between students’ class backgrounds and change in their 

individual mobility beliefs (IMB). IMB describe how successful students perceive 

their own individual mobility through their university education (Jetten et al., 2008). 

The application of individual mobility CIMS by lower-class students supports a 
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change in group membership, while the application of social creativity CIMS reduces 

negative consequences of a lower-status identity in the out-group environment 

university. Thus, CIMS may play a vital part for the educational success of lower-

class students, as the application of these strategies might help overcoming the 

invisible group-identity barriers at university (Rubin et al., 2014). As a measure of 

perceived educational success, the IMB of lower-class students might in turn be 

positively affected by such improvements in university adaptation. Thus, over the 

period of their first year at university, lower-SES students are expected to apply more 

identity management strategies, which in turn positively affect their IMB. 

Chapter 4 explores the role of CIMS for the relationship between students’ 

SES and their IMB during their first year of university. Using a longitudinal student 

sample (n3T1= 204), the potential indirect effect of students’ SES on their IMB 

through their CIMS are analyzed by a half-longitudinal mediation SEM (Maxwell & 

Cole, 2007). Differences between the four CIMS are emphasized. In a post hoc 

analysis the relationship between SES, assimilation and a potential interaction effect 

for the students’ IMB are explored.  

Chapter 5 

CIMS are also expected to influence other attitudes relevant for class-identities. 

More specifically, the application of assimilation or categorization-avoidance during 

upward mobility might affect personal system justification beliefs, such as attitudes 

towards poverty (AtP). These AtP are system justification narratives that mainly 

thematize individual and personal deficits as explanations for poverty, e.g. poor 

people are lazy (Durante & Fiske, 2017; Jetten et al., 2017; Manstead, 2018). 

Personal experiences during upward mobility, such as adaptation of higher-class 

norms or denial of inter-group barriers, might, therefore, support this system 
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justification narrative. For example, through assimilation, lower-class members adopt 

AtP as out-group norms from higher-class members. Or the avoidance of class-

categorizations reduces the perceived differences between poor and non-poor group 

members, and thus, their AtP. 

Chapter 5 explores the relationship between CIMS with AtP, controlling for 

SES and SSS. Using the samples Study 1 and 2, the relationship of SES, SSS, and 

the CIMS scales with AtP is analyzed using hierarchical multiple-regression SEM. 

Special emphasis is placed on the difference between different CIMS and the 

additional explanatory value of AtP the CIMS account for. 

Chapter 6  

The results of all four empirical chapters are synthesized in Chapter 6. The 

application of different CIMS are linked with research on social class identity, 

students’ class-based university experiences, as well as broader psychological class-

research. 

Research Population 

 The research takes place primarily at a university in Northern Ireland (NI). 

The societal structure and clear class division in NI cities as well as a pronounced 

working-class awareness suggest more pronounced class-based behavior (Brooah, 

McKee, Heaton, & Collins, 1995; Shuttleworth, & Lloyd, 2009). Historically, strong 

occupational differences between Catholics and Protestants reinforced the religious 

cleavage, placing Catholics in NI in a disadvantaged class position (Aunger, 1975). 

Within the period between 1973 and 1996, however, evidence suggests these 

differences are declining in the impact on modern NI class structure (Breen, 2000). 

Furthermore, research on identity management strategies and scale development in 

relation to the inter-group conflict between members of Catholic and Protestant 
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communities has been successfully applied in NI (Niens, & Cairns, 2002; 2003). The 

potential effect of these defining two group categories on the application of CIMS in 

NI are therefore controlled for. 

 Approaching the CIMS from different angles and in a different societal 

context, the results from the Northern Irish sample are contrasted with a research 

population from the overall United Kingdom (UK), containing both student and non-

student participants. 

Other Sources of Identity  

Social group identities – such as a social class identity – do not operate 

distinctively from other major societal groups (Ostrove & Cole, 2003). The research 

on social class identities, especially the US research, discusses the entanglement and 

interaction of class identity narratives with gender (e.g. Azimitia, Syed, & 

Radmacher, 2008; Croizet et al., 2001; Pagliaro, Alparone, Pacilli, & Mucchi-Faina, 

2012; Schwarz et al., 2009) or race (e.g. Kelly, 2008; Syed, & Azmitia, 2008; for a 

PhD thesis discussing the identity intersection between class and race, see: Webb, 

2014). This combination of multiple social identities around the dimensions of power 

and deprivation is theorized to create unique perception of the social world, affecting 

the application of the different identity strategies (Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013). The 

effect of gender or race on the application of CIMS will therefore be controlled for 

throughout this thesis.  

Research Implications 

 From a theoretical perspective, identifying and quantitatively measuring 

students’ experience of these CIMS might shed light on the way how lower-class 

students perceive the university on the basis of their social class identities. This 

might allow accessing the functionality of the difficult class identities. Associating 
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the experience of these CIMS with SES backgrounds further might provide 

additional insights to the relationship between class related identity dimensions in 

comparison to their objective conceptualization, potentially indicating why 

subjective class assessments are stronger predictors in the context of higher 

education rather than objective ones (e.g. Ostrove & Long, 2007). 

 From a practical perspective, the results of this thesis might help identify and 

quantify the importance of different CIMS for upwardly mobile students. The 

identification of promising CIMS that fosters educational individual mobility best 

would allow deducing inter-group constellations at university evoking this particular, 

instead of other, less effective strategies.  
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Chapter 2: Four CIMS-Scales 

Social class research has increasingly focused on the psychological dimension 

of social class, especially in relation to upward mobility and lower-class university 

students (see Review: Manstead, 2018; Rubin, Denson, Kilpatrick, Matthews, Stehlik, 

& Zyngier, 2014). As discussed in Chapter 1, the implications of this psychological 

dimension shape the lived experiences of university students through the application 

of different class identity management strategies (CIMS). Within the Social Identity 

Approach (SIA; Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979), these strategies are primarily 

applied on the basis of a lower-status group identity (Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013). 

Since social class identities are difficult to approach due to their fluid and invisible 

characteristics (Aries & Seider, 2007), the individual experiences of CIMS might, 

therefore, help shed light on the implications of class identities for lower-class 

university students. Complementing previous qualitative research, this chapter aims to 

measure CIMS quantitatively. This chapter’s research question is therefore: Are class 

identity management strategies (CIMS) statistically measurable, distinct, valid, and 

reliable concepts? (RQCp.2) 

In order to answer the research question, scales were constructed for four 

selected CIMS: desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance. 

Using exploratory Factor Analysis (eFA), confirmatory Factor Analysis (cFA), and 

Cronbach’s Alpha for measure of internal consistency, the scales for these four CIMS 

were tested across two study samples (n1=209; n2=332). Contrasting between a 

university student and a general young adult population sample, further explores the 

CIMS scales within and outside of the university context. 
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Class Identity Management Strategies (CIMS) 

Within SIA, identity management strategies are strategic behavioral or cognitive 

responses to social status devaluation, primarily applied by members of a lower-status 

group. They either support a change in group membership, protect self-esteem against 

devaluation, or challenge the asymmetrical power relationship between the different 

social groups (Mummedey, Kessler, Klink, & Mielke, 1999). As pointed out in 

Chapter 1, these strategies are refinements of the three general strategic SIA 

approaches to devaluation: Individual mobility, social creativity, and social 

competition (van Knippenberg, 1989). Each identity management strategy is 

associated with one of these three strategic approaches. Thus, their application depends 

on specific contextual conditions; i.e. perceived group permeability, or the inter-, and 

intra-group interaction in the respective social environment (Blanz, Mummendey, 

Mielke, & Klink, 1998).  

CIMS are understood as the specific identity management strategies applied on 

the basis of a lower-status class identity. In narrations of lower-class students’ lived 

experiences at university, they are primarily applying CIMS facilitating individual 

mobility and reducing the impact of identity threat and social devaluation (Radmacher 

& Azmitia, 2013). However, the application of a respective CIMS varies due to the 

fluid and invisible characteristics of the social class identity. Individual differences in 

perceptions and interpretations of the meaning of the own social class membership and 

the social context subjectively affect the application of respective CIMS. Lower-class 

members can perceive a social interaction with higher-class peers as non-comparative, 

meaning the perception of low salience for class memberships and low levels of 

identity threat, or as comparative, experiencing salience for the difference in class 

memberships and the potential for high levels of identity threat. Within the former 
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condition, lower-students are more likely to apply individual mobility CIMS, while 

being more likely to apply social creativity CIMS under the latter condition 

(Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013). This means that the same social environment may 

evoke different strategic responses from different lower-class members (e.g. 

depending on whether the inter-group context is perceived as comparative or non-

comparative).  

Class Identity Management Strategies at University 

Under the impression of non-comparative inter-group interactions, lower-class 

students primarily narrate experiences at university related to individual mobility. This 

includes acknowledging perceived differences in values and behaviors between them 

and their peers, expressing the desire to change the own group status, and the urge to 

adopt middle/upper-middle class values and behaviors (Hall & Jones, 2013; Hempel-

Jorgeson, 2009; Jensen & Jetten, 2015; Martin, 2015; Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013). 

The perception of comparative inter-group interactions, however, triggers awareness 

inducing class salience (Hinz, 2016). In response, lower-class students narrate 

avoiding and downplaying class categorizations through the use of different social 

creativity strategies (i.e.: empathizing to common in-groups, hiding the own class 

background, or distancing themselves from the class dimension) (Hall & Jones, 2013; 

Hinz, 2016; Martin, 2015; Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013; Sanders & Mahalingam, 

2012; Thomas & Azmitia, 2014). Thus, instead of following one general strategic 

approach, narrations of lower-class students contain different CIMS, depending on 

their perception of their social context at university.  

Following the thematic analysis of lower-class university students’ narrations 

by Radmacher and Azmitia (2013, p.332, see Figure 1.3), the students primarily 

narrate experiences associated with individual mobility or social creativity. The most 
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frequently applied CIMS in non-comparative cross-class interactions are the individual 

mobility strategies desire to change (cognitive; reported by 83.3% of participants) and 

assimilation (behavioural; reported by 54.2%). Yet, under the perception of 

comparative cross-class interactions, social creativity strategies are applied more 

frequently. These include hiding one’s own class background (behavioural, reported 

by 22.2% of participants) and preventing social devaluation through categorization-

avoidance (cognitive, reported by 27.8% of participants). However, under the 

perception of comparative inter-group interaction, some lower-class students also 

report applying CIMS related to individual mobility (desire to change, 27.8%; 

assimilation 16.7%). 

This thesis will therefore focus on the role of these four CIMS: Desire to 

change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance (see Figure 2.1). These 

categorizations are similar, yet not exactly mapping onto the taxonomy of identity 

management strategies by Blanz et al. (1998). Many proposed strategies by Blanz and 

colleagues relate to social contexts that were not or only perceived by few students 

(e.g. individualization, social competition, sub-ordinate re-categorization). However, 

despite these mentioning of other CIMS, the four discussed strategies were included 

as the most common. 

Desire to Change 

The first CIMS mentioned related to individual mobility is the cognitive 

decision and desire to change one’s own social class. This means, lower-status group 

members try to escape negative distinctiveness by aspiring membership within a 

higher-status group, while not changing group status for the disadvantaged social 

group. This strategy is most frequently applied by lower-status members if the social 

groups are perceived as permeable. Lower-class students aim to obtain a higher 
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educational degree as their chance for upward mobility. Thus, they articulate the desire 

to change their social status as their primary motivation when engaging with university 

(Bettie, 2003; Ostrove & Long, 2003). Correspondingly, Brownman, Destin, Carswell, 

and Svoboda (2017) showed that perceiving social class boundaries as permeable has 

a positive effect on the level of academic persistence for lower class students. 

Assimilation 

The second CIMS related to individual mobility is class assimilation. In order 

to achieve individual mobility, lower-status members start to imitate behaviors and 

symbols associated with a higher-status social group. Through the display of these 

stereotypical behaviors and symbols, they try to pass as a member of the designated 

higher-status group (Blanz et al., 1998; Hogg & Abrams, 1988). Lower-class students 

thus actively recognize this need to mimic, learn, and imitate behavioral patterns and 

university group norms in order to become better integrated and more stereotypical to 

the dominant social group (Bettie, 2002; Jensen & Jetten, 2015; Ostrove & Long, 

2007). Assimilation therefore describes for lower class students the adaptation of such 

stereotypical symbols and behavioral patterns of their higher-class peers (Kaufman, 

2003; Orbe, 2008). 

Initially theorized to be a collective social creativity management strategy in 

SIA, boosting the social groups’ collective status (Tajfel, 1978), several authors 

provided evidence that assimilation is rather used by individuals to disengage with 

their negative identity background and foster their mobility process (Blanz et al., 1998; 

Hogg, & Abrams, 1988; Roberts, Settles, & Jellison, 2008). 

Hiding 

The third discussed CIMS is related to social creativity, applied under the 

impression of comparative inter-group interaction in which people respond to 
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immediate perceptions or anticipation of devaluation or identity threat. Lower-class 

members fearing detection will try to, actively and behaviorally, cloak their lower 

status in front of out-group members. They thereby maintain the cognitive awareness 

of their own lower status in the respective comparison (i.e. they do not try to mimic 

behavior from a higher status group). For university students, hiding mainly manifests 

in the hiding of class symbols or manners that would be stereotypical of their lower-

class background (Bullock & Limbert, 2003; Orbe, 2008). This can also relate to 

culture, language, or clothes (for an overview of different class symbols at university 

see: Kraus, Park & Tan, 2017). In cross-class contexts, particularly, lower-class 

individuals will try to suppress behaviors or symbols that might reveal their social 

background or give salience to an inter-group comparison (Quinn, 2006). 

Categorization-Avoidance 

The CIMS categorization-avoidance – also related to social creativity – 

describes the cognitive turn to protect the personal self-esteem by denying or avoiding 

the importance of their group membership altogether. Also mainly applied under the 

impression of comparative inter-group interaction, it is one of the most frequently 

reported identity strategies in the literature. Lower-class students show tendencies to 

avoid negative class comparisons, deny class importance, show low levels of class 

consciousness, refer to inclusive and egalitarian values, and reject the significance of 

group-based class symbols or behaviors (Adler & Seider, 2007; Duffy, 2007; Hall & 

Jones, 2013; Martin, 2015; Pape, Roessel, & Solga, 2012; Sanders & Mahalingam, 

2012; Thomas and Azmitia, 2014).  

This invisibility of social class is even enhanced in cross-class settings by 

categorization avoidance from their privileged peers as well as a naturalization strategy 

for their beneficial social hierarchy, that is, despite awareness, higher class students 
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prefer not to give salience the role of structural opportunities for their personal success 

and privileges they experience (Aries & Seider, 2007; Sanders & Mahalingam, 2012). 

Aim of this Chapter 

 The importance of CIMS for the lived experience of lower-class university 

students is primarily analyzed in previous literature using qualitative approaches 

(Aries & Seider, 2007; Hall & Jones, 2013; Hinz, 2016; Martin, 2015; Radmacher & 

Azmitia, 2013; Sanders & Mahalingam, 2012; Thomas & Azmitia, 2014). In order to 

answer this chapter’s research question, this chapter (1) approaches and conceptualizes 

four selected CIMS: Desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance, and (2) explores these four scales quantitatively, i.e. testing whether these 

four constructs each represent statistically identifiable, distinct, valid, and reliable 

concepts.  

 Furthermore, approaching the influence of the social environment ´university` 

for the application of CIMS, this chapter will contrast samples from a university and 

the general population of the same age. While the specific environment plays an 

important role for the perception and experiences of inter-group interaction, similar 

perceptions of identity threat or class permeability may also appear in different social 

contexts. The theorized CIMS may not be limited to the lived experiences of university 

students, but also statistically identified within general young adult samples, allowing 

for a much broader application of the scales-concept. Additionally, the transposition 

of experiences from US-American students, to be tested in Northern Ireland (NI) and 

the United Kingdom (UK) in total, also tests the external validity of the CIMS-scales. 

Methods  

The theorized CIMS-scales were approached through two successive, cross-

sectional questionnaire-based studies. First, exploratory factor analysis (eFA) was 
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applied in Study 1, establishing the latent factor structure underlying the observed 

questionnaire items. A confirmatory factor analysis (cFA) was used in Study 2 for 

additional evidence of stability and replicability of the theorized four-factor structure 

(Byrne, 2010; Costello & Osborne, 2005; Tabachnick, & Fidell, 1996). The methods 

and results section for each study will be presented separately for each study, each 

followed by a short discussion of the results, before the general discussion of this 

chapter. 

Methods – Study 1 

Measures 

Nine items used in the Study 1 questionnaire were theoretically linked to one 

of the four CIMS based on the themes from Radmacher and Azmitia (2013) (see Table 

2.1). The participants’ responses to these items were collected using a six-point Likert 

scale ranging from ´strongly disagree` to ´strongly agree`.  

Table 2.1. 

Table displaying the theorized questionnaire items for the class identity management 

strategy scales (CIMS) used in Study 1 and 2 measuring the participants’ desire the change, 

assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance. Agreement or disagreement with each 

item was measured through a 6-point Likert scale (Study 1) and a slider ranging from 1 to 100 

(Study 2), both scaling ranged from ´strongly disagree` as the lowest to ´strongly agree` as the 

highest answer option. 

Desire to Change  

Change1 My parents wanted me to have a better job than them after I finished 

/ university. 

Change2 I wanted to have a better job than my parents after I finished / 

university. 

Change3 I wanted to have a better education than my parents after I finished / 

university. 

Change4 In ten years, I would like to be richer than my parents. 
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Assimilation 

Assimilation1 I have tried to fit in by imitating other social class’s behaviours or 

dressed up like a class higher than mine. 

Assimilation2 I have encountered situations in which I pretended to be from a richer 

family than I actually am. 

Hiding 

Hiding1 I have encountered situations with peers in which I preferred to hide 

my families’ financial or educational background. 

Hiding2 I have encountered situations with strangers in which I preferred to 

hide my families’ financial or educational background. 

Hiding3 In the case the topic comes up, I’d prefer not to talk about my families’ 

financial or educational background. 

Categorization-Avoidance 

Avoidance1 I usually can identify a strangers’ social class background just based 

on their clothes, appearance, or the way they talk. 

Avoidance2 People from different social class backgrounds dress differently. 

Avoidance3 People from different social class backgrounds talk differently. 

Desire to Change. The scale is measuring the participants’ desire to leave 

one’s own social class background through upward mobility. This intention is 

projected on stereotypical aspects of the higher-status group, which are, in the case of 

social classes, improvements in socio-economic dimensions. Thus, students’ desire for 

upward mobility has also been measured through aspired gains through higher 

education, occupational prestige, and income (e.g. Jetten, Iyer, Tsivrikos, & Young, 

2008). Radmacher and Azmitia (2013) reported 90.5% of lower-class university 

students expressed narrations of “change” through the “motivation to […] obtain a 

“better” job to support their family.” (p. 319). Four items approaching desire to change 
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were crafted in relation to improvements in one of the different socioeconomic 

dimensions. For desired higher occupational status, for example, the theorized item 

was: “I wanted to have a better job than my parents after I finish school.” 

Assimilation. The scale approaching participants’ experiences of assimilation 

measures their behavioural aim to copy and adapt behaviours and symbols from 

stereotypical members of a higher status group. In their presence, lower status 

members imitate and practice symbols signifying a higher status group membership; 

mimicking a higher status group membership for themselves and learning the 

corresponding group behaviour. In terms of social class, important symbols at 

university relating to the middle and upper class are language, clothes, and lifestyle 

(Orbe, 2008; Ostrove & Long, 2007). Radmacher and Azmitia (2013) reported most 

lower- class university students (54.2%) apply an assimilation-strategy in order to 

“[…] engage in behaviours considered to be middle class” (p. 319). Research on 

symbolic status representation has focused mainly on clothes and language (e.g. Kraus 

and Mendes, 2014). For this CIMS, two items assessed the imitation of different class 

symbols, for example: “I have tried to fit in by imitating other social class’s behaviours 

or dressed up like a class higher than mine.” 

 Hiding. This scale measures the extent to which participants’ have experienced 

cloaking their own social background or tried not to be identified as a lower-class 

member. The aim is to protect the self-esteem by preventing devaluations based on the 

lower status group membership. The subject is thereby aware of their own status and 

tries to cover up traces or symbols that would allow class identification. Furthermore, 

hiding includes pre-emptive hiding of the own background in fear of detection and 

rejection as well.  
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In terms of social class, this includes lower-class members hiding the fact they 

do not have enough money for lunch or have nobody in the family who could have 

told them any kind of university-relevant information (Granfield, 1991; Ostrove & 

Cole, 2003; Orbe, 2008). Radmacher and Azmitia (2013) also narrated that this 

strategy only occurred in cross-class narratives, in which lower-class university 

students described situations in which they would “engage in behaviors […] to hide 

one’s class background.” (p. 319). The experiences with different out-group situations 

which could evoke the desire to hide one’s social background were asked for through 

three items, such as: “I have encountered situations with peers in which I preferred to 

hide my families’ financial or educational background”. 

 Categorization-Avoidance. Categorization-avoidance was measured by 

participants’ tendency to cognitively deny social class differences and their 

importance. Lower-status members, faced with negative social comparisons, protect 

their self-esteem by denying or ignoring the relevance of their own social groups’ 

status as a relevant category. In the context of social class, egalitarian narratives are 

commonly used among lower-class students to subjectively withdrawn from the own 

negative group membership (Sanders & Mahalingam, 2012). Narrations of 

meritocratic and achievement possibilities, by which individuals are able to achieve 

their goals in life regardless of their social background, are also particularly common 

among lower-class university students (Hinz, 2016; Martin, 2015). Thus, Radmacher 

and Azmitia (2013) described lower-class university students showing traces of 

categorization-avoidance and “denied or ignored class differences […].” (p. 319). For 

this questionnaire, the participants were asked how much the class dimension appears 

relevant to them by asking whether they see differences in class symbols with three 

items such as: “People from different social class backgrounds dress differently.” 



42 | P a g e  
 

Procedure  

After receiving ethical approval, data were collected at a large university in NI 

in October 2016. The participants were recruited through opportunity sampling during 

level 2 lecturers in the Schools of Psychology and Political Science. The students 

participating in the study were asked to fill out a paper-based questionnaire after a brief 

introduction to the research project by the researcher. Before participation, each 

student read the information sheet and signed the consent form. After questionnaire 

completion, the participants were thanked for their participation and provided with a 

debriefing sheet that included contact details of the researcher and supervisor (see 

Appendix 1.1-1.5).  

The survey took 10 to 15 minutes to complete. All data were collected 

anonymously and stored safely on university property. The participants were explicitly 

reminded that participation was not mandatory and withdrawal of participation was 

possible up to the point of anonymization of the data.  As an incentive for participation, 

two £30 vouchers were raffled among participants who provided their email address, 

which was used for this purpose only. Three counter-balanced versions of the 

questionnaire were administered, ensuring individual completion within lecture 

theatres so that students would not see the responses of their neighbours.  

Participants 

The sample of Study 1 contained n1=209 (65% female) university students of 

Psychology and Political Science (57% Psychology). Obtained demographic variables 

were gender, religion, and national identity. The sample was socioeconomically 

diverse (median self-reported family income between £50,000 and £75,000 per year) 

(see Table 2.2). Of the total sample, 35% referred to themselves as Irish, 32% as 

Northern Irish, 25% as British, and as 7% Other. Also, the participant ratio of Catholic 
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(33%), Protestant (30%), other (9%), and non-religious students (28%) was fairly 

indicative of the NI-student population (OECD, 2016). 

Data Analysis 

The latent factor structure of the theorized scales was approached through eFA. 

Furthermore, the scales’ internal consistency in each sample was approached using 

Cronbach’s Alpha calculations.  

Exploratory Factor Analysis (eFA). The sample data were investigated 

through the statistical program IBM SPSS (v.24) using eFA. Approaching the latent 

variable structure beneath the theorized observed items, this approach is grouping and 

structuring all included items based on factor loadings, onto their most appropriate 

latent variable structure (Norman & Streiner, 2000).  

Following the recommendations of Costello & Osborne (2005), the eFA was 

run using the maximum likelihood extraction method. With promax (kappa=4), an 

oblique rotation of the results was chosen, allowing the potential CIMS-scales to be 

correlated. The number of participants (n1=209) was considered large enough for eFA 

(Kline, 2005), with a total of nine items across the four scales, the ratio of participants 

per questionnaire item was above the 20:1 recommendation ration (Costello & 

Osborne, 2005). Following the rule of thumb from Tabachnick, & Fidell (1996) by 

which a factor loading <.32 and thus less than 10% overlapping variance with other 

items of that factor can be neglected, a cut-off value of .32 was chosen. 

Scale Reliability. The reliability of each scale was tested through the internal 

consistency value of Cronbach’s Alpha (Cronbach, 1951), reflecting the mean 

correlations between the tested items. Values beyond .7 represent acceptable to good 

indicators of internal consistency among the items (Hanna & Dempster, 2012). Since 

this index is dependent on the number on items per scale, resulting in higher reliability 
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values for large scales, the value for smaller scales was adjusted (Eisinga, te 

Grotenhuis, & Pelzer, 2013). The corrected Cronbach’s Alpha-value for smaller scales 

was calculated using the Spearman-Brown correction formula (Stanley, 1971): 

Formula 1 Spearman-Brown correction formula for Cronbach’s Alpha 

(Stanley, 1971). 

𝐴𝑑𝑗. 𝛼 = (n x original reliability α)/ (1 +  (n − 1) x original reliability α) 

Note: α= Original Cronbach’s Alpha Value, n= number of observed items in the scale. 

Results 

Results – Study 1 

Exploratory Factor Analysis (eFA) 

The collected data met all necessary requirements to run an eFA (i.e. variable 

scaling, sample size and an item correlation matrix indicating a sufficient amount of 

>.3 correlations). The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant (χ²= 593.30, df= 36; 

p< .001), yet the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin-test (KMO) result was barely acceptable with a 

score of .58. Ideally, this value should be above at least .6 to indicate the data is suitable 

for factor analysis (Tabachnick, & Fidell, 1996).  

Since it is based on the proportion of variance within the observed variables 

that is accounted for by the identified latent variables, the small number of observed 

items per latent variable might have caused this low KMO-value (Costello & Osborne, 

2005). Having missed the threshold of .6 by just a small margin, the analysis proceeded 

with caution. Given potential factor instability, the results need to be interpreted in 

comparison with the results from Study 2. 

The Eigenvalues exceeding ≥1 suggested four factors (with the Eigenvalues: 

2.45; 1.98; 1.58; 1.02), while the scree plot test suggested either four or five latent 

factors. In accordance with the theoretical rationale for the four different CIMS-scales, 
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the analysis was executed with a four-factor solution. It was further run with maximum 

likelihood estimation, accounting for the missing data among the observed variables 

within the data set, and with the oblique promax rotation (kappa=4), since the factors 

are potentially correlated.  

 

This approach accounted for 78.10% variance in the data. The rotated pattern 

matrix, including all factor loadings, can be seen in Table 2.3. The first three items, 
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theoretically associated with desire to change, loaded onto the first factor with mean 

loadings of MChange_loadings= .73 (SD= .23). The two items related to assimilation loaded 

onto the fourth (MAssimilation_loadings= .78, SD= .33), the two items associated with hiding 

loaded onto the third (MHiding_loadings= .86, SD= .20), and the two items expressing 

categorization-avoidance loaded onto the second factor (MCat.-Avoidance_loadings= .78, 

SD= .30).  

 With the cut-off value of .32 there were no cross-loadings. The maximum 

likelihood Goodness-of-fit Chi-square test was not significant (χ²= 7.55, df= 6, p= 

.273), providing further evidence for the four-factor model to be a good solution to fit 

the data. 

Reliability 

The reliability of all scales was assessed by using the Cronbach’s Alpha 

coefficient of internal consistency and the Cronbach’s Alpha’s adjustment formula for 

small scales. Following the guidelines for interpreting the Cronbach’s Alpha values 

(Hogan, 2007), all four latent variables showed acceptable to good levels of internal 

consistency (αChange= .77 [3 items], αAssimilation= .73 [2 items], αHiding= .85 [2 items], and 

αCat.-Avoidance= .85 [2 items]). The scale-size alpha-adjustment further indicated very 

good levels of internal consistency for each scale, ranging between adj. αAssimilation= .84 

and adj. αHiding= .92 (see Table 2.3).  

Scale Correlations 

Based on the results of the eFA, Pearson’s correlation coefficients were 

calculated to examine the relationship between the four latent variables representing 

desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance (see Table 2.4). 

This test revealed statistically-significant, positive relationships, with small to 

medium-sized coefficients between desire to change and categorization-avoidance 
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(r(207)= .26, p< .01), and assimilation both with hiding (r(207)= .22, p< .01), and 

categorization-avoidance (r(207)= .25, p< .01). The relationships between desire to 

change and assimilation, desire to change and hiding, and hiding and categorization-

avoidance were non-significant. 

Discussion 

Discussion – Study 1 

In summary, the eFA indicated support for the latent factor structure of four 

CIMS among the theorized observed variables. The analysis found acceptable to high 

levels of factor loadings, with each set of items theoretically associated with a single 

scale loading onto the same factor. As additional evidence for the theorized latent 

constructs, the results provided a lack of cross-loadings, high levels of variance 

accounted for by each factor, a non-significant eFA goodness-of-fit test, and high 

levels of internal consistency for each scale.  

The item-to-scale-ratio in this study, however, was small; there were only two 

items approaching assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance. Given that 

scales without at least three observed items might result in instable factor solutions, 

causing problems throughout the analysis, this could be reflected in the barely 

acceptable KMO test result (Little, Lindenberger, & Nesselroade, 1999). Therefore, 

additional items per scale were included when testing the CIMS-scales in Study 2.  

Methods 

Method – Study 2 

Measures 

An online-questionnaire was designed for Study 2, using Qualtrics software 

(www.qualtrics.com). The questionnaire included all previously used items measuring 

http://www.qualtrics.com/
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the participants’ desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance. 

Due to the small item-to-scale-ratio, an additional item per scale was added for the 

three scales: desire to change, hiding, and categorization-avoidance; resulting in a 

total of twelve observed items (see Table 2.1). The online questionnaire allowed 

adjusting the scoring of each item, replacing the 6-point Likert scale with a slider 

ranging from 1 to indicate ´strongly disagree` to 100 for indicating ´strongly agree`, 

which provides the participants with a broader, clearly interval-scaled spectrum of 

response options (Funke, Reips, & Thomas, 2010).  

Procedure 

Following ethical approval in August 2017, participants were approached with 

the online questionnaire using the online-recruitment platform Prolific 

(https://www.prolific.ac/). Subsequent to uploading the study questionnaire, the 

recruitment platform distributed the study’s hyperlink to all potential, registered 

participants. Differentiating the sample from the Study 1 student-based research 

population, any registered UK resident between the years of 18 to 35 was eligible for 

participation. Recruitment was ongoing for two days until the targeted number of 

participants was reached. While the quality of these types of samples is debated, 

studies on the quality of similar recruitment platforms (such as MTurk) have provided 

positive arguments for the gathered data quality (Kees, Berry, Burton, & Sheehan, 

2017). This study is embedded within a series of three studies and the only one using 

an online recruitment platform, and its results will therefore be regarded in this context. 

Furthermore, to account for the known inconvenience for online surveys of 

participants who click through without reading the questions, several attention checks 

were included (i.e. questionnaire items that require placing the slider value on a 

specific number) (Abbey, & Meloy, 2017). 

https://www.prolific.ac/
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During the participation process, participants were first presented information 

about the study in the participant information sheet. Subsequent to indicating their 

consent for participation in the consent form window, they were then proceeding to 

the survey. Following the completion of the questionnaire, participants were thanked 

for their participation and given full debrief through the debriefing sheet (Appendix 

2.1-2.5). The questionnaire took 15 to 20 minutes to complete and each participant was 

paid £3.35 for completion, relating to a £10/hour payrate. During the recruitment, two 

participants were rejected based on failed attention checks and two additional 

participants were recruited by the platform. 

Participants 

The sample of Study 2 contained n2=332 young adults from the UK. Measured 

demographic variables were gender, ethnicity, age, and being a university student. The 

sample was predominantly female (79% female), participants were evenly split across 

the ages of 18 and 35 (MAge= 27.29; SDAge= 4.67), the number of students within the 

sample was 23%, and nearly all participants professed to be Caucasian (88%). The 

sample was socioeconomically diverse (with a median self-reported family income 

between £50,000 and £75,000 per year). 

Data Analysis  

The theorized latent variable structure of the CIMS, previously supported by 

the eFA results, was tested through a four-factor confirmatory factor analysis (cFA) in 

Study 2. 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (cFA). The cFA evaluates the theorized latent 

constructs by comparing how well the hypothesised model fits the observed data 

(Byrne, 2010). The cFA was tested using structural equation modelling (SEM), a 

flexible, theory-driven statistical analysis tool (Little, 2013). 
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SEM requires the data to meet the assumptions of an assumed approximate 

normal distribution, a relatively large sample size, and scaled or dichotomously coded 

observed variables. The sample size exceeds the minimal sample size for cFA of 

nmin=300 (Myers, Ahn, & Jin, 2011). The sample size of Study 2 (n2=332) was 

regarded to be large enough, when aiming for an expected power levels of ≥.8, and in 

relation to the aspired level of degrees of freedom (df= ~35) for the theorized four-

factors cFA model (MacCallum, Browne, & Sugaware, 1996, p.145).  

The IBM graphic interface software AMOS (version 24) was utilized for SEM. 

A latent variable is constructed as presented in Figure 2.2. Each rectangle represents 

an observed variable of the theorized scale (Y1-Y3), the ellipse resents the latent 

construct (η1), ´causing` the observed variables. These path coefficients (λ1- λ3) 

express the respective factor loading of each observed item. Latent variables are 

thereby not directly measured, but underlying variables, estimated through a set of 

observed items. Furthermore, the model is expanded by observed (θ1-θ3) and latent 

error terms (ψ1) (Little, 2013).  

Figure 2.2. Diagram of a cFA or measurement model of a single latent 

construct (η1), with three observed variables (Y1-Y3) (adopted from Little, 

2013).  

 

Note: η= endogenous construct. Y= observed variables. λ= estimated factor loading. Ψ= variance of a 

construct or co-variance between two constructs. θ= residual variance of an indicator or residual 

covariance between two indicators.  
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 This scheme was applied, constructing a cFA model testing all four CIMS-

scales. Accounting for the potential correlations between the different scales, co-

variances among the latent constructs were estimated. Error terms for residual variance 

were estimated for each observed item. A latent construct for measurement error was 

modelled; it was uncorrelated to the other latent constructs, causing a proportion of 

each observed variables variance (Little, 2013).  

Assisting the evaluation of the theorized model structure, several model fit 

indices are used. The χ2-statistic for model fit compares the difference between 

observed data and the estimates implied by the theorized model. A significant χ2-test, 

indicating a significant difference between both models, however, should not be over-

interpreted (Little, 2013). The χ2-test is sensitive to larger data sets, trivial influences, 

and many degrees of freedom, and thus, it may be likely produce a significant result. 

Instead, the χ2-test result therefore needs to be interpreted in relation to the overall 

model and the other model fit indices. Since the χ2-statistics is sensitive to the amount 

of degrees of freedom, as a minimal requirement for an acceptable level of model fit, 

the ratio of χ2 divided by degrees of freedom should not be a large value and should 

not exceed the value of 3 (Little, 2013).  

In addition to the χ2-statistic, absolute and relative fit indices help to evaluate 

its model fit for the observed data (Byrne, 2010). The absolute fit indices Root Mean 

Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and standardized root mean square 

residuals (SRMR) assess the percentage of misfit per degree of freedom from the 

optimal model to fit the data. For an acceptable fit, each value should be below .05, 

with the upper end of the RMSEA 90% confidence interval not exceeding .08. 

Exceeding this value would be a first indication of the overall model’s lack of 

statistical power. In terms of relative fit indices, the two most frequently used, 
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Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and the Tucker Lewis Index (TLI), were used to evaluate 

the relative improvement of the theoretical model in comparison to the worse fitting 

null-model for the observed data. Both should be ≥ .9 to indicate an acceptable model 

fit improvement (Hu & Bentler, 1999).   

Reliability. The reliability of each scale was tested through the internal 

consistency value of Cronbach’s Alpha and adjusted Cronbach’s Alpha using the 

Spearman-Brown corrections. As with the Study 1 sample, values of beyond ≥.7 are 

representing acceptable to good indicators of internal consistency among the items. 

Construct Validity. Testing for additional evidence of construct validity, 

subsequent to the successful cFA, the scales’ convergent and discriminant validity was 

approached by analysing their standard factor loadings in relation to their composite 

reliability (CR) and average variance extracted (AVE) (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; 

Fornell & Larcker, 1981).  

Convergent Validity. Evaluating the convergent validity of each factor, the 

AVE values were compared in relation to the items CR. For the AVE of each scale, 

the sum of the standardized squared factor loadings was calculated and divided by the 

number of items:  

Formula 2 Average variance extracted (AVE) formula for latent variable 

construct evaluation (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). 

𝐴𝑉𝐸 =
∑(λ²) 

𝑁
 

Note: λ= factor loading of each item, N= number of items. 

Values above >.5 indicate acceptable levels of correspondence between the 

items and the latent construct. The CR is calculated as the square sum of factor 

loadings divided by the square sum of factor loading plus the sum of 1 minus the 



53 | P a g e  
 

squared factor loadings. For each scale, the CR value should be above >.6 (Fornell & 

Larcker, 1981).  

Formula 3. Composite reliability (CR) formula for latent variable construct 

evaluation (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).  

CR =
(∑ λ)² 

(∑ λ)² +  (∑ ε) 
 

Note: λ= factor loading of each item, ε= associated error variance to each item (= 1-λ²). 

Discriminant Validity. Each scale represents a theoretically related construct, 

as a CIMS. Thus, evidence of discriminant validity, as statistical evidence for the 

conceptual distinction between the theorized concepts, is particularly relevant. As 

indication for acceptable levels of distance between the constructs, the square root of 

each scales’ AVE should be larger than the squared correlations between the different 

scales (Kline, Wilson, Ereshefsky, Tsuji, Schiffman, Pitts, & Reeves, 2012). 

Results 
Results – Study 2 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (cFA)  

A four-factor cFA was run with maximum likelihood estimation to evaluate the 

theorized latent variable structure behind the four CIMS.  

Overall, the cFA’s model fit indices (see Table 2.5) suggest good to very good 

fit of the four-factor model to the data. In accordance with the defined criteria, both 

relative fit indices CFI and TLI exceed their respective .9 thresholds for good model 

fit, indicating with CFI= 1.00 and TLI= .99 a great improvement from the worse fitting 

model. Also, looking at the model’s deviation from the optional model, the absolute 

fit indices, RMSEA= .02 (90% CI= [<.01, .05]) and SRMR= .03, lay below their cut-

off values of ≤.05. Furthermore, the goodness-of-fit index (χ²/df-ratio=1.12) was below 
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its threshold, and even the sensitive χ²-test indicated no significant difference between 

the models calculated and the observed values (χ²(48)= 41.96, p= .23; χ²/df= 1.12).  

As displayed in Figure 2.3, the observed items showed high factor loadings on 

each of their respective latent constructs. The four desire to change-items loaded onto 

the first latent variable with a mean factor loading of MChange_loadings= .74 (SD= .13). 

The other latent variables showed similar levels of agreement with MAssimilation_loadings= 

.78 (SD= .15) factor loadings for assimilation, M_Hiding_loadings= .83 (SD= .07) for hiding 

and MCat.-Avoidance_loadings= .72 (SD= .23) for categorization-avoidance. The observed 

items’ means and standard deviations, factor loadings, and the scales Cronbach’s 

Alpha can be seen in Table 2.6.  

 

All four latent variables were positively and significantly related, ranging from 

weak to medium strong correlations with r(330)= .12; p< .05 between categorization-
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avoidance and hiding up to r(330)= .43, p< .001 between hiding and assimilation. All 

correlations can be seen in Table 2.7. 

Reliability 

Each scale showed good levels of internal consistency based on their 

Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients: αChange= .84 (4 items), αAssimilation= .77 (2 items), 

αHiding= .87 (3 items), and αCat.-Avoidance= .75 (3 items), and very good levels of internal 

consistency based on their adjusted Cronbach’s Alpha values ranging from adj. 

αAssimilation= .87 and adj. αHiding= .95   (see Table 2.6).  

Convergent and Discriminant Validity 

Furthermore, the scales met the required criteria for convergent and 

discriminant validity by Fornell and Larcker (1981). All relevant information can be 

found in Table 2.8. The average variance extracted (AVE) for each scale was above .5 

(ranging from .53 for categorization-avoidance to .68 for hiding), and the scales 

composite reliability (CR) values each exceeded the threshold of .6 (ranging from .77 

for categorization-avoidance to .86 for hiding). 

Evaluating the scales’ discriminant validity, their square root AVE values were 

compared to the strength of their correlation coefficients to indicate that the constructs 

of the scales are statistically distinct. While each scale displayed √AVE values of .73 

for categorization-avoidance up to .82 for hiding, the highest squared correlation 

between the latent variables was smaller, with r(330)= .44 (p<.001); r²= .19 between 

assimilation and hiding.  
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Discussion 

Discussion – Study 2 

 In summary, the cFA provided additional evidence for the theorized four-

factor-CIMS-structure underlying the theorized observed items. The overall analysis 

displayed a good level of model fit for the data including acceptable to strong factor 

loadings for each observed item. Each scale was, furthermore, disclosing high levels 

of internal consistency. The additional item for the scales desire to change, hiding, and 

categorization-avoidance blended in well. Measures of AVE and CR provided 

additional evidence for the theorized latent constructs, and the comparison of the 

square-root AVE with the scale’s correlation provided additional evidence for the 

statistical distinctiveness between the latent factors. 

General Discussion 

 The aim of this chapter was to develop quantitative scales measuring four 

distinct CIMS: desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance. 

Items for four latent constructs were formulated based on published lower-class 

university-student experience-narrations (Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013). The scales 
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were tested in two consecutive, cross-sectional, questionnaire-based studies among 

university students in NI and young adults in the UK.  

 The combination of eFA and cFA provided strong statistical evidence for the 

four theorized CIMS scales: desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance. The eFA indicated a latent factor structure among the observed variables 

matching the four-scale theorization. The accounted amount of cumulative variance 

was high (78.1%) and no cross-loadings emerged (threshold >.32). The cFA, 

furthermore, supported the CIMS four-factor structure through good model fit, 

including a significant χ²-test and good model fit index-values.  

 Each CIMS-scale represented a statistically reliable, valid, and distinct 

construct. For each scale, all items showed acceptable to high factor loadings in both 

eFA and cFA. In Study 2, the AVE-values, furthermore, displayed additional evidence 

for the good correspondence between each scale and its observed items. All 

Cronbachs’ alpha values indicated good to very good levels of internal consistency for 

each scale in both samples. The CR within Study 2 equally suggested good levels of 

internal consistency for each scale. Evidence for the statistical distance between the 

CIMS scales were the lack of cross-loadings, the small to non-significant correlations 

between the scales in each study (ranging from non-significant to r(207)=.26, p<.01 in 

Study 1 and r(331)=.16, p<.05 to r(331)=.44, p<.001 in Study 2), and, within Study 2, 

the comparison between the AVEs square-root of each scale and the respective squared 

correlation co-efficient with each other scales. These results suggest it is fruitful 

distinguishing between different CIMS as distinct theoretical constructs, even if they 

are associated with the same strategic approach (i.e. desire to change and assimilation 

related to individual mobility). 
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 Furthermore, both studies suggest that CIMS are not limited to social class 

research at universities. The scales were equally identifiable within the student sample 

in Study 1 and the young adult sample of Study 2. Results also suggest the experiences 

of CIMS, developed based on research in the US, are comparable between NI and more 

broadly across the UK. Going beyond the university and country-specific social 

contexts indicates that lower-class members may apply CIMS also in other social 

contexts. 

Limitations 

 Statistically, the small ratio of items per CIMS-scale represents an important 

challenge for the displayed results in this chapter. In Study 1, three of the four CIMS 

scales consisted of only two observed items per scale. During the eFA, the low K-M-

O test result and the disproportionate factor loadings, thus, reflected the statistical 

instability of latent variables constructed with only two items. Among all two-item 

factors, this eFA displayed a large factor loading difference between the two observed 

items (λAssimilation1= 1.01 and λAssimilation2= .56; λHiding1= .73 and λHiding2= 1.00; 

λAvoidance1= .99 and λAvoidance2= .57). The additional items introduced in Study 2 helped 

provide more stable factor solutions for the three CIMS-scales desire to change, 

hiding, and categorization-avoidance, yet no additional item for assimilation was 

identified. And the corresponding results in both studies combined with the good 

model fit in Study 2 suggest the final results of the latent factor structure were correct. 

Yet, another study confirming the results of the theorized scales would be beneficial. 

The displayed results in this chapter were, furthermore, limited by the cross-

sectional study design. The questionnaire items just asked participants about past 

experiences of CIMS application. The social context is, however, important for the 

dynamics of changing CIMS. As strategic responses to social devaluation, their 
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application is particularly related to the university context, since lower-class students 

perceive it to be potentially threatening (Stephens, Townsend, Markus, & Phillips, 

2012). Thus, the change in CIMS experience during students’ university adaptation 

would explore the relevance of this social context for their application, as well as 

change over time. 

Therefore, a longitudinal study (Study 3 in Chapter 4) will address these 

limitations by providing additional evidence for the theorized factor structure of the 

scales and dynamic applications of CIMS during students first year at university. 

Future Research 

 The CIMS scales are based on the reported experience of lower-class university 

students and, therefore, should correspond well with the students’ class background. 

As a next step, the relationship between the CIMS and different objective and 

subjective class measures will be explored. Theoretically rooted in the concept of 

social class identities, these scales may be especially linked to psychological class 

assessments (Rubin et al., 2014). Additionally, the application of CIMS in relation to 

measures of social class might differ in- and outside of the university context between 

student and general research populations. The following chapter will therefore explore 

the relationship between CIMS, SES, and the subjective social status (SSS) within both 

Study 1 and 2 (Chapter 3). 

 Furthermore, CIMS are applied by lower-class university students in order to 

facilitate upward individual mobility and prevent negative consequences of identity 

threat in the process. Thus, over time, their application should have a direct effect on 

the students’ self-assessment, meaning their meritocratic belief in their own upward 

mobility through the university education. This approach would allow us to shed light 

on some of the psychological mechanisms and invisible barriers around students’ class 
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backgrounds in relation to the lower success-odds of lower-class students. Chapter 4 

will, therefore, explore the relationship between student’s SES backgrounds, CIMS 

application, and individual mobility beliefs during their first university year. 

 As an important experience of one’s class identity, CIMS may affect class-

related psychological outcomes which are not directly linked with the university 

context and upward mobility. For example, group identity-related outcomes, such as 

attitudes towards a lower status group, are potentially affected by one’s own 

experiences needing to hide or assimilate to a new class group. Chapter 5 will thus 

explore whether CIMS offer additional sources of class-based influence on attitudes 

towards poverty.  

Conclusion 

 Scales for four CIMS have been created and tested successfully within two 

cross-sectional sample populations: Desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and 

categorization-avoidance. Their application potentially influences the lived 

experience of lower-class members at university, and beyond. 
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Chapter 3: Four CIMS and Measures of Social Class 

 University education is perceived as the primary path to upward mobility for 

lower-class students, despite facing lower success of completing university compared 

to their middle-class peers (Delbanco, 2012; Eriksen & Goldthorpe, 2010). One 

potential explanation for this difference might lie in a clash of social identities, since 

the university is perceived by lower-class students as a middle-class institution 

(Stephens, Townsend, Markus, & Phillips, 2012). Towards this end, class identity 

management strategies (CIMS) might help shed light on the implications of class 

identities for lower-class students at university. As discussed in Chapter 2, lower-class 

students apply a set of different CIMS in order to facilitate upward mobility and protect 

against identity threat. Following the Social Identity Approach (SIA) (Tajfel, 1978; 

Tajfel & Turner, 1979), CIMS are therefore applied on the basis of the students’ social 

class identity. Although difficult to measure quantitatively as usually invisible and 

fluid sources of identity (Aries & Seider, 2007; Sanders & Mahalingam, 2012), class 

backgrounds are approached in this chapter by objective socio-economic status (SES) 

and subjective social status (SSS) (Saegert, Adler, Bullock, Cauce, Liu, & Wyche, 

2006). It is, however, ambiguous which of these two class measurements has a stronger 

association with the CIMS, as the literature provides arguments for both SES or SSS. 

The research question is therefore open: How do socio-economic status (SES) and 

subjective social status (SSS) relate to the class identity management strategies 

(CIMS)? (RQCp.3) 

 In order to answer the research question, a multiple-regression structural 

equation model (SEM) was conducted, with SES and SSS predicting the four CIMS-

scales – desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance – across 

the two previously introduced studies from Chapter 2 (n1=209; n2=332). Discussing 
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differences in the results between both samples, furthermore, explores potential 

implications the university environment plays for these relationships. 

Social Class and Class Identity Management Strategies (CIMS) 

 As discussed in the previous chapter, CIMS are class identity-specific identity 

management strategies applied by lower-class members to account and compensate 

for social devaluation and avoid class-based identity threat. Based on SIA, these 

identity management strategies are respectively associated with one of the major 

strategic responses to social devaluation: individual mobility, social creativity, and 

social competition (Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). This 

thesis focuses on four CIMS frequently applied by university students: desire to 

change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance. Their purpose is to 

prepare for and facilitate upward mobility for lower-class students by helping social 

integration and preventing identity threat. Thus, the application of these strategies may 

help explaining how students’ class background and perceived social status affect their 

path to upward mobility through university education. 

 Establishing the relationship between social class and CIMS, lower-class 

students are therefore expected to apply CIMS significantly more frequently, meaning 

that CIMS should be negatively related to social class. As discussed in Chapter 1, 

approaching students’ class identities quantitatively is, however, problematic as they 

are invisible and fluid sources of identity (Aries & Seider, 2007; Sanders & 

Mahalingam, 2012). As such, this chapter will explore the relationship between CIMS 

and two measures of social class: objective SES, measured by parental income, 

education, and occupation, as well as subjective social status, SSS, using the social 

ladder. 
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Objective and Subjective Social Class 

As discussed in Chapter 1, a variety of terms and concepts are used to approach 

different aspects of the multi-dimensional construct social class. On the point of 

distinguishing between social class and social status, following Goldthorpes’ 

classification, social class is more important in relation to life choices, while status is 

more important to perceptions and behaviours (Goldthorpe, 2014). The psychological 

literature, thus, mainly focuses on two social status conceptualizations: social class as 

material (i.e., objective) SES and perceived (i.e., subjective) SSS.  

Objective SES approaches have dominated social science research of the past 

century, due to the predominant paradigm of functionalism, and still are the most 

frequently applied class measurement (Rubin, 2012; Saegert et al., 2006). Yet, 

differences between objective and subjective class assessments have been discussed 

since the 1950s, in terms of whether an objective or subjective class approach should 

be regarded to the more correct class assessment (Alford, 1963; Buchanan & Cantril, 

1953; Hochbaum, Darley, Monachesi, & Bird, 1955; Landecker, 1963; Lenski, 1954; 

for an early review see Goyder, 1972). The subjective dimension of social class, as a 

complement to SES, became more and more popular in psychological literature 

(Diemer, Mistry, Wadsworth, López, & Reimers, 2013; Manstead, 2018) especially 

since being highlighted in health psychology (Adler, Epel, Castellazzo, & Ickovics, 

2000; Meta-analysis: Quon & McGrath, 2014). The study of the psychological 

dimension of social class has, therefore, expanded in the past 15-20 years (Aries & 

Seider, 2007; Jetten, Iyer, Tsivrikos, & Young, 2008; Osterove & Cole, 2003; see 

overview from Kraus & Stephens, 2012; or Rubin, Denson, Kilpatrick, Matthews, 

Stehlik, & Zyngier, 2014).  
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Evidence thereby suggests that this subjective dimension of social class is 

distinct from SES, and more strongly related to psychological outcome variables 

(Rubin et al., 2014) (e.g. academic adjustment, sense of belonging or social adjustment 

to college; Ostrove & Long, 2007). Quantitative research does explore and equates this 

psychological dimension mainly through the concept SSS (Adler et al., 2000; Kraus, 

Piff, & Keltner, 2011), while qualitative literature focuses on subjective narrations of 

class identity-experiences (Aries & Seider, 2007; Thomas & Azmitia, 2014). 

Specifically, in the case of upward mobile university students, implications of social 

class identities affect their university adaptation, educational success, and upward 

mobility odds (see special issue of the Journal of Social Issues, Ostrove and Cole, 

2003; Rubin et al., 2014).  

Structuring the debate around objective and subjective class assessments, 

several review publications have discussed different definitions and concepts of class 

and the relationship between SES and SSS (Côté, 2011; Diemer et al., 2013; Kraus, 

Piff, & Keltner, 2011; Manstead, 2018; Saegert et al., 2006). Consensus is that both 

concepts have their eligibility as both the objective and the subjective capture different 

aspects of the concept of social class, and, thus, ideally should be applied together. 

Depending on the respective outcome variable of each concrete study, either the 

objective class background, or the subjective status aspect of social class might be 

more relevant for the respective case.  

Socio-Economic Status 

SES is defined as a multi-dimensional construct, aiming to capture an 

individual's relative position in society alongside objective, socio-economic 

dimensions. The main indicators of the three major dimensions used are: access to 

economic recourses through income, social status through educational attainment, and 
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occupational prestige (Diemer et al., 2013). Income represents the actual access to or 

lack of resources, while education is linked with a habitus of social knowledge and 

status. Occupational prestige provides information about the working environment and 

social independence.  

While e.g. Neo-marxists and Structuralists understand social class as categories 

solely on the basis of occupational differences (Goldthorpe, 2014; Wright, 1980; 

Wright, 1996), it is advised, in order to obtain SES, to measure all three dimensions 

together, whenever possible and relevant to their respective research population 

(Saegert et al., 2006). For example, pupils and students have no stable levels of 

income, education, or occupational status on their own. Instead, parental SES 

indicators are used to approach their SES (Diemer et al., 2013). Despite the theorized 

importance of each dimension, recent meta-analyses found no substantial difference 

between the chosen SES indicators and educational outcomes for these research 

populations (Robbins, Le, Davis, Lauver, Langley, & Carlstrom, 2004; Rubin, 2012).  

Subjective Social Status 

In comparison to SES, SSS captures the individual’s subjective perception of 

his/her own relative position or rank within the socio-cultural dimension (Adler et al., 

2000; see review on SSS: Kraus & Stephens, 2012). This approach complements SES 

backgrounds; the individually perceived interpretation of one’s own rank in the social 

hierarchy offers access to the psychological dimension of social class. In sum, the 

importance of a rank-based perspective on social class is a “fundamental process in 

mammalian social life” (Kraus, Tan, & Tannenbaum, 2013, p.82). 

SSS is primarily measured with the McAthurs’ scale i.e. social ladder (Adler 

et al., 2000). In this scale, participants rank their perceived social status on a ten-rung 

ladder representing the socio-economic dispersion in society. Being a subjective 
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judgement, the SSS is context-sensitive and may deviate from the SES distribution 

(see Diemer & Ali, 2009). By choosing different comparison groups, such as the 

relative position in comparison to peers at university, the context-sensitivity of SSS 

might be particularly helpful for between group-comparisons in respective contexts 

(Rubin et al., 2014).  

Underpinning that SSS captures an additional, psychological aspect of social 

class, it is usually only medium-sized correlated with SES indicators (e.g. Kraus et al., 

2009; Ostrove, & Long, 2007). Furthermore, measures of SSS are stronger related to 

psychological outcome variables such as perceived health than SES indicators (Quon, 

& McGrath, 2014). Also in the field of higher education, SSS has been discussed as 

the more reliable and predictive class assessment in comparison to SES (Rubin et al., 

2014). 

Alternatively, but less frequently, authors have also used categorical items of 

self-categorization such as ´middle class` or ´working class` to assess SSS (Côté, 

2011). Especially in qualitative research concerning individual identity and social 

group memberships, self-categorization into class categories has been used to 

approach the psychological dimension of social class. Due to a strong middle-class 

bias within participants’ response, the validity of these assessments for quantitative 

research, however, has been questioned and they won’t be used in this study (Rubin et 

al., 2014).  

Aim of this Chapter 

The relationship between the CIMS and both measures of social class – SES 

and SSS – is expected to be negative, as CIMS are theorized to be applied on the basis 

of a lower-class identity (H3.1). It is, however, ambiguous whether CIMS are stronger 

associated to SES or SSS. Judging by the literature, both measures could serve as 
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approximation towards students’ implicit social class memberships. Shaped by the 

access to material SES dimensions, there is evidence that these subjective class 

experiences result in a social class identities develop already at a young age (Martin, 

2015; Mistry, Brown, White, Chow, & Gillen-O’Neel, 2015), affecting pupils’ 

experiences and performances already from an early age in elementary school around 

the age of seven to eight years onwards (Martin, 2015; Streib, 2011; Tablente & Fiske, 

2015). Moreover, it creates a subjective social class concept which is persistent over 

time (Goodman, Huang, Schafer-Kalkhoff, & Adler, 2007). Class identities therefore 

can be understood as group identities which are early developing, shaped by 

experiences of access to socio-economic resources, and persistent to change, and thus 

strongly related to the parental SES (Rubin et al., 2014). Since SSS reflects a more 

current, contextual understanding of class than parental SES, can be therefore 

expected, that SES is stronger related to the CIMS than the SSS (H3.2). 

However, as an approach towards the subjective, psychological dimension of 

social class, SSS has also been theorized to assess peoples’ social class identities 

(Rubin et al., 2014; Manstead, 2018), since SSS and class identities are both concepts 

of the psychological dimension of social class. As a measure of self-identification, SSS 

is furthermore a closer concept to the own individual identity than the external parental 

SES background, while SES is not directly linked with the psychological dimension 

of social class. In addition, CIMS are applied based on contextual perceptions of 

lower-status class identities in a respective social environment and SSS is defined as 

measuring the relatively perceived individual social class status. Thus, as an alternative 

hypothesis, CIMS are expected to be more strongly related to SSS than SES (H3.3).  

Furthermore, the analysis in this chapter will contrast the relationship of SES, 

SSS, and the CIMS between a university and a general population sample of the same 
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age. This approaches the role of the university as a social environment for the 

application of CIMS for different levels of SES and SSS as well. The specific 

experience of inter-group interaction, potential perceptions of identity threat for lower-

class students potentially affects their CIMS applications. The university experience, 

thus, might affect the application of CIMS for lower-class students in the way that they 

apply more CIMS than their peers in the general population sample. This means the 

relationship between SES, or SSS with the CIMS should be stronger within the student 

sample of Study 1 (H3.4). 

Methods 

The relationship between SES, SSS, and the four CIMS – desire to change, 

assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance – was measured in Study 1 and 

Study 2. Details on both studies are discussed in Chapter 2. Likewise, the methods and 

results section will be displayed separately for each study, including a small result 

discussion after each piece, before concluding the chapter with a general discussion.  

Methods – Study 1 

Measures 

The participants’ CIMS were measured through the nine questionnaire items 

displayed in Chapter 2 (see Table 2.1). Using a six-point Likert-scale, scoring ranged 

from ´strongly disagree` to ´strongly agree`.  

 Items measuring desire to change were constructed from questions exploring 

desired personal improvement alongside socio-economic categories. Assimilation-

items referenced imitation behaviour of higher-class symbols. The desire to cloak 

one’s own social background was collected by hiding-items, and perceptions of 

significant class-differences were used to craft the items expressing categorization-

avoidance.  
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 Socio-Economic Status. SES was measured through five items capturing the 

three major socio-economic dimensions: income, education and occupation (Seaget, 

et al., 2006). Since the Study 1 sample consists of university students during tertiary 

education, SES was approached through their parental SES.  

 For parental income, participants indicated their estimated family’s household 

income through six different options ranging from ´less than £10,000` to ´above 

£100,000` per year. The educational level of each parent was assessed with eight 

options ranging from ´up to GCSE` to ´PhD degree`. Parental occupation was 

measured through a list of sixteen typical professions (and an open-ended option) 

represented within the occupational class scheme by Goldthorpe (2014). For example, 

´manager of a large company` and ´higher civil service` represented the highest, while 

´unemployed` and ´home parent` the lowest occupational rankings. On the basis of 

these answers, an index raging from one to six was computed, representing the 

occupational background of each parent.  

 Subjective Social Status. The participants’ SSS was measured using a slightly 

altered version the McAthurs’ scale (Adler et al., 2000). Hence, participants were 

asked to rank themselves on a ten-rung ladder following the subsequent description:  

“Imagine that this ladder represents Northern Irish society. At the top are 

the people who have the most money and the best education, and at the 

bottom are the people who have the least money. Now, think about your 

family. Where do you think they would be on this ladder? Please, mark an 

X on the step where your family would be on this ladder.”  

Responses ranged from 0 to 10, with higher scores indicating higher SSS. The 

items measuring SES and SSS can be seen in Table 3.1. 
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Procedures and Participants 

The Study 1 sample was collected among university students at a large 

university in Northern Ireland (NI), using a paper-based questionnaire and opportunity 

sampling (n1=209; 65% f; 57% Psychology students). Full details on the recruitment 

and participation procedure can be found in Chapter 2.  

Data Analysis 

The relationship between SES, SSS, and CIMS was tested with multiple-

regression analysis within Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) using the IBM 

program AMOS v.24. This method allows assessing the relationship between latent 

variables, such as SES or each respective CIMS, directly. This approach allows 

estimating measurement error separately, predicting variance in all measured items 

coming from one sample by creating an additional latent variable for measurement 

error (Little, 2013). Furthermore, SEM is well suited in handling missing data through 

maximum likelihood estimation, is less strict in its analysis assumption, allows for 

different predictor variables to be correlated, and has lower statistical requirements 

through this flexibility, since it is more theory driven (Breakwell, G. M., Hammond, 

S., Fife-Schaw, C., & Smithm, J. A., 2006; McDonald, R. P., & Ringo, M. H., 2002; 

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S., 1996).  

Both study samples are considered enough to support SEM analysis with 

sample sizes of nStudy1=209, and nStudy2=332, and meet the additional rule of thumb of 

sample size to number of free parameters ratio of at least of 5 to 1 (Bentler, & Chou, 

1987). 

Preliminary Analysis. Latent variables for the CIMS were constructed, based 

on their observed items, in the same manner as displayed in Chapter 2s’ cFA section.  
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Similarly, a latent variable for SES, consisting of the three dimensions income, 

education, and occupation, was created. Literature suggests treating each SES 

dimension as separate predictor variables within a regression analysis (Diemer et al., 

2013). The research interest in this study, however, lies on the underlying factor of the 

participants’ socio-economic background in relation to the application of CIMS, and 

in SEM, this is best represented as a latent construct. Thus, it was decided to construct 

a latent SES variable, since the research aim focuses on the general role of the general 

parental socio-economic background, and not on whether a potential significant 

relationship of SES can specifically be traced back to the parental income, or 

educational level. Furthermore, the model fit and interpretation of the SEM model 

benefits from the simplification of the model, not having five different SES 

independent variables.  

No latent variable was created for SSS since it was only obtained by a single 

observed item. The internal consistency of each scale was tested using Cronbach’s 

Alpha. The demographic categorical control variables (i.e. gender, religious 

background) were, furthermore, coded into dichotomous dummy variables for 

regression analysis.  

Multiple-Regression Analysis. The multiple-regression SEM design consists 

of two modelling steps: In a first step, the measurement model including all observed 

and latent variables within the analysis was drawn; each latent variable was allowed 

to co-vary with each other (Little, 2013). Through this step, the initial fit of the model 

was estimated, meaning how well all the latent variables were constructed together, 

and their correlation coefficients were obtained. The same guidelines for evaluation of 

the model fit indices were used as displayed in the previous segment: The ratio 

between model chi-square and degree of freedom should be χ²/df index ≤ 3, the Tucker 
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Lewis Index (TLI), and Comparative Fit Index (CFI) ≥ .9, the Root Mean Square Error 

of Approximation (RMSEA) ≤ .05, with the upper end of the 90% confidence interval 

not exceeding ≤.08 and the Standardized Root Mean-Square Residual (SRMR) should 

be below ≤.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999).  

Following model fit analysis, within a second step; the measurement model 

was altered by removing co-variances between latent variables with a defined 

theoretical relationship between each other, and by adding the respective regression 

paths accordingly (one-sided arrows). For multiple-regression, the SEM, thus, consists 

of co-varied predictor variables which are related to an outcome variable through 

regression paths (for a simplified, structural form see Figure 3.1). 

 

 For this analysis, the theorized path model includes SES, SSS, both as predictor 

variables, and each of the four CIMS-scales as outcome variables. Included are four 

regression paths from each predictor variable regressing on each CIMS (eight total), a 

co-variance arrow between SES and SSS, and co-variance arrows between the CIMS-

scales (see Figure 3.2). Furthermore, the model entailed a latent variable for 

measurement error aside the residual and variance terms for all observed and criterion 

variables. 
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 A post-hoc power analysis was not executed within this and the subsequent 

chapters, as their meaningfulness is debated and their use might be misleading in the 

sense that they do not indicate true power for detecting statistical significance, as pre-

planned power analysis does (Hoenig, & Heisey, 2001; Yuan, & Maxwell, 2005; 

Zhang, Hedo, Rivera, Rull, Richardson, & Tu, 2019). 

Results  

Results – Study 1 

Preliminary Analysis 

The three SES-dimensions were measured through five different observed 

variables (i.e. parental income, mothers’ and fathers’ education and occupation). 

Hence the observed indicators were drawn together based on their SES dimensions 

(instead of using the parcelling method, which will be introduced later in this chapter). 

This included creating one latent variable for parental education as well as for parental 

occupation, before creating the overall latent SES-variable (see Figure 3.3). 

The observed items showed high factor loadings (ranging from λMother_Edcuation= 

.45 to λIncome= .84) and a good level of internal consistency (αSES= .75). The models’ 

acceptable model fit indices, as well as the mean (M) and standard deviations (SD) for 

all observed items can be seen in Table 3.2. 

With only three or less observed items per CIMS-scale, 9 observed items in 

total, no parcelling was applied.  

Last, the categorical control variables (i.e. gender and religious background) 

were converted into dummy codes. For gender (options female, male, & non-

disclosure), the answers were re-coded into a female (1) or non-female (0) variable, 

since only one participant chose the ´non-disclosure` answer. In terms of religious 
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background (Protestant, Catholic, no religion/other religion), the two dummy variables 

were Catholic (1), non-Catholic (0), and Protestant (1), non-Protestant (0). 

Primary Analysis 

The measurement model was constructed including the four CIMS-scales, the 

latent SES-variable, the social ladder measurement for SSS, and a latent variable for 

measurement error. Except for the last construct, covariance arrows were drawn 

between all six constructs and based on obtained modification indices. An additional 

co-variance arrow was drawn between the single error terms of the observed items 

Hiding2 and Assimilation1. Since SEM is sensitive to too many control variables and 

quickly becomes over-controlled and induces effects of random variation, the 

demographic control variables are included at the end in a separate SEM (Little, 2013, 

p. 17f.) 
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Overall, the measurement model showed a good level of fit (see Table 3.3). 

Besides good levels of the relative and absolute fit indices, the χ²-test turned out to be 

not significant, indicating that there is no significant difference between the observed 

values of each item and their model-based calculation (χ²(38)= 52.15, p= .06; χ²/df= 

1.37; CFI= .98; TLI= .97, RMSEA= .04 [CI: <.01,.07], SRMR= .04). The variables’ 

correlations based on this measurement model can be found in Table 3.4.  

The multiple-regression path model (see Figure 3.4) revealed only a significant 

effect of SES on the students’ desire to change (β1= -.54, p< .001), indicating that 

students with a lower SES background showed higher desire to change their social 

status. According to Cohen’s guidelines, the effect was small to medium-sized and the 

overall model indicated 21% of variance in desire to change-levels accounted for (adj. 

R²1= .21). 

In contrast, SES neither predicted assimilation (β2= .17, p= .18), hiding (β3= 

.17, p= .34), nor categorization-avoidance (β4= .05, p= .59). Furthermore, the 

participants’ SSS was not significantly related to their desire to change (β5= .10, p= 

.36), assimilation (β6= .02, p= .81), hiding (β7= .02, p= .89), or categorization-

avoidance (β8= .01, p= .96) (All path numbers can be seen in Table 3.5). 

The results did not substantially differ when including the control variables 

into the SEM (see Figure 3.7). The models’ fit slightly worsens, yet is still acceptable 

(see Table 3.11); neither gender, nor religious background was significantly correlated 

with the CIMS scales (see Table 3.12), and except for an effect of being Catholic on 

assimilation (β= -.27, p= .03), there was no significant effect of the control variables 

of application of any CIMS (see Table 3.13). Further, the relationship of SES and the 

subjective social status with each of the individual mobility management scales did 
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not differ from their relationship in the previous model (i.e. the only significant path 

was between SES and desire to change).  

The results of an alternative SEM, which uses five different SES predictor 

variables, without the use of a latent SES variable, can be found in the Appendix 

(Figure 3.8, Table 3.11, & 3.14). Replacing the latent SES construct with the five 

different observed indicators lead to a model with no significant relationship between 

any of the SES indicators and any of the CIMS. Judging by the model fit, the SEM 

was probably over-identified. 

Discussion 

Discussion – Study 1 

In summary, only the students’ desire to change was significantly higher for 

students from lower SES backgrounds within this sample. In contrast, SES was not 

significantly related to assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance. Further, 

the participants’ SSS was not significantly related to any of the four theorized scales. 

The students’ gender or their religious background did not affect these results. 

Methods 

Method – Study 2 

Measures  

The participants’ desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance were measured through the same twelve questionnaire items displayed in 

Chapter 2. Responses were collected through a slider ranging from 1 to 100 indicating 

´strongly disagree` to ´strongly agree` (see Table 2.1).  

 Socio-Economic Status. Participants’ parental SES was measured through five 

items capturing the three major socio-economic dimensions: income, education and 
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occupation. The items wording and scoring was the same as previously displayed 

during Study 1 in this chapter.  

 Subjective Social Status. The participants’ SSS was measured by a slightly 

altered version of the McAthurs’ scale (Adler et al., 2000), in reference the UK society. 

The items measuring SES and SSS can be seen in Table 3.1. 

Procedures and Participants 

The Study 2 sample was collected using the online questionnaire software 

Qualtrics (www.qualtrics.com), and the online recruitment platform prolific 

(https://www.prolific.ac/). Full details on the participant United Kingdom (UK)-

sample (n2=332; 79% f, age 18-35), the recruitment, and participation procedure can 

be found in Chapter 2.  

Data Analysis 

The relationship between SES, SSS, and CIMS was tested in similar manner as 

displayed previously. The same multiple-regression path-model was applied (see 

Figure 3.2), using SEM with the IBM program AMOS v.24.  

Re-scaling. The observed variables for SES and SSS were rescaled to a 0-100 

scale in order to match the scaling of the other variables using the R100 re-scaling 

formula, since the differences in metrics might potentially cause problems for the SEM 

software calculation (Little, 2013).  

Formula 4. R-100 re-scaling formula for observed variables (Little, 2013, 

p.17ff.). 

R100 = ((𝑂 –  1) / 𝑂max)  ∙  100 

Note: O= the original scale, Omax= the maximum scale value. 

Furthermore, the demographic categorical control variables (i.e. gender, 

ethnicity) were coded into dichotomous dummy variables.  

http://www.qualtrics.com/
https://www.prolific.ac/


78 | P a g e  
 

Parcelling. The parcelling technique was introduced in the preliminary 

analysis of the data from Study 2 in order to enhance latent variable model calculation 

when faced with more than three observed item per scale. The advantage of this items-

to-construct balance approach lies in the stable factor solutions of the latent variable 

with three parcel indicators, less complexity, a lower level of free parameters, as well 

as bringing the parcelled scale closer to a normal distribution with smaller intervals of 

scores in comparison to the original scale by computing multiple items of a scale 

together (Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002).  

For that, three parcels were constructed based on the observed items for each 

scale consisting of more than three observed items (Little et al., 2002). Therefore, after 

an initial factor analysis, the items are divided according to their factor loadings into 

the three parcels in snake order, which means that the three items with the highest 

factor loadings are placed in different parcels, followed by the fourth highest item 

placed in the parcel with the third highest and so forth (e.g.1, 6, 7; 2, 5, 8; 3, 4). The 

items associated with one parcel are then subsequently averaged together into the new 

parcel item, which is utilized in an SEM as one of the three observed items of a latent 

construct. 

In this chapter, the parcelling technique was only applied for the construction 

of the latent desire to change variable, since it was the only construct in this analysis 

statistically approached by more than three observed items. 

Results 

Results – Study 2 

Preliminary Analysis 

First, in order to match the scaling of the individual mobility management 

scales’ observed variables recorded on 0-100 slider, the indicators for SES, parental 
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income, mother education, father education, mother occupation, father occupation, the 

observed variables were re-scaled to the 0-100 metric using the R100 formula (Little, 

2013). The same was done for the social ladder variable. The means and standard 

deviation after the calculation can be found in Table 3.6.  

The latent SES variable was constructed in the same manner as in the Study 1 

analysis (see Figure 3.5). The observed items showed high factor loadings (ranging 

from λMother_Edcuation= .47 to λIncome= .86) and an acceptable level of internal consistency 

(αSES= .69). The models’ model fit indices can be seen in Table 3.6. 

Parcelling. The latent variables for the CIMS-scales were drawn in the same 

manner as previously displayed, except for the desire to change-scale. Since more than 

three scale items measured this concept in Study 2, the parcelling technique was used 

to reduce the scale to three observed variables within the SEM (Little et al., 2002). 

Based on the results from the cFA in Chapter 2 (Figure 2.3) ´change2` as the strongest 

indicator (λ= .91) and ´change4` as the weakest indicator (λ= .63), were averaged 

together as the third parcelled indicator for desire to change, besides the items 

´change1` and ´change3`. The initial and parcelled items’ means, standard deviations, 

factor loadings, Cronbach’s Alphas, and model fit indices can be found in Table 3.7. 

Lastly, the categorical variables gender and ethnicity were re-coded into 

dummy variables, with one dummy variable for gender for self-identifying as female 

(1) or non-female (0). Since Caucasian was by far the most commonly chosen ethnicity 

(with 88% of the sample identifying as Caucasian), the information was re-coded into 

a dummy variable indicating Caucasian (1) or non-Caucasian (0).   

Primary Analysis 

The measurement model between SES, SSS, and the four CIMS was 

constructed in the same way as for Study 1. Run using maximum likelihood estimation, 
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the model showed a good to very good level of model fit: χ²(85)= 94.80, p= .22; χ²/df= 

1.12; CFI= 1.00; TLI= .99; RMSEA= .02  [CI: >.01,.04]; SRMR= .03. The relative fit 

indices (CFI, & TLI) exceeded their defined thresholds for good fit of >.9 and the 

absolute indices (RMSEA, incl. confidence interval, & SRMR) did not reach their 

respective threshold for good fit of <.08. Additionally, also the chi-square goodness of 

fit-test was non-significant. The model fit indices for the measurement, path, and null 

model can be seen in Table 3.8., and the variables’ correlations based on this 

measurement model can be found in Table 3.9. 

 

In the multiple regression-path model (see Figure 3.6), the analysis revealed 

significant relationships between SES and all four CIMS. With medium effect size, the 

parental SES was negatively related to the participants’ desire to change (β1= -.63, p< 

.001). Furthermore, the participants’ SSS was positively and significantly associated 

with their desire to change though, with a small effect size (β5= -.19, p< .05). Together, 
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both predictors accounted for the 32% of variance in desire to change within the model 

(adj. R²1= .32). 

In comparison to the results from Study 1, SES also significantly, negatively, 

and with small to medium effect-size, related to the participants’ assimilation (β2= -

.23, p= .04), while SSS was no significant predictor (β= .16, p= .07). Taken together, 

the model related only 3% variance of assimilation with their parental SES (adj. R²2= 

.03). Similarly, also hiding was significantly, negatively, and with small to medium 

effect size related to SES (β3= -.22, p= .02), yet not significantly to SSS (β7= -.11, p= 

.17). Here, the amount of shared variance was 8% (adj. R²3= .08). Lastly, the 

participants’ categorization-avoidance was also significantly, negatively, and with 

small to medium effect size, related to their parental SES (β4= -.29, p>.01). The SSS 

was, again, not a significant predictor (β8= .16, p= .06), and the overall amount of 

shared variance within this model was 5% (adj. R²4= .05). The detailed numbers can 

be found in Table 3.10. 

The results did not substantially differ when including the dummy-coded 

gender and ethnicity control variables into the SEM (see Figure 3.9). The models’ fit 

slightly worsen but was still acceptable (see Table 3.15); neither gender, nor religious 

background was significantly correlated with the individual mobility management 

strategies except for small, negative correlations between categorization-avoidance 

and gender (r(330)= -.12; p>.05), and ethnicity (r(330)= -.13; p>.05) (see Table 3.16). 

Within the multiple-regression path-model, there was no significant effect of the 

control variables of application of any CIMS (see Table 3.17).  

Replacing the latent SES construct with the five different observed SES 

indicators (parental income, mothers’ and fathers’ education, and occupation) led to a 
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model with no significant relationship between any of the SES indicators and any of 

the CIMS (see Figure 3.10, Table 3.15, & 3.18). 

Discussion 

Discussion – Study 2 

In summary, the parental SES was significantly and negatively related with all 

four CIMS in this sample; meaning that participants with lower SES had higher levels 

of desire to change, assimilation, or hiding, and categorization-avoidance. In contrast, 

SSS was only significantly related to the desire to change, surprisingly with a different 

directionality that SES, meaning that a higher level of SSS were related with a higher 

desire to change.  

General Discussion 

 The aim of this chapter was to examine the relationship of SES and SSS with 

the CIMS desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance. 

Therefore, a multiple regression SEM with both SES and SSS as predictor and the four 

measured CIMS as criterion variables was drawn. It was tested with data from two 

cross-sectional, questionnaire-based studies among university students in NI and 

young adults in the UK. 

 In sum, the results of both SEM suggest that the application of CIMS on the 

basis of social class identity is a better approximated through the parental SES, than 

by the current SSS. First, both SEM provided evidence for a significant relationship 

between the participants’ parental SES and their desire to change, with medium-sized, 

negative regression coefficients (βStudy1= -.54, p< .001; βStudy2= -.63, p< .001). 

Participants with lower SES, thus, indicated significantly higher desire to change their 

social status.  
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In Study 2, SES was furthermore significantly related to participants’ 

assimilation (β2= -.23, p= .04), hiding (β3= -.22, p= .02), and categorization-avoidance 

(β4= -.29, p>.01) with negative, and similar-sized small to medium regression 

coefficients. In this sample, participants with lower SES, thus, also displayed 

significantly higher applications of assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance. Within Study 1, however, no significant relationship between SES and 

these three CIMS could be observed.  

 In relation to SSS, no significant relationship was observed for each CIMS in 

Study 1. Moreover, only a significant association with desire to change (β= .19, p< 

.05) was found in Study 2, while the relationship between SSS and assimilation, 

hiding, or categorization-avoidance was non-significant as well. Furthermore, 

comparing both significant predictors for desire to change in Study 2, SES had a 

stronger influence on desire to change than SSS. Both coefficients displayed, 

furthermore, mathematical signs of opposing directions and the SES indicator that 

displayed the theorized coefficient directionality, i.e. that lower-class members show 

higher levels of desire to change; while higher levels of SSS also indicated higher 

levels of desire to change.  

A potential explanation for the different directionality might be related to the 

participants score-difference in SES and SSS on a 1-100-scale. The mean of SSS (M= 

50.4, SD= 17.1) in this sample was much higher in contrast to the SES indicators 

(Maverage= 37.7, SDaverage= 26.3), indicating that group of participants from lower-SES 

backgrounds might have strongly deviated in their subjective class assessment by 

reporting higher levels of SSS. This is not an unusual effect in comparisons between 

objective and subjective class assessments, as participants tend to overestimate their 

social status (Kraus & Tan, 2015). In relation to the desire to change-CIMS, a possible 
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interpretation of the data might therefore be, that some of the lower-SES participants, 

who showed higher levels of desire to change, have also indicated much higher levels 

of SSS in comparison to SES. Thus, these participants would have shown relatively 

high levels of SSS and of desire to change, which then would be positively correlated 

for these participants. This is only revealed in the SEM-path model, since the negative 

effect of SSS on desire to change for all participants who do not overestimate their 

SSS in relation to their SES, is already accounted for by the SES-path. The 

measurement model of the SEM therefore indicates that SES and desire to change is 

negatively correlated within the overall sample (r(330)= -.16; p> .05). In the upcoming 

chapters, the participants’ class background in relation to the CIMS will be therefore 

operationalized through the parental SES. 

Limitations 

A potential explanation for the non-significant relationship between SES and 

the three CIMS scales assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance in Study 1 

might be related to the problem of multicollinearity. The correlation between both 

regression predictors, SES and SSS, was (rStudy1(207)= .64, p<.001) larger than for 

Study 2 (rStudy2(320)= .54, p<.001) and within a smaller sample size. Despite being 

able to account for predictor correlations in SEM, the relationship between SES and 

SSS in Study 1 might have been so strong, that no significant relation between SES 

and the three CIMS scale could emerge. Excluding the SSS-variable from the SEM, 

re-running the analysis, however, did not change the results substantially, indicating 

that no problematic multicollinearity is causing this unexpected result. 

Furthermore, the displayed results in this chapter are also limited by the cross-

sectional design of the studies. The difference between both samples recommends 

looking at the influence of the university experience from a longitudinal perspective, 



85 | P a g e  
 

as it is perceived to be potentially threatening (Stephens et al., 2012). The upcoming 

Chapter 4 will therefore examine the change in CIMS application during students’ 

university adaptation, in relation to their SES backgrounds.  

Future Research 

The results differed between both samples in the way that within the young 

adult sample from Study 2, the relationship between SES and the CIMS was observed 

as theorized. It was, however, surprising to find no significant association between 

SES and three of the CIMS within the student sample. Instead, it was rather expected 

to find stronger associations between SES and the CIMS within the student sample, 

than smaller ones, since the CIMS scales originate from the experience of lower-class 

university students and the university, theoretically, should particularly evoke their 

application through the constant inter-group interaction.  

An alternative explanation would be that the university environment evokes the 

application of CIMS also among middle-class students, who would not use the 

strategies elsewhere. These middle-class students would, thus, perceive the university 

not as a middle-class institution, but as an elitist environment in which they equally 

encounter higher status inter-group interaction as their working-class peers. Similar 

behaviours and perceptions have been reported already for middle-class students at 

elitist Ivy League-universities in the US (Aries & Seider, 2007). Thus, it may be that 

SES did not relate to these CIMS because lower-class and middle-class students both 

apply these strategies at university. Furthermore, in the case of categorization-

avoidance, privileged peers might apply this strategy not as a CIMS, but as part of a 

naturalization strategy to salience class-based discourse about their privileges (Sander 

& Mahalingam, 2012).  
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The following chapter will therefore further explore the relationship between 

SES and the CIMS in the university context. Testing for both possible explanations, 

the change in CIMS applications of first-year university students in relation to their 

SES background will be tested in a longitudinal design. Approaching CIMS 

application influenced by the new social environment ´university` in relation to their 

SES allows assessing whether lower-class students as theorized apply more CIMS 

when entering university, or if their middle-class peers start applying more CIMS as 

suggested by the alternative explanation. Levels of CIMS and their relationship to SES 

will, thus, be compared at different time points, from their entry to university as first-

year students and following their academic year (Chapter 4). 

 Furthermore, while on the one hand assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance behaved comparably within each respective model, desire to change on the 

other hand displayed a different relationship with SES and SSS. Despite the fact that 

all scales are CIMS; there might be differences in application–frequency and 

relevance. In accordance with desire to change being the most frequent CIMS reported 

by students (i.e. over 90% in the report by Radmacher and Azmitia, 2013), the other 

CIMS might not be applied by every lower-class member. Instead, their application 

might depend more heavily on contextual factors, such as inter-group interaction. In 

the upcoming chapter, additional emphasis will therefore be placed on the differences 

between each CIMS, potential differences in application through university 

experience, and the different roles each strategy might play. 

 The mostly non-significant relationships between SSS and the CIMS suggest 

additionally, that these concepts may relate to different aspects, despite both being 

associated with the psychological dimension of social class. This might indicate that 

different mechanisms of class-based influence are summarized under the term 
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psychological dimension of social class which also influence attitudes and behaviours 

separately. In relation to attitudes towards poverty as the outcome variable, Chapter 5 

will therefore explore whether the CIMS influence these attitudes in addition to the 

class-based influence represented by SES and SSS. 

Conclusion 

 The relationship between SES, SSS and four CIMS has been tested by a 

multiple regression SEM on two cross-sectional sample populations. The application 

of each CIMS is negatively associated with SES among the young adult sample (Study 

2), while only desire to change was significantly and negatively related to SES within 

the student sample (Study 1). SSS was, especially in comparison to SES, not important 

for the application of CIMS. 
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Chapter 4: Four CIMS, First-Year Students, and Individual 

Mobility Beliefs 

University education is widely perceived as the primary pathway for upward 

social mobility (Lott, 2012). Lower-class students, however, have a lower likelihood 

for completing their degree than their higher- and middle-class peers (Delbanco, 

2012). Apart from differences in socio-economic status (SES), such as parental 

educational levels, psychological and identity factors might constitute invisible 

barriers for lower-class students (Townsend & Wilson, 2008). Perceiving the 

university as a middle-class institution evokes negative social comparisons among 

lower-class students as well as experiences of a clash of culture (Devlin, 2013).  The 

struggle to negotiate a lower-class identity with this new social environment might, 

over time, affect lower-class students’ individual mobility beliefs (IMB). These 

difficulties might lead students to come to the conclusion over the course of their 

studies that university education is not an effective individual mobility strategy for 

them (Jetten, Iyer, Tsivrikos & Young, 2008). In order to prepare for and facilitate 

upward mobility or prevent negative consequences of identity threat, lower-class 

students at university apply a set of different class identity management strategies 

(CIMS) (Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013). The application of these strategies might play 

an important part in educational success by helping lower-class students to overcome 

identity-related barriers at university and positively affecting their IMB.   

This chapter will therefore explore (1) the role of SES in relation to students’ 

application of CIMS at university, as well as (2) the role of CIMS for the relationship 

between students’ SES and their IMB during their first year at university following the 

research question: Do class identity management strategies (CIMS) mediate the effect 
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of SES on first-year students’ change in individual mobility beliefs (IMB) during the 

period of their first academic year? (RQChp.4) 

 In order to answer the research question, a longitudinal sample was collected 

among first-year university students in Northern Ireland (NI) at the beginning of their 

first and second semester of their first year at university (nT1= 204; nT2= 168). A half-

longitudinal mediation SEM was conducted, which is a specific SEM model for 

indirect effects when only having two observed time points available (Cole & 

Maxwell, 2003). The model tested for effects of SES levels at T1 on change within the 

CIMS scales from T1 to T2, as well as for potential influence of CIMS at T1 on students 

change in their IMB at T2 (sees Figure 4.1). 

Lower-Class Students at University 

 Lower-class students are less likely to complete their degrees, obtain good 

grades, and feel socially integrated at their university (for meta-analytic evidence, see 

Robbins, Le, Davis, Lauver, Langley, & Carlstrom, 2004; Rubin, 2012). Even when 

controlling for objective SES factors such as parental income, educational level, or 

occupation, the drop-out rate of low-SES student remains more than twice as high as 

for their higher-SES peers (23% vs. 10%) (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Instead, 

psychological, class identity-related factors affect the university experience of lower-

class students to the point where university attendance is not perceived as an effective 

individual mobility strategy anymore and their individual mobility beliefs diminishes 

(IMB; Jetten et al., 2008).  

This inequality derives from an interaction between the students’ class identity 

and university factors. Lower-class students are less familiar with the established 

cultural norms at universities than their middle- and higher-class peers (e.g., 

terminology, styles, ways of speaking, worldviews, the roles of students and staff) 
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(Devlin, 2013; Jensen & Jetten, 2015). For example, levels of educational and 

professional aspirations are generally lower among lower-class students (Goyette & 

Mullin, 2006; Pascarella, Pierson, Wolniak, & Terenzini, 2004), or it is more alien to 

first generation students that individual rather than collective achievement values are 

emphasized at university (Stephens, Fryberg, Markus, Johnson, & Covarrubias, 2012; 

Stephens, Townsend, Markus, & Phillips, 2012). In order to display such stereotypical 

behavior, lower class students are thus known that they need to learn and adopt 

important social norms and knowledge about university culture from peers (Langhout, 

Drake, & Rosselli, 2009; Ostrove & Long, 2007; Schwarz, Donovan, & Guido DiBrito, 

2009).  

Furthermore, the lack of stereotypical characteristics of being a 

‘student/academic’ results in recurrent encounters of negative distinctiveness with 

peers from higher class backgrounds (Spencer & Castano, 2007). By perceiving the 

university as an out-group environment which mainly endorses middle-class values, 

lower-class students are constantly faced with out-group encounters that potentially 

induce identity threat (Townsend & Wilson, 2008). Identity threat describes 

experiences of actual or assumed social devaluation on the basis of their social group 

membership by members of a higher-status group (Stephens et al., 2012). Lower-class 

students thus show lower levels of identification with the role of being a student in 

general (Jensen & Jetten, 2015; Jetten et al., 2008; Ostrove & Long, 2007;  Soria, 

Stebleton & Huesman, 2013), as well as lower levels of social integration and less 

social support at university (Cooke, Barkham, Audin, Bradley & Davy, 2004), 

resulting in feelings of personal misfit (Langhout et al., 2009), alienation (Ostrove & 

Cole, 2003), and estrangement (Goldthrope, Llewellyn, & Payne, 1987).  
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Experiences of failure and success in the context of grading and the educational 

selection process might further increase fixed class identity perceptions (Byrom & 

Lightfoot, 2013). Over time, these psychological identity factors potentially negatively 

affect the belief of lower-class students that university and education are the effective 

individual mobility strategy for them. Thus, it is important to understand what process 

might influence lower-class students’ IMB at university. To this end, this chapter will 

examine how first-year students’ individual mobility beliefs (IMB) change over the 

period of their university experience in relation to their parental SES-background. 

CIMS at University 

The application of CIMS is strongly influenced by the perceived identity 

differences and identity threat by lower-class students at university, since these 

strategies applied in response to and account for social devaluation (Radmacher & 

Azmitia, 2013). The four most frequently applied CIMS at university by lower-class 

student are desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance. 

Specifically, research on lower-class students’ experiences at university emphasizes 

identity clash and low levels of class salience as the result of the application of 

protective CIMS (Hall & Jones, 2013; Hinz, 2016; Martin, 2015; Sander & 

Mahalingam, 2012). CIMS that specifically aim to reduce and prevent identity threat, 

such as hiding or categorization-avoidance, are therefore theorized to play a particular 

role in students’ university integration.  

Lower-class students are expected to apply CIMS significantly more frequently 

over time than their middle- and higher-class peers after entering university, meaning 

that SES should negatively affect the applications of CIMS within a longitudinal 

design. Especially the two CIMS hiding and categorization-avoidance should be 

applied more frequently by lower-class students after having experienced the 
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university environment for a while due to increased perceptions of identity threat 

(Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013). 

Alternative Explanation 

The relationship between SES and CIMS however could also present itself 

differently in the university context. As discussed in the previous chapter (Chapter 3) 

in relation to the results from the cross-sectional university student sample, CIMS are 

context relative and applied differently depending on each students’ relative perception 

of themselves in the respective context. Middle-class students who perceive the 

university as an elitist environment would thus experience higher-class encounters as 

well and respond with the application of CIMS. This possibility has been observed 

among middle-class students in an elitist university social environment (Aries, & 

Seider, 2007; Johnson, Richeson, & Finkel, 2011). In the case this perception among 

middle-class students should be equally true within a public university sample, SES 

would not affect the change in CIMS application evoked by the university experience.  

Furthermore, the categorization-avoidance of social class has also been 

reported as a naturalization strategy used by privileged students (Sanders & 

Mahalingam, 2012). Despite their higher awareness of the privileges they experienced, 

higher-class students prefer not to talk within social class categories in order to avoid 

engaging in the discussion about their privileges (Aries & Seider, 2007). This joint use 

of categorization-avoidance at university, as a CIMS used by lower-class students, 

and as a naturalization strategy used by higher-class students, might affect the 

relationship between SES and this CIMS at university as well. 

The Role of CIMS at University 

 The role of CIMS at university is theorized to enable and facilitate upward 

mobility for lower-class students (Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013). This thesis focuses 
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on the four CIMS desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance. Through the application of the first two CIMS, a change of group 

membership is supported (individual mobility). With the ´desire to change`, lower-

class students cognitively distance themselves from their previous class membership 

and aim to achieve individual mobility through education.  In order to adapt to the 

university culture and norms, lower-class students further aim to ´assimilate` by 

copying and adopting behaviours and symbols from stereotypical higher-class peers. 

The other two CIMS primarily aim to reduce negative consequences of their lower 

status identity (social creativity). When ´hiding`, lower-class students protect 

themselves against identity threat by trying not to be identified as a lower-class 

member. In comparison, ´categorization-avoidance` also protects lower-class students 

against social devaluation on the basis of their class identity, by denying the relevance 

of social class group categorizations.  

Mediation 

 The CIMS, thus, represent potential mediators for the relationship between 

SES and IMB – allowing for an indirect effect of SES on IMB – in the sense that lower-

class students, through the application of CIMS, can positively affect their IMB. The 

application of these CIMS helps lower-class students to overcome some of the 

invisible class-identity related obstacles at university and therefore should positively 

affect their belief that their university attendance is an effective pathway for their 

individual mobility.  

Aim of this chapter 

 This chapter will focus on the development of the relationship between SES, 

class identity management strategies (CIMS), and individual mobility beliefs (IMB) 

among first-year university students. First, since lower-class students face identity-
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based obstacles at university, this might negatively affect their IMB. It is thus expected 

that, after the period of students’ first year at university, the students’ SES at T1 will 

be positively correlated with their IMB at T2. In other words, lower-SES students show 

overall significantly lower levels of IMB than their higher-class peers (H4.1). 

Second, it is expected that SES negatively affects CIMS applications 

controlling for previous levels (H4.2). In light of the previous results in this thesis, 

special emphasis will be placed on differences in the strength of the relationship 

between SES and the respective CIMS. In particular, experiences of hiding and 

expressions of categorization-avoidance are expected to be more common among 

lower-SES students due to the experience of identity threat at university.  

Alternatively, there might be a significant positive relationship between SES 

and the CIMS, as these might also be applied by middle-class students, who experience 

frequent upward comparison for the first time. Furthermore, categorization-avoidance 

might be applied by higher-class students, not as a CIMS, but as a naturalisation 

strategy. In Chapter 3, although SES was not significantly associated with 

assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance among university students, it was 

among a general population sample. Thus, as an alternative to the previous hypothesis, 

SES will be negatively related to these three CIMS at T2 when controlling for their 

levels at T1 (H4.3). 

Lower-class students who have higher CIMS will have higher IMB over time, 

compared to lower-class peers who have not applied respective strategies. Thus, the 

CIMS are expected to mediate the effect of SES on students’ IMB in the way that, over 

the course of their first year at university, lower SES (IV) students will apply more 

CIMS (MV1-4; i.e.: negative a-paths), which in turn will positively affect their IMB 

(DV; i.e.: positive b-paths) (H4.4).  
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 Furthermore, the analysis in this chapter will contrast the different CIMS as 

multiple mediators in the relationship between SES and IMB. Desire to change and 

assimilation represent CIMS which are theoretically linked to the strategic approach 

of individual mobility, and their application is thus likely to be directly related to 

change in students’ IMB. The application of CIMS related to the strategic approach of 

social creativity, in contrast should only indirectly influence students’ IMB by 

reducing and preventing identity-based threat. For the relationship between SES and 

IMB, the mediating role of desire to change and assimilation should therefore be 

stronger than the influence of hiding and categorization-avoidance (H4.5).  

Methods 

 The indirect influence of SES (IV) on university students’ CIMS-applications 

desire to change (MV1), assimilation (MV2), hiding (MV3), and categorization-

avoidance (MV4), and their effect on change in students’ IMB beliefs (DV) was 

approached through the longitudinal Study 3 (see Figure 4.1). During the timeframe 

of their first university year (T1 – T2), a micro-longitudinal, questionnaire-based study 

was conducted.  

Measures 

An online questionnaire was designed for Study 3, using the Qualtrics software 

(www.qualtrics.com). Each variable was assessed in the same manner at each time 

point, using the same measurements. Furthermore, two attention checks were included 

to account for inconsistencies in the attention response quality of online surveys 

(Abbey & Meloy, 2017) (Appendix 3.4. Questionnaire; items No. 15 & 36).  Due to 

failed attention checks, six participants at T1 and 5 participants at T2 were excluded 

from the sample. All questionnaire items can be found in Table 4.1. 

 

http://www.qualtrics.com/
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Socio-economic status (SES) 

The participants’ parental socio-economic status was approached by self-

reported parental income level, occupational level of both parents, and both parental 

educational levels (Saegert et al., 2006).  The same closed questionnaire items were 

applied as in Chapter 3. For each observed item, a low score indicated a comparably 

low SES and a high score a comparably high SES.  

Class Identity Management Strategies (CIMS) 

Each CIMS was approached using the theorized and tested questionnaire items 

introduced in the previous chapters. The participants’ responses were collected using 

a slider ranging from 0 to 100, with low levels indicating ´not at all` and high levels 

indicating ´very frequently`.   

Desire to Change. Five items were used for the scale measuring the 

participants’ desire to leave the own social class background (e.g. Change 2: “I wanted 

to have a better job than my parents after I finish school.”). 

Assimilation. The scale approaching the students’ experiences of assimilation 

was measured using two items, focussing on the experience to imitate or meme 

symbolic behaviour of symbols from a higher class than their own (e.g. Assimilation 

2: “I have encountered situations in which I pretended to be from a richer family than 

I actually am.”). 

Hiding. The students’ experience of hiding the own class background was 

measured through three items (e.g. Hiding 1: “I have encountered situations with peers 

in which I preferred to hide my families’ financial or educational background.”). 

Categorization-Avoidance. The students’ categorization-avoidance was 

measured through three items expressing of class differences (e.g. Avoidance3: 

“People from different social class backgrounds talk differently.”). 
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Individual Mobility Beliefs (IMB)  

The three-item IMB-scale was adopted from Jetten et al. (2008). Participants 

were asked to rank their agreement to the scales’ items on a slider ranging from 0 to 

100 with 0 indicating ´not at all` and 100 indicating ´completely agree`. The adopted 

items were: IMB_1: “Based on my experiences so far, I think that my university 

education will help me improve my social situation.”, IMB_2: “I know that my 

university education will help me move up in the world.”, and IMB_3: “The university 

will give me the chance to leave my social background behind.” 

Procedure  

 Starting in September 2017, Study 3 took place at a large university in NI, 

approaching first-year university students. 

Timeframe 

The students’ first university semester was chosen as a crucial time period for 

their integration in their new social environment. Capturing change during this 

university adaptation, the theorized time measurement points were as follows: at the 

beginning of the first semester (T1), to establish a baseline and capture the participants 

before their adaptation process has started. Secondly, at the beginning of the second 

semester (T2), as the first evaluation of change, the students return from winter 

holidays at home, silencing class identity changes for lower class students 

(Radmacher, & Azmitia, 2013).  

Due to the UK-wide academic pension strike of spring 2018 (Woolcock, 2018), 

a T3-recruitment at the end of the second semester was problematic due to its low 

sample size and low re-recruitment (nT3= 73, 77% female).  The following study design 

and analyses are, thus, based on T1 and T2 only, in order to ensure a sufficient amount 
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of participants for SEM (details on the T3 sample can be found in the demographics of 

Table 4.13). 

Data Collection 

Following Ethical Approval by the university’s Ethics council (see Appendix 

3.1), recruitment took place on invitation-basis within first-year lectures and lab 

classes within the subjects Psychology, Political Science, and Sociology, with consent 

from the respective staff member. After a short oral introduction to the study by the 

researcher, students were invited to participate in the study by a series of three emails 

per time point sent by the respective lecturer. Due to the potential sensitivity of the 

questionnaires’ content for some students, the survey was uploaded online and 

distributed via email after the lecture, so that students could fill it out at home.  

Each email contained a brief introduction to the study, contact details, and a 

link to the online survey on the web page Qualtrics (for the full questionnaire, see 

Appendix 3.4). Ahead of accessing the questionnaire, participants read a ´Participant 

Information Sheet` (see Appendix 3.2), and had to give consent through accepting a 

´Participant Consent Form` window (see Appendix 3.3). After participation, students 

were partially – participating at T1 and T2 – and fully debriefed – at T3 – using a 

different debriefing sheet at each time point (see Appendix 3.5 and Appendix 3.6), and 

reminded of upcoming data collection time points.  

 As incentive for participation, students were offered entry in a 3x£30 prize 

raffle per time-point by providing their email address in a separate window. In order 

to ensure anonymity of the participants, the email addresses were stored separately 

from the data entry and deleted after the prize raffle. Also, participants were assured 

that no personal information that could be used for identification would be retained 

and only the researcher and supervisors would have access to the full data set. In order 
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to link participants’ responses between the time points, each questionnaire required the 

participant to enter an anonymous code created from the numbers of their month of 

birth (i.e. 05 = May), and the first three letters of their mothers first name (Damrosch, 

1986).  

Participants  

Both samples (nT1= 204, nT2= 168) were predominantly female (T1: 69% and 

T2: 80%), mixed in terms of religious background with Catholic as the most frequent 

response (T1: 43% and T2: 54%), equally mixed in regards of self-identified national 

identity with Irish as the most frequent category (T1: 35% and T2: 47%), and most 

frequently Psychology students (T1: 38% and T2: 67%). The opportunity sampling at 

T1 and T2 led to a 35.78% re-recruitment rate. All demographic details can be found 

in Table 4.2.  

Data Analysis 

The data analysis was executed, like in previous chapters, using Structural 

Equation Modelling (SEM) through the IBM graphic interface software AMOS 

(version 24). Longitudinal SEM was chosen to approach the relationship between 

group level latent constructs over time. For longitudinal research, this method allows 

accounting for time point specific error since the data was collected using the same 

online questionnaire methodology (Kline, 2005). As a flexible, theory driven analysis 

tool, SEM is furthermore well suited to handle missing data resulting from the low re-

recruitment rate between T1 and T2 through the use of maximum likelihood estimation 

(ML).  

This is possible under the assumption that the data missing can be classified as 

missing completely at random (MCAR) or, depending on the data, at least missing at 

random (MAR) (Enders, 2010). The lack of participants at T3 due to the strike is not 
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related to the outcome variables and will be treated as MCAR and MAR (Little, 2013, 

p.56). Potential auxiliary variables such as university subject, and control variables – 

gender and religious background – were recorded. 

Evaluating the model fit of the theorized models, the same thresholds for 

absolute and relative fit indices were used as displayed in the previous chapters: The 

absolute fit index Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) should be 

below >.05, with the upper end of the 90% confidence interval not exceeding <.08. 

The standardized root mean square residuals index (SRMR), could not be assessed due 

to the missing data. The two relative fit indices, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and the 

Tucker Lewis Index (TLI), should be ≥ .9 to indicate an acceptable model fit (Byrne, 

2010; Hu & Bentler, 1999).  As discussed earlier, the χ2-test is known to be very 

sensitive to larger data sets, trivial influences, and many degrees of freedom. Hence, it 

will most likely produce significant result for a complex longitudinal SEM including 

several latent variables and thus should not be over-interpreted (Little, 2013). The ratio 

of χ2 divided by degrees of freedom, however, should not be a large value and not 

exceed the value of >3 for acceptable fit. 

Preliminary Analysis 

Scale construction. For longitudinal cFA analysis, each latent construct was 

drawn and tested together along all timepoints (see Figure 4.2). Between each time 

point, the latent variables as well as their observed variables, among the residual 

variance terms, need to be co-varied. Furthermore, a measurement specific error term 

is created as an uncorrelated latent construct related only to each observed variables of 

the respective observation. Like in previous chapters, the scales’ levels of internal 

consistency were furthermore tested using Cronbach’s Alpha and adjusted Cronbach’s 

Alpha values.  
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Parcelling. For each latent variable exceeding three observed variables (i.e.: 

SES and desire to change), parcel variables were calculated following the 

methodology displayed in the previous chapter (Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & 

Widaman, 2002). Adjusting for the longitudinal design, the parcels’ snake orders are 

based on the average factor loading of each observed variable between each time point, 

resulting in the same snake order for each latent variable at each time point.  

Primary Analysis 

Half-Longitudinal Mediation Design  

In order to answer the research question as to the impact of mediation, having 

data from only two time points, the relationship between the latent constructs was then 

analysed using a half-longitudinal mediation model (Cole & Maxwell, 2003) (see 

Figure 4.3).  

In contrast to cross-sectional data, this half-longitudinal mediation design 

allows approaching directionality between variables based on two observed time 
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points. Within the defined time frame, previous levels of the constructs of interest can 

be accounted for, thus giving indications of directionality for the variable’s 

relationship (Maxwell, & Cole, 2007). 

 

Mediation is approached looking at the IV, MV, and DV variables at T1, as 

well as the MV and DV at T2. While it is argued that significant paths a and b are a 

sufficient indicator for a significant indirect effect (Cole & Maxwell, 2003), the Monte 

Carlo approach can be used to estimate a confidence interval for the significance of 

the indirect effect with an 95% confidence interval, using the estimate and standard 

error of path a & b (Little, 2013). A direct c’-estimate for direct effect of the IV on the 

DV, however, cannot be computed. 

Measurement Model. The longitudinal measurement model includes all latent 

constructs, co-variances, a latent error construct per measurement time, and co-
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variances between the unique error terms of each observed variable between T1 and T2 

(see Figure 4.4).  

Path Model. Subsequently, the half-longitudinal mediation path model is 

drawn from the measurement model (see Figure 4.5). Therefore, direct regression 

paths were drawn between each latent construct from T1 onto T2.  

The model was expanded through the integration of demographic control 

variables (i.e., gender and religious background) at the end rather than at the beginning 

of the analysis model since they are secondary concerns for this analysis (Little, 2013). 

Results 

Preliminary Analysis 

Rescaling variables 

The observed variables for SES were rescaled to a 0-100 scale in order to match 

the scaling of the other variables using the R100 rescaling formula, preventing 

differences in metrics to potentially cause problems for the calculation of the SEM 

software (Little, 2013, p.17ff.). Categorical control variables (i.e.: gender and religious 

background) were furthermore coded into dichotomous dummy variables. The means 

and standard deviations of each observed item for SES (parental income, mother 

occupation, father occupation, mother education, father education) after the R100-

calculation can be found in Table 4.3 for T1 and Table 4.4 for the data of T2.  

Parcelling 

With SES and desire to change, two of the theorized latent variables were 

approached through more than the recommended three indicators per latent construct 

(Little, Lindenberger, Nesselroade, 1999). The parcelled and non-parcelled factor 

loadings as well as the scales level of Cronbach’s alpha can be seen in Table 4.3 for 
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T1 and Table 4.4 for the data of T2. The parcelled and non-parcelled longitudinal cFA 

model fit indices can be found in Table 4.5.  

SES. The parcelled construction of the SES latent construct (Figure 4.6) 

resulted in higher factor loadings (λT1_parcelled= .72 to .80 instead of λT1_non-parcelled =.54 

up to .79 for T1; and λT2_parcelled= .68 to .77 instead of λT2_non-parcelled=.42 up to .75 for 

T2), higher level of internal consistency (adj. αT1_parcelled= .92 instead of αT1_non-parcelled= 

.76; and adj. αT1_parcelled= .89 instead of αT1_non-parcelled= .70), and better model fit (i. e. 

the change from a significant to a non-significant χ²-goodness of fit test).  

 Desire to change. The parcelled construction of the desire to change scale 

(Figure 4.7) resulted at both T1 and T2 in higher factor loadings (λT1_parcelled= .79 to .86 

instead of λT1_non-parcelled =.42 up to .67 for T1; and λT2_parcelled= .82 to .85 instead of 

λT2_non-parcelled=.39 up to .82 for T2), higher level of internal consistency (adj. 

αT1_parcelled= .95 instead of αT1_non-parcelled= .85; and adj. αT1_parcelled= .96 instead of 

αT1_non-parcelled= .85), and better model fit (i.e. the change from a significant to a non-

significant χ²-goodness of fit test).  

Additional Confirmatory Factor Analysis (cFA) 

Subsequently, longitudinal cFA models were constructed for the other latent 

variables: assimilation, hiding, categorization-avoidance, and the IMB-scale (see 

Figure 4.8 - 4.11). For each latent variable, the observed variables showed high factor 

loadings and good levels of internal consistency (see Table 4.3 for T1 and Table 4.4 

for T2). Also, each cFA showed good to excellent model fit (a summary of all 

preliminary analysis cFA model fit indices can be found in Table 4.5). 

The only exception to the good initial analysis of the data was within the IMB-

scale. For this scale one item (IMB_3) reduced the adjusted level of internal 

consistency to αT1=.79 and αT2=.76 respectively. Furthermore, the same item loaded 
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weakly onto the latent construct with values of λT1=.28 and λT2=.20. Since the three-

item solution is important for the latent scales’ stability (Little et al., 1999), the cFA’s 

model fit was still great, the adjusted internal consistency was still acceptable with 

αT1=.79, αT2=.76. As the scale was adopted from Jetten et al. (2008) and only consists 

of three items, the item was kept, with caution, for the primary analysis model building.  

Primary Analysis 

Measurement Model 

Following the preliminary latent construct analysis, the comprehensive half-

longitudinal measurement model was constructed (see Figure 4.12). The model 

consists of latent constructs for SES at T1, desire to change, assimilation, hiding, 

categorization-avoidance, and IMB at T1 and T2, as well as measurement error terms 

for each measured time point. The error terms of all observed variables were co-varied, 

as was the case for each latent construct save the measurement errors. 

In accordance with the defined criteria (Little, 2013, p.109-118), the 

measurement model indicated an acceptable level of model fit (χ²(327)= 478.13.18, p≤ 

.001; χ²/df= 1.46; CFI= .94; TLI= .92; RMSEA= .03 [CI:.02,.05]) (see Table 4.6). Both 

relative fit indices, CFI and TLI being larger than >.9, and the absolute fit index 

RMSEA with between 3 and maximal five percent misfit from an optimal model for 

the observed data indicated good model fit. As a base-line, the correlations matrix 

between the latent constructs based on this measurement model revealed a significant, 

positive relationship between SEST1 and IMB at T2 (r(297)= .43, p< .01) (see Table 

4.7). 
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Path Model 

Testing the half-longitudinal hypothesis, direct regression paths were drawn 

between SES (T1) and desire to change (T2), assimilation (T2), hiding (T2), and 

categorization-avoidance (T2), as well as direct paths between desire to change (T1), 

assimilation (T1), hiding (T1), categorization-avoidance (T1) and IMB (T2). In order 
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to detect change over the observed time period, each criterion at T2 was also predicted 

by a path drawn from the same latent variable at T1. Furthermore, additional error 

variances for the criterion constructs were added to the model (see Figure 4.13 for the 

simplified path model). 

The structural model displayed similar, acceptable levels of model fit as those 

of the measurement model (see Table 4.6). The paths between SES at T1 and the four 

CIMS indicated SES having a significant and negative influence on students’ change 

in their desire to change (βa1=-.24, p=.01), indicating that lower-class students 

developed higher levels of desire to change throughout the experience of their first 

university semester (see Table 4.8). The influence of SES on the students’ change in 

their assimilation was also significant, yet positive (βa2=.26, p=.01), suggesting 

students from higher class backgrounds tended towards applying more class 

assimilation behaviour than before. No change within hiding (βa3=-.01, p=.91), and 

categorization-avoidance (βa3=-.03, p=.77) was related to SES at T1. In terms of the 

students’ IMB, desire to change at T1 was significantly and positively related to change 

in their IMB at T2 (βb1=.30, p=.02). Students with higher levels of desire to change at 

the beginning of the first semester thus had significantly higher levels of IMB at the 

beginning of their second semester. 

The model also displayed a significant, but negative effect of assimilation at 

T1 on the students’ change in their IMB (βb2= -.32, p=.04). This indicates that higher 

assimilation at T1 relate to lower levels of IMB after the first semester. Both, hiding 

(βb3= .22, p= .07) and categorization-avoidance (βb3= .15, p= .17), did not significantly 

affect the students change in IMB.  

Control Variables. The inclusion of the dummy-coded demographic control 

variables gender and religious background into the SEM did not alter the results 
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substantially (see Figure 4.17). The models’ fit slightly worsens (see Table 4.14); 

neither gender, nor religious background was significantly correlated with SES, the 

IMB, and the CIMS, except for being Catholic at T1 with assimilation at T1 (r(297)= -

.24; p> .01), and categorization-avoidance at T2 (r(297)= -.28; p> .01) (see Table 

4.15). Within the half-longitudinal mediation path-model, all significant paths 

displayed in the main analysis remain significant (see Table 4.16), while the 

demographic control variables did not affect the other latent variables significantly, 

except for a positive, significant relationship of being Protestant at T1 on the desire to 

change level at T2 (β=.21, p< .01). 

Test for Indirect Effect. As a last step for this half-longitudinal mediation 

model, the indirect effect of SES at T1 on the change in the students’ IMB at T2 was 

tested based on the combination of the observed significant a- and b- mediation paths 

(Maxwell & Cole, 2007).  Therefore, these were calculated only for the indirect effects 

of desire to change (MV1) and assimilation (MV2), since there are no significant paths 

in relation to hiding (MV3) and categorization-avoidance (MV4) (see Table 4.9). The 

significance of indirect effects was tested through a Monte Carlo 95% confidence 

interval calculation using the significant a and b paths unstandardized estimates and 

standard error values (Preacher & Seling, 2012) by utilizing the indirect confidence 

interval calculator from Falk and Biesanz (Falk, & Biesanz, 2016). Accordingly, SES 

significantly and indirectly affected the change in IMB through its effect on desire to 

change (β=-.07, CI (95%) = [-.0780, -.0017]) and through its effect on the assimilation 

(β= -.08, CI (95%) = [-.0987, -.0003]). These results indicate that, while SES at T1 is 

positively correlated with IMB at T2, the change in students’ IMB is negatively and 

indirectly affected by SES through its influence on the desire to change the own social 

status (MV1) and the assimilation (MV2). 
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 In summary, parental SES was significantly related to change in students’ 

application of desire to change and assimilation, but not to hiding and categorization-

avoidance. SES was negatively related to the application of desire to change at T2 and 

positively to the assimilation at T2. Both, desire to change and assimilation 

significantly affected the students’ IMB at T2, whereas hiding and categorization-

avoidance were not significant predictors. The indirect effect of SES on IMB through 

both, desire to change and assimilation, was significant and negative for both CIMS.  

Post-hoc Analysis 

 The results for assimilation were surprising. In contrast to the theorized 

negative relationship between SES and the CIMS, SES related to higher assimilation 

during the first university semester. Chapter 3 found a negative relationship between 

SES and assimilation in a cross-sectional young adult sample and a non-significant 

relationship in a cross-sectional student sample. As previously discussed, this might 

indicate that – while assimilation is applied by lower-class members outside of 

university – students at university with higher SES apply the CIMS assimilation as 

well.  

Since assimilation was also negatively affecting students’ IMB, in contrast to 

the theorized positive effect of CIMS application on IMB, a post-hoc analysis of an 

interaction effect of SES and assimilation on IMB will be applied. The aim is to clarify 

whether the surprisingly negative influence of assimilation on IMB at T2 can be found 

among higher or lower SES students. 

Preliminary Analysis 

In order to create an interaction term of the two latent constructs SES and 

experiences of assimilation in SEM, their observed variables were first mean-centred 

and then multiplied into six interaction items. Based on the factor loadings of an initial 
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factor analysis, the six interaction terms were computed together into three parcels (see 

Figure 4.14, Table 4.10).   

Primary Analysis 

Measurement Model 

The model fit indicated by the measurement model was slightly lower than for 

the original model without the interaction term (χ²(423)= 716.46, p≤ .001; χ²/df= 1.69; 

CFI= .90; TLI= .87; RMSEA= .05 [CI:.04,.05]) (see Table 4.11).  

Since the model fit for the interaction model slightly worsens in comparison to 

the previous model, a likelihood ratio test was applied. Following Formula 5, this test 

is comparing the goodness of fit of both models (UCLA: Statistical Consulting Group, 

n.d.), and the interaction models’ goodness of fit was significantly better than the half-

longitudinal model without the interaction (Χ2 (79) = 144.42, p<.001). 

Formula 5. Likelihood ratio test comparing the goodness of fit between two 

structural equation models. (UCLA: Statistical Consulting Group,n.d.). 

LR = −2ln(L(m1)L(m2)) = 2(loglik(m2) − loglik(m1)) 

Note: LR= Likelihood Ratio, L(m)= likelihood of respective model, m1= more restrictive model, m2= less 

restrictive model. 

Path Model  

The half-longitudinal SEM used in the previous chapter was then altered by the 

inclusion of the interaction latent variable as an additional predictor variable for the 

students’ IMB at T2. Furthermore, a direct regression path was also drawn from SES 

at T1 to the same criterion (see Figure 4.15).  

The path model showed slightly better model fit indicators (χ²(423)= 681.80, 

p≤ .001; χ²/df= 1.61; CFI= .92; TLI= .88; RMSEA= .05 [CI:.04,.05]). The significant 

relationships displayed in the previous model remained significant (βa1= -.20, p=.04; 
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βa2= .26, p<.01;  βb1= .54, p<.01; βb2= -.34, p=.04), yet, also SES at T1 (βb14=.35, 

p=.02) and the interaction term between SEST1 and assimilationT1 (βb15=-.26, p=.02) 

significantly affected the change in students’ IMB over the course of their first 

university semester (see Table 4.12). 
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 Interaction Plot. In order to plot the significant interaction effect for different 

levels of SES and assimilation, an online-calculator for MLR 2-way interaction effect 

was used (Preacher, Curran, & Bauer, 2006). Results indicate that the interaction effect 

specifically affects higher SES students who applied assimilation had a significant 

drop in their IMB (see Figure 4.16). 

 

Control Variables. The inclusion of the dummy-coded demographic control 

variables gender and religious background into the SEM did not alter the results 

substantially (see Figure 4.18). The model’s fit slightly worsens (see Table 4.17). 

Within the half-longitudinal mediation and moderation path model, all significant 

paths displayed in the main analysis remain significant (see Table 4.18), while the 

demographic control variables did not affect the other latent variables significantly. 

 In summary, there was a significant, negative interaction effect between 

students’ SES and their assimilation in relation to change of their IMB. The interaction 

plot revealed that higher-SES students who apply the assimilation-CIMS have lower 

IMB than their higher SES peers who don’t. Surprisingly, assimilation did not affect 

change in IMB among lower-SES students.  
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General Discussion 

 The aim of this chapter was to explore the relationship between SES and the 

change in students’ application of CIMS at university, as well as the effect of these 

CIMS on change in the students’ IMB during their first academic year. Among first-

year university students, the potential mediating role of CIMS for the relationship 

between SES and changes in their IMB has been tested by a half-longitudinal 

mediation SEM with longitudinal data from a student population in NI. Students’ IMB 

were significantly and negatively affected by indirect effects through both, desire to 

change and assimilation. However, desire to change was primarily applied by lower-

SES students, while assimilation primarily affected the IMB of higher-SES students. 

No significant relationship was identified for hiding and categorization-avoidance. 

SES and CIMS 

Although, SES did not significantly relate to later levels of hiding (β= -.01, p= 

.91) and categorization-avoidance (β= .03, p= .77), there was a significant negative 

effect of students’ SES on later levels of desire to change their social status (β= -.24, 

p= .01) and a positive effect on assimilation (β= .26, p= .01). These findings indicate 

that lower SES students reported a higher desire to change their status, supporting 

H4_2, while higher SES students grew in their experiences of assimilation, supporting 

the alternative hypothesis H4.3. The application of CIMS at university in relation to 

SES is therefore more diverse than anticipated.  

CIMS and IMB 

Hiding (β= .22, p= .07) and categorization-avoidance (β= .15, p= .17) did not 

significantly affect the change in students’ IMB. However, students’ later IMB were 

positively linked to prior levels of desire to change (β= .30, p= .02), and negatively 

linked to assimilation (β= -.32, p= .04). This indicated that students who started with 
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higher levels of desire to change their social status also had higher levels of IMB at 

T2. In contrast, students who started university with more experiences of assimilation 

showed lower levels of IMB at T2. 

Indirect Effect of SES on IMB via CIMS 

The results suggest two significant indirect effects of students’ SES, negatively 

affecting the change in their IMB through the CIMS desire to change (a*b= -.07, 95% 

CI [-.08, <-.001]) and assimilation (a*b= -.08, 95% CI [-.10, <-.001]). However, the 

mathematical signs before the respective indirect effect a- and b-path had a different 

directionality: a negative effect of SES on desire to change combined with a positive 

relationship between desire to change and IMB on the one hand, and a positive 

relationship between SES and assimilation combined with a negative effect of 

assimilation with IMB. This implies that – by having higher levels of desire to change 

– there is a way for lower-class students to positively affect their IMB at university, 

while higher-class students will later show lower levels of IMB by having more 

experiences of assimilation.  

Interaction Effect of SES and Assimilation on IMB 

 The post hoc analysis revealed a significant interaction effect between SES and 

assimilation in relation to changes in IMB (β= -.26, p=.02). The negative effect of 

assimilation on their IMB can be traced back primarily to higher-SES students, while 

higher-SES students with low levels of assimilation as well as lower-SES students 

displayed similar levels of IMB. Thus, assimilation – like hiding and categorization-

avoidance – does not significantly affect later levels of IMB for lower-SES students. 

Limitations 

The initial study design entailed a third data collection point at the end of the 

second semester (T3). Due to the UK-wide academic pension strike of spring 2018 
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(Woolcock, 2018), the T3 recruitment was however problematic and data from the third 

time-point dropped from the analysis (details on the T3 sample can be found in the 

demographics of Table 4.13). This alteration may affect the amount of change captured 

since the theorized change might not have had the time to fully unfold or potential true 

(mediation) effect(s) are not being reflected in the data. For example, a significant 

effect of hiding on the change in IMB may well be measurable over a longer period of 

time – particularly given the p-value from hiding (p= .07).  

In relation to this design change, the most notable downside of the half-

longitudinal design is the lack of a c’ estimate for a direct effect. This means that it is 

not possible to determine whether a significant indirect effect represents a full or a 

partial mediation effect. The indirect effect of SES on change in IMB via CIMS is 

however likely to be rather a partial than full mediation effect.  

Future Research 

The analysis showed diversified results for both the relationship between SES 

and the change of CIMS application at university, as well as for the effect of CIMS on 

the change in students IMB over the course of their first year of university. On the one 

hand, as with the cross-sectional data from Chapter 3, SES only had a significant and 

negative effect on the change in the CIMS desire to change. The positive significant 

relationship between SES and the change in assimilation, on the other hand, supported 

the alternative argument that middle- and higher-class students experience interaction 

with higher class status (Johnson et al., 2011) and react by trying to assimilate. The 

non-significant relationship between SES and experiences of hiding and expressions 

of categorization-avoidance, furthermore, might be more related to individual 

perceptions of identity threat, rather than SES backgrounds, since these two CIMS 

function as a protection against the negative consequences of identity threat. 
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Alternatively, it might be that the non-significant relationship between SES and 

categorization-avoidance is rooted in the fact that both lower- and higher-class 

students apply this strategy, however, as discussed, for different reasons (Sanders & 

Mahalingam, 2012). The general discussion in Chapter 6 will discuss the implications 

of these findings specifically. 

 In relation to the change in IMB, students with higher desire to change had 

significantly higher levels at the second time point. In combination with the indirect, 

positive effect of SES on desire to change, this supports the theorized role of CIMS as 

a strategy to enable and facilitate upward mobility for lower-class students 

(Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013). However, the other three CIMS did not follow this 

theorized pattern. The non-significant effect of hiding and categorization-avoidance 

on IMB was surprising, indicating that their application is not directly linked to the 

success of lower-class students at university. Beyond not positively affecting lower 

class students’ IMB, the assimilation CIMS had a negative effect on change in IMB 

for higher-class students. This opens the possibility that class-related perceptions 

might also play a role for the university success of middle- and higher-class students. 

 Additionally, these results have shown that CIMS can play a role next to 

measures of social class affecting students’ mobility beliefs as an additional source of 

class-based influence. This might indicate that CIMS could also play a role in relation 

to other social attitudes related to social class, which might be especially potent since 

Chapter 2 showed that the CIMS are also applied outside of student populations. In 

Chapter 5, the effect of CIMS next to SES and SSS will be therefore explored in 

relation to participants’ attitudes towards poverty, using the student and general adult 

sample data presented in the previous chapters.  
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Conclusion 

 Among first-year university students, the potential mediating role of CIMS for 

the relationship between SES and changes in their IMB has been tested by a half-

longitudinal mediation SEM with longitudinal data from a student population in NI. 

Students’ IMB were significantly and negatively affected by indirect effects through 

both desire to change and assimilation. However, desire to change was primarily 

applied by lower-SES students, while assimilation primarily affected the IMBs of 

higher-SES students. No significant relationship was identified for hiding and 

categorization-avoidance. 



 

 

 

 

 

Chapter 5 

 

- Four Class Identity Management Strategies and Attitudes towards 

Poverty - 
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Chapter 5: Four CIMS and Attitudes towards Poverty 

Reflecting societal power and hierarchy, social class is often cited as a source of 

social discrimination and prejudice (Jackman, 1994). In the relationship between 

social class and prejudice, the intergroup power dynamics related to social class 

identities may be particularly salient (Osterove & Cole, 2003; Rubin et al., 2014); that 

is, beyond socio-economic status (SES) and subjective social status (SSS), social class 

identities may uniquely influence prejudicial attitudes. More specifically, differences 

in application of class identity management strategies (CIMS) - such as desire for 

change, assimilation, hiding, and/or categorization-avoidance - might affect prejudice 

levels in addition to SES or SSS, particularly for negative attitudes towards poverty 

(AtP). The research question for this chapter is therefore: Does the application of class 

identity management strategies (CIMS) affect peoples’ attitudes towards poverty (AtP) 

when accounting for their objective socio-economic status (SES) and subjective social 

status (SSS)? (RQChp5) 

In order to answer the research question, hierarchical multiple-regression 

structural equation models (SEM) were conducted to differentiate the effects of the 

different predictor variables – SES, SSS, and the CIMS – on AtP.  The models are 

adjusted stepwise using SES at Step 1, SES and SSS at Step 2, SES, SSS, and the 

CIMS at Step 3, and SES, SSS, the CIMS, and social dominance orientation (SDO) as 

an additional control variable at Step 4 as predictors of AtP. The relationships were 

tested with the data from the two cross-sectional samples presented in Chapter 2 (n1= 

209; n2= 332).  

Social Class and Prejudice 

 The connection between social class and prejudice has been a constant subject 

of research, especially since the debated working-class-authoritarian hypothesis 
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(Carvacho, Zick, Haye, González, Manzi, Kocik, & Bertl, 2013; Lipset, 1959). This 

hypothesis argues that working classes tend to be more disposed to authoritarian 

attitudes, parties, and prejudice. In contrast, from a SIA perspective (Tajfel, 1978, 

Tajfel & Turner, 1979), prejudices are understood as a strategic response “for 

maintaining and enhancing the power of a dominant group in society” (Turner, 2005, 

p.16). Meaning that prejudices are strategically deployed by higher-status members to 

fortify the existing power asymmetry between the social groups and reduce the 

potential for social mobility. In terms of social class, this means negative out-group 

attitudes are used to harden social group boundaries, making upward mobility more 

difficult, i.e. through classism at universities (Durante & Fiske, 2017; Langhout, 

Drake, & Rosselli, 2009). 

Prejudice and Education 

Historically, the focus of research in order to explain the linkage between the 

working-class and higher levels of prejudice lay on the role of education (Carvacho et 

al., 2013). Initially, higher levels of education were assumed to be a direct cause for 

reducing prejudices (Weil, 1985). Later, the role of (higher) education was discussed 

as a cause for the reduction of prejudice through its importance for the socialization of 

values and endorsement of egalitarian group norms (Haley & Sidanius, 2005; 

Stubager, 2008, 2009). 

Prejudice in relation to upward mobility, however, might represent a double-

edged social function. Effective class-based prejudices harden social group barriers 

against upward mobility by attributing judgemental differences between the members 

of different social classes. In particular, this applies to negative discriminatory 

attitudes towards lower-class members, i.e. attitudes towards poverty (AtP; Yun & 

Weaver, 2010). In the UK, for example, attitudes towards poverty concentrate around 
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prejudice of individual reasons for poverty (i.e. having lower levels of willpower, 

laziness, or intelligence), instead of structural explanations for poverty such as social 

injustice (Clery, Lee, & Kunz, 2013).  

 In relation to education, this belief is also represented in the idea of 

meritocracy, meaning that the social class system is permeable and upward mobility 

through education is possible. This focus on the internal factors of success serves as 

system justification for inequality and relates to preference of inequality and wealth 

accumulation (García-Sánchez, Obsorne, Willis, & Rodriguez-Bailón, 2019). Yet, 

these prejudices also are the basis of identity threat and negative attributions for lower 

class students at university.  

Thus, on the one hand, a certain amount of upward mobility is necessary 

tokenism for the inequality justification meritocratic beliefs. Having experienced 

upward mobility, therefore might have the potential to confirm the meritocratic 

achievement narrative for the individual, making the adoption of negative attitudes 

towards poverty more likely. However, on the other hand, the experience of identity 

threat and discrimination targeted at oneself and the adaptation of egalitarian social 

norms may reduce the likelihood that one will adopt such attitudes after experiencing 

upward mobility.  

Attitudes towards Poverty and CIMS 

Besides their influence on the way how lower-class students interact with their 

university environment, the application of CIMS might also affect the way how these 

students relate to their class identities outside of the university context. This means, 

through the application of CIMS, class identity-related attitudes and values are 

potentially influenced. The major attitudes in relation to social class and individual 

mobility are negative discriminatory attitudes towards lower-class members. Thus, if 
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the way how lower-class members apply and experience CIMS does influence the way 

how they behave based on their class-identity, they should affect their attitudes 

towards poverty.   

The CIMS are thereby linked to prejudice in two ways, on the one hand, in 

relation to the adoption of new values as part of their role to foster individual mobility 

in higher education, and on the other hand, in relation to the experience of prejudice 

as some CIMS are applied by lower-class students to prevent negative consequences 

of identity threat (Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013). Personal experience during upward 

mobility – e.g. being discriminated against, the loss of individual mobility believes 

through education (see Chapter 4), or the successful assimilation into a higher status 

group – might therefore affect one’s view on system justification narratives, 

meritocratic beliefs, and discriminatory attitudes, such as AtP. Since the application of 

CIMS depends on contextual factors – such as perceived threat and inter-group 

interaction, their application captures the individual experience of how one has 

interacted with prejudice on the basis of one’s class identity. Measuring CIMS should 

thus capture additional information in relation to AtP that is not included by measures 

of class backgrounds (i.e. SES and SSS). 

In particular, the socialization and adaptation of stereotypical higher-status 

group norms through the desire to change and application of assimilation affect one’s 

AtP. The desire to change one’s class group is based on a permeable understanding of 

social class barriers (Jackson & Harnish, 1996), and thus might enhance the 

individualistic system justification narrative that success and inequality are results of 

individual efforts. Assimilation is specifically expected to affect prejudice levels, since 

this strategy describes the deliberate attempt to imitate and copy stereotypical 

characteristics of the desired social group (Orbe, 2008). Depending on the reference 
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literature, either reducing prejudice if more egalitarian values are adopted (Haley & 

Sidanius, 2005), or enhancing them if the adopted values are negative prejudice against 

lower-class members (Langhout et al., 2009).  

Hiding and categorization-avoidance are applied in potentially threatening 

environments to reduce or prevent the negative effects of identity threat evoked by 

prejudice. The application of the hiding-strategy, thus, relates to personal experiences 

of discrimination, which may reduce the likelihood of adopting such attitudes after 

upward mobility. Categorization-avoidance, furthermore, as a psychological 

disengagement with the social group categories might reduce negative AtP, as it 

reduces perceived differences between different class members.  

Social Class, Prejudices, and Ideological Attitudes 

 When looking at the relationship between social class and prejudice, research 

often cites the role of individual ideological attitudes in relation to the working-class 

authoritarianism hypothesis (Manstead, 2018); such as right-wing authoritarianism 

(RWA) (Altemeyer, 1998) and social dominance orientation (SDO) (Pratto, Sidanius, 

Stallworth, & Malle, 1994). These are personality traits which predict social and 

political attitudes, with SDO expressing the individual preference for hierarchy and 

domination of lower-status groups within a social system. Generally, such personal 

ideological attitudes which are related to prejudice are more common among the 

working class; moreover over-time, the relationship between social class and prejudice 

is mediated through these ideological attitudes (Carvacho et al., 2013). This indirect 

effect of SES on prejudice via SDO or RWA, however, might not be captured within 

cross-sectional data, since the data within these studies was gathered over a long period 

of time – i.e. from 2004 to 2011 for the respective Study 1 and 2006 to 2010 for Study 

3. 
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The status of RWA and SDO as personality constructs is thereby debated in the 

literature with an argument that e.g. RWA rather consists of three underlying clusters 

of attitudes (Mavor, Louis, & Sibley, 2010). Additionally, their items and scorings 

might not be normally distributed. The drastic wording of the used items might cause 

a measurement floor effect, meaning that only participants with very high SDO levels 

would indicate a high score, while already high SDO participants would show only 

moderate agreement to the questionnaire items. Thus, differences between most 

participants would not be reliably specified (Mavor, Louis, & Laythe, 2011; Mavor, 

Macleod, Boal, & Louis, 2009).  These concepts should be used with caution and are 

thus only included in this thesis as a control variable. 

Nevertheless, in order to examine the role of CIMS on prejudice, their effect 

should be distinguished from the effect these individual ideological attitudes play. 

Since SDO as a character trait is related to intergroup differences rather than RWA, 

which focuses more on threat, this chapter will include the former. Also, in the four-

country longitudinal analysis of the mediation role of SDO and RWA on the 

relationship between SES and prejudices with over 11,000 participants, SDO 

significantly affected prejudice more often than RWA (Carvacho et al, 2013).  

Aim of this Chapter 

 CIMS are expected to influence class-identity-related attitudes, such as AtP, as 

AtP are system justification narratives of individual deficits as explanation for poverty 

(Yun & Weaver, 2010). Whether the effect of the CIMS application is expected to be 

positive or negative is, however, ambiguous. While the experience of discrimination, 

avoidance of the significance of the groups, or adaptation of egalitarian values might 

decrease AtP levels, they might be also enhanced by the adaptation of higher-class 

values and individual system justification narratives. Specifically, the application of 
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assimilation or categorization-avoidance might affect such personal system 

justification beliefs. The adaptation of higher-class norms through assimilation or 

denial of effective inter-group barriers through categorization-avoidance might 

support such a system justification narrative. It is therefore either expected that the 

application of different CIMS will have a positive effect on AtP (H5.1), or that the 

application of different CIMS will have a negative effect on AtP (H5.2). Specifically, 

the experience of assimilation or higher levels of categorization-avoidance should 

affect people’s AtP, i.e. through the adaptation of higher-class norms people have 

higher levels of negative attitudes towards poor people. 

Furthermore, the influence of measures of social class backgrounds (i.e. SES 

& SSS) on AtP will be contrasted with the additional influence represented by the 

CIMS. Since their application is contextual and depends on the perceived inter-group 

interaction, the application of these strategies is individually distinct, meaning that 

people with comparable values of SES and SSS might have completely different 

experiences in CIMS application. Thus, the potential effect of CIMS on AtP cannot be 

captured just by using measures of social class backgrounds. The inclusion of the 

CIMS alongside SES and SSS as predictor variables for AtP should therefore result in 

significantly more variance of AtP accounted for (H5.3), meaning that one’s application 

of CIMS is significantly related to their attitudes towards poverty. 

Furthermore, the analysis in this chapter will contrast the relationship of CIMS 

with AtP with the influence of ideological attitudes (i.e. SDO) on AtP. These are 

generally more pronounced within the working class (Carvacho et al., 2013), and thus 

reflect a potential psychological link between class backgrounds and AtP that is 

distinct from the application of CIMS. This means significant relationships between 
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CIMS and AtP should remain significant even when including SDO into the regression 

equation (H5.4). 

Methods 

The relationship of SES, SSS, and the CIMS with AtP, controlling for SDO, 

was approached using the same two successive questionnaire-based studies presented 

in the Chapters 2 & 3. Likewise, the methods and results section will be described 

separately for each sample, including a small result discussion after each piece, before 

concluding the chapter with a general discussion. 

The sample of Study 1 contained n1=209 (65% female) university students of 

Psychology and Political Science (57% Psychology) at a large university in Northern 

Ireland (NI). The sample of Study 2 contained n2=332 (79% female) young adults from 

the United Kingdom (UK), participants were evenly split across the ages of 18 and 35 

(MAge= 27.29; SDAge= 4.67), the number of students within the sample was 23%. 

Method – Study 1 

Measures  

The participants’ SES, SSS, and CIMS - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, 

and categorization-avoidance - were measured using the same items as displayed in 

Chapters 2 & 3 (see Table 2.1, & 3.1).  

 SES was obtained through estimates of parental income, occupation, and 

educational level, while SSS was measured through the McAthurs’ scale (Adler et al., 

2000). The participants desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance were approached through the nine questionnaire items described in Chapter 

2. Using a six-point Likert scale, scoring ranged from ´strongly disagree` to ´strongly 

agree`.  

 The items for AtP and SDO can be seen in Table 5.1. 
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Attitudes towards Poverty (AtP). The participants’ AtP were approached 

through items adopted from the short-form scale of the Attitudes towards Poverty 

questionnaire (Yun & Weaver, 2010). Four items were used that thematise systematic 

differences between people living in poverty and people in the rest of society (E.g. 

AtP_1: “Do you think poor people have generally a lower intelligence than non-poor 

people?”). The items were scored using a 6-point Likert scale ranging from ´strongly 

disagree` to ´strongly agree`, meaning that higher scores indicate more negative 

attitudes towards the poor.  

Social-Dominance Orientation (SDO). SDO was approached using, six items 

from the SDO7 short-from (Ho, Sidanius, Kteily, Sheehy-Skeffington, Pratto, Henkel, 

Foels, & Stewart, 2015), which entailed two items per aspect for pro-trait dominance, 

pro-trait anti-egalitarianism, and the con-trait anti-egalitarianism (reverse scored). 

(E.g. SDO_1: “An ideal society requires some groups to be on top and others to be on 

the bottom.”) The items scoring on a 6-point Likert scale ranged from ´strongly 

disagree` to ́ strongly agree` with higher scores indicating higher levels of SDO. While 

the SDO7 is usually scored through a 7-point Likert-scale, a 6-point Likert scale was 

used during Study 1 for continuous scoring throughout the questionnaires. 

Procedures and Participants 

The empirical data presented was collected during Study 1, using opportunity 

sampling, a paper-based questionnaire, and a sample from university students from NI 

in 2016 (N=209; 65% f; 57% Psychology students). Details on the recruitment and 

participation procedure can be found in Chapter 2. 

Data Analysis 

The data were analysed using Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) with a 

hierarchical stepwise variable entry method. SEM was chosen for this analysis, since 
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it supports the construction of latent variables, allows predictor variables in regression 

analysis to be correlated, in this case taking into account the relationship between 

different class-related predictors, and has the ability test for model fit of the theorized 

variable relationship (Breakwell, Hammond, Fife-Schaw, & Smithm, 2006; McDonald 

& Ringo, 2002; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).  

Preliminary Analysis. The latent variables for SES and the CIMS were 

constructed in the same way as presented in Chapter 3. The latent constructs for AtP 

and SDO were drawn and tested in similar manner: Confirmatory factor analysis (cFA) 

was utilized since both latent constructs are based on established scales, the parcelling 

technique was applied, and Cronbach’s Alpha was used as a measure of internal 

consistency. As in the previous chapters, the same indices and thresholds for good and 

acceptable model fit were used:  the ratio between model chi-square and degree of 

freedom should be Χ²/df index ≤ 3, the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and the Tucker 

Lewis Index (TLI) ≥ .9, and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) 

≤ .05, with the upper end of the 90% confidence interval not exceeding .08 (Hu & 

Bentler, 1999). Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) was not used as a 

model fit index for absolute model fit due to missing data.  

Hierarchical Multiple-Regression Analysis. The relationships between SES, 

SSS, the CIMS with AtP, controlling for SDO, were analysed using hierarchical 

multiple regression analysis. In this method, the different predictors are entered 

successively into the regression equation in order to distinguish the effect of different 

predictor variables, and estimating the difference between successive models. Through 

the multiple linear regression analysis, the amount of criterion-variance explained by 

each predictor is estimated and the relative strength of the relationship between the 

different predictors and the criterion can be compared. The hierarchical stepwise entry 
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method furthermore enables the comparison of the explanation models for different 

sets of predictor variables on the same dependent variables, by adding the predictors 

step by step according to the theoretical background. When using this method, the 

change in the amount of variance of the criterion accounted for by the predictor can be 

estimated, as well as the predictive power of the tested effects beyond observed control 

variables. This is most useful when using many different predictor variables to 

statistically determine which variables have the most predictive power. Furthermore, 

this entry method is mostly recommended when analysing correlated predictors (Field, 

2013). 

Therefore, four different multiple regression models were constructed and 

successively analysed (see Figure 5.1). Step 1 tests the relationship between SES and 

AtP. In a second step, SSS was added to the model as the primary measurement for 

the psychological dimension of social class, next to SES, as a predictor variable for 

AtP. In order to evaluate the explanatory power of the CIMS scales in addition to 

measures of social class backgrounds, Step 3 additionally included the four CIMS - 

desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance. All CIMS were 

added at the same time since they theoretically belong together. In a fourth and last 

step, SDO was added to see whether the relationships between the difference social 

class associated predictor variables and AtP remain significant predictors when 

controlling for SDO. 

An additional Model including the demographic control variables gender and 

religious background is displayed in the Appendix (Figures 5.6). 
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 Explained Variance. The adjusted R2 is calculated from the displayed R2 using 

Stein’s formula, with n= the number of observations, and k= the number of predictors: 

Adj. R2 = 1 − [ 
(𝑛−1)

(𝑛−𝑘−1)

(𝑛−2)

(𝑛−𝑘−2)

(𝑛+1)

(𝑛)
] (1 − 𝑅2) 

 In order to obtain the F statistics and associated p values for the R2-change 

between the different models, the following formula for the Fchange in hierarchical 

multiple regression was used with again n= the number of observations, and k= the 

number of predictors: 

Fchange
 = ((𝑛 − 𝑘𝑛𝑒𝑤 − 1) 𝑅𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒

2 ) / (𝑘𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 (1 − 𝑅𝑛𝑒𝑤
2 ) 
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 The associated p-values to the Fchange statistics were then computed using the 

Fchange and the degrees of freedom values. This associated change statistic is important 

to evaluate whether a change in R2 resulted from more variance accounted for, or 

whether it just increased due to the additional numbers of predictors. (both equations 

taken from Field, 2013; an overview of all formula used in this thesis can be found in 

the formula collection in the appendix.) 

Results – Study 1 

Preliminary Analysis 

The latent variables for SES and for the four CIMS were constructed in the 

same manner as in Chapter 3.  

 The scales for AtP and SDO were adopted from published papers, hence a cFA 

was run assessing the latent constructs. The model fit was acceptable (χ²(34)= 60.03, 

p> .01; χ²/df= 1.77; CFI= .95; TLI= .91; RMSEA= .06 [CI:.03,.09]), each scale showed 

a good number of high factor loadings (ranging from λAtP_4= .59 to λAtP_3= .68 for 

negative attitudes towards poverty and from  λSDO_6r= .52 to λSDO_4= .69 for social 

dominance orientation), and an acceptable level of internal consistency (αAtP= .73; 

αSDO= .78).  

Parcelling. Enhancing the suitability of the two scales for SEM, three parcels 

based on the displayed factor loadings were computed as indicators for the two latent 

constructs (Little et al., 2002). According to the snake-order logic, the items AtP_3 & 

AtP_4 were averaged together for the AtP scale, and for SDO the items SDO_4 and 

SDO_6r, SDO_1 and SDO_3, and SDO_2 and SDO_5r. The items’ mean and standard 

deviations, factor loadings, and the scales Cronbach’s alphas and model fit for the 

parcelled and non-parcelled scales can be found in Table 5.2. 
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The cFA of the parcelled model (see Figure 5.2) showed a better model fit for 

both scales than the previous model (χ²(8)= 5.71, p=. 68; χ²/df= .71; CFI= 1.00; TLI= 

1.01; RMSEA= >.01 [CI:>.01,.06]), the parcels factor loadings were improved 

(ranging from λP2_AtP_2= .59 to λP3_AtP_3_4= .76 for AtP and from  λP2_SDO_1_3= .76 to 

λP3_SDO_2_5r= .79 for SDO), and the internal consistency of each scales was slightly 

enhanced (adj. αAtP= .87; and adj. αSDO= .93).  

Primary Analysis 

A four-step hierarchical multiple regression analysis was executed with 

maximum likelihood estimation testing the relationship of the participants’ SES, SSS, 

and CIMS, with their AtP, controlling for SDO. Applying the step-wise entry method, 

four structural equation models were constructed. Following Little’s recommendation 

(2013, p. 17) to include control variables of secondary concern at the end of a SEM 

analysis to not deviate too much from the primary analysis focus, controlling for SDO 

was included last in the fourth model. Thus, the first (1) entailed AtP and SES, the 

second (2) AtP, SES, and SSS, the third (3) AtP, SES, SSS, and the CIMS, and the 

forth (4) AtP, SES, SSS, the CIMS, and the participants’ SDO.  

Model Fit. The overall measurement model, including all displayed variables, 

and the four different path models (Step 1-4) showed good to acceptable levels of 

model fit (see Table 5.3). In comparison to the non-significant goodness-of-fit χ2-test 

for the other models, only the χ2-test of path model 3 (Step 3) was significant. Yet, 

since this test is known to be very sensitive to larger data sets, trivial influences, and 

higher degrees of freedom, it is likely to produce significant results and should not be 

over-interpreted (Little, 2013). According to the previously defined criteria for good 

model fit, the relative and absolute model fit indices thus still hinted towards 

acceptable model fit also for path model 3 (χ²(94)= 132.38, p< .001; χ²/df= 1.41; CFI= 
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.96; TLI= .93; RMSEA= .05 [CI:.03,.06]). The correlation coefficients between all 

variables, based on the overall measurement model, can be found in Table 5.4. 

Path Models. Step 1 in the hierarchical multiple regression analysis (see Table 

5.5, Model 1) found no significant relationship between SES and the participants’ AtP 

(β1.1= .02, p= .80). There was also no significant relationship between SES (β1.2= -.08, 

p= .55), or SSS (β2.2= .13, p= .26) and the participants’ AtP within the second analysis 

step (Model 2). A graphical representation of all four regression models can be seen 

in Figure 5.3. 

 The third Step (Model 3) revealed a significant and positive relationship 

between the participants’ assimilation and their AtP (β4.3= .30, p< .01), indicating that 

participants’ who had experiences of assimilation showed higher levels of negative 

attitudes towards poverty. Besides this result, none of the other variables, SES (β1.3= -

.15, p= .31), SSS (β2.3= .11, p= .39), desire to change (β3.3= -.06, p= .68), hiding (β5.3=-

.15, p= .12), or categorization-avoidance (β6.3= .11, p= .23), was significantly related 

to AtP. The model resulted in R²= .11, using the Stein’s adjustment formula an adj. 

R²= .05, indicating that 5 per cent of the variance in participants’ negative attitudes 

towards poverty was accounted for by the predictor variables. In comparison to the 

previous model, adding the four individual mobility management scales significantly 

enhanced the R² of the model (R²Change= .18; FChange[6, 203]= 6.24, p< .001). 

When adding the participants’ SDO to the multiple regression during the fourth 

step (Model 4), the relationship between the participants’ assimilation and AtP remains 

significant (β4.4= .20, p= .04). The relationships between AtP and SES (β1.4= -.19, p= 

.24), SSS (β2.4= .04, p= .77), desire to change (β3.4=- .09, p= .58), hiding (β5.4= -.06, 

p= .51), and categorization-avoidance (β6.4= .08, p= .34) remain non-significant. 

Furthermore, the participants’ SDO was significantly related to their negative attitudes 
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towards poverty (β7.4= .53, p< .001). In comparison to Model 3, the inclusion of social 

dominance orientation resulted, with R²= .33 (adj. R2= .28), in a significantly larger 

amount of variance in negative attitudes towards poverty related to the predictor 

variables (R²Change= .22; FChange[7, 202]= 66.00, p< .001). 

 

The results did not substantially differ when including the dummy-coded 

gender and religious background control variables into the SEM (see Figure 5.6). 
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These were added last to the model, since SEM is sensitive to the inclusion of too 

many control variables, potentially inducing effects of random variation and quickly 

becoming over-controlled (Little, 2013, p. 17f.) When including the control variables, 

the models’ fit slightly worsens (see Table 5.10); neither gender, nor religious 

background were significantly correlated with the CIMS, SDO, or AtP (see Table 

5.11), and both assimilation and SDO remained the only two significant predictors for 

AtP in the respective multiple regression path analysis (see Table 5.12).  

Discussion – Study 1 

 In summary, within this sample, the participants’ parental SES and their SSS 

were not significantly related to their AtP. Among the CIMS, only assimilation was 

significantly related to the AtP. The inclusion of these variables significantly enhanced 

the amount of variance among participants’ AtP accounted for by the regression path 

model. Assimilation remained a significant predictor for participants’ AtP when 

including the participants’ SDO to the model. To sum up, the inclusion of the CIMS 

as complements to SES and SSS significantly increased the amount of AtP variance 

accounted for. The significant effect of the CIMS assimilation indicated that people 

who applied assimilation more frequently had significantly more negative attitudes 

towards poverty. 

Method – Study 2 

Measures 

The participants’ SES, SSS, desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and 

categorization-avoidance were measured through the same questionnaire items 

displayed in Chapters 2 & 3. Responses were collected through a slider ranging from 

1 to 100 indicating ´strongly disagree` to ´strongly agree` (see Table 2.1 and Table 

3.1).  
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 The items measuring AtP and SDO can be seen in Table 5.1. 

 Attitudes towards Poverty (AtP). The previously used four items were 

complemented by four additional items from the reference questionnaire (AtP 5-8) 

(Yun & Weaver, 2010). These focus on questions of structural differences for being 

poor (e.g. (n)AtP_6: “Do you think welfare support makes people lazy?”). Responses 

were collected using a slider ranging from 1 to 100 between ´strongly disagree` and 

´strongly agree`, meaning that higher scores indicate more negative attitudes towards 

the poor. 

 Social-Dominance Orientation (SDO). During Study 2, the same six 

questionnaire items were used approaching the participants’ SDO in combination with 

a slider entry option, ranging from 1 to 100 between ´strongly disagree` and ´strongly 

agree`, with high scores indicating higher levels of SDO. 

Procedures and Participants 

The empirical data presented was collected during Study 2, recruited from the 

platform prolific with young adults in the UK (N=332; 79% f, 23% students, Age 18-

34 (M=27.39, SD=4.67), United Kingdom). Details on the recruitment and 

participation procedure can be found in Chapter 2.  

Due to financial restrains, a planned missing data approach three-form design 

was used, splitting the questionnaire into three different versions (Enders, 2010).  The 

items measuring AtP and SDO were included in a third of the collected questionnaire 

items (nshort=114). The website prolific allocated the different versions of the 

questionnaire to the participants at random.  

Data Analysis 

The relationship of SES, SSS, and the CIMS, with AtP, controlling for SDO, 

was tested, using the Study 2 sample, in similar manner as Study 1. The same 
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hierarchical multiple regression SEM was analysed (see Figure 5.1), using IBM 

program AMOS v.24. 

Planned missing data design. As an only exception, due to the planned 

missing data design (Enders, 2010), the items for AtP and SDO were included only in 

a third of the collected questionnaires (nshort=114). The different versions of the 

questionnaire were allocated at random to the participants through the recruitment 

website prolific. Based on the planned missing data design, the missing data can be 

treated therefore as missing completely at random (MCAR), without sampling bias – 

in demarcation to missing data at random (MAR) and data not missing at random 

(NMAR) (Enders, 2010). Using maximum likelihood estimation for missing data in 

SEM, and in combination with the planned missing data design, the analysis downside 

of this missing data affecting the statistical power of the results is just relevant for 

small correlational effects (Graham, Taylor, Olchowski, & Cumsille, 2006). 

Results – Study 2 

Preliminary Analysis 

The latent variables for SES and for the four CIMS were constructed in the 

same manner as in Chapter 3. The scales for AtP and SDO were constructed in the 

same way using the parcelling method as in the analysis of Study 1. 

 Parcelling. After an initial cFA of the observed items, three parcels were 

calculated for each scale. For AtP, the eight observed items AtP_1-8 were aligned in 

snake order according to their initial factor loadings and computed into three parcels 

(parcel 1: AtP_2, AtP_6, & AtP_7; parcel 2: AtP_1, AtP_5, & AtP_8; and parcel 3: 

AtP_3, & AtP_4). For the SDO-scale, the first parcel contained the information of the 

observed items SDO_2 and SDO_5r, the second parcel the items SDO_4 and SDO_6r, 

and the last parcel the information of the items SDO_1 and SDO_3. The items’ means 
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and standard deviations, factor loadings, and the scales Cronbach’s alphas, adjusted 

Cronbach’s alphas, and model fit for the parcelled and non-parcelled scales can be 

found in Table 5.6. 

 The cFA model of the parcelled scales (see Figure 5.4) indicated good model 

fit (χ²(8)= 10.46, p = .23; χ²/df= 1.31; CFI= .99; TLI= .98; RMSEA= .03 

[CI:<.01,.08]). Each parcel showed high factor loadings (ranging from λP3_AtP_3_4= .79 

to λP2_AtP_1_5_8= .91 for negative attitudes towards poverty and from  λP3_SDO_1_3= .75 

to λP1_SDO_2_5r= .83 for social dominance orientation), and the internal consistency of 

each scale was improved (adj. αAtP= .96; and adj. αSDO= .94). 

Primary Analysis 

Similar to the analysis of the data set of Study 1, structural equation models 

were constructed for a step-wise-entry in a four-step hierarchical multiple regression 

analysis testing the relationship of the participants’ SES, SSS, and CIMS, with AtP, 

controlling for SDO. Calculated with maximum likelihood estimation, Model 1 

entailed AtP and SES, Model 2 AtP, SES, and SSS, Model 3 AtP, SES, SSS, and the 

CIMS, and Model 4 AtP, SES, SSS, the CIMS, and the participants’ SDO (a graphical 

representation of all four path models can be found in Figure 5.5). 

Model Fit. The measurement model including all variables, as well as the four 

different path models (Model 1-4) showed good to acceptable levels of model fit (see 

Table 5.7). Only one of the path models, Model 4, showed a significant χ2-test, yet in 

this case, the relative and absolute model fit indices still hinted towards acceptable 

model fit for  this path model (χ²(176)= 219.18, p= .02; χ²/df= 1.25; CFI= .98; TLI= 

.97; RMSEA= .03 [CI:.01,.04]). Based on the measurement model, the correlation 

coefficients between all variables can be seen in Table 5.8. 
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Path Models. Within Step 1 of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis 

(see Table 5.9, Model 1), there was no significant relationship between SES and the 

participants’ AtP (β1.1= -.07, p= .60). The second step (Model 2), however, revealed a 

significant negative relationship between SES and the participants’ AtP (β1.2= -.45, p< 

.01), as well as a significant positive relationship between SSS and the participants’ 

AtP (β2.2= .56, p< .001). Model 2 significantly enhanced the R² of the model (R²Change= 

.25; FChange(2, 112)= 37.00, p< .001), indicating that 22 per cent of the variance in 

participants’ negative attitudes towards poverty was accounted for by the predictor 

variables (R²= .25, using the Stein’s adjustment formula an adj. R²= .22). 

When adding the CIMS scales to the multiple regression equation in the third 

step (Model 3), participants’ experiences of assimilation were significantly and 

positively related to their AtP (β4.3= .41, p< .001), indicating that participants’ who 

had experiences of assimilation also reported more negative attitudes towards poverty. 

Also, their SES (β1.3= -.50, p= .03) and SSS (β2.3= .49, p< .001) were, in similar manner 

as in Model 2, significantly associated with AtP, while desire to change (β3.3= -.20, p= 

.15), hiding (β5.3= -.09, p= .42), and categorization-avoidance (β6.3= .06, p= .52) were 

not. The new model resulted in an R²=.40, using the Stein’s adjustment formula an adj. 

R²=.32, which indicates that 32 per cent of the variance in participants’ AtP was 

accounted for by the predictor variables. In comparison to the previous model, adding 

the four individual mobility management scales significantly enhanced the R² of the 

model (R²Change= .15; FChange(6, 108)= 6.69, p< .001). 
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The addition of the participants’ SDO during the fourth step (Model 4) of the 

hierarchical multiple regression analysis did not change the variable relationships in 

comparison to Model 3. The relationship between AtP and assimilation (β4.4= .24, p= 

.04), SES (β1.4= -.41, p= .04), and SSS (β2.4= .37, p< .01) remained significant, while 



140 | P a g e  
 

the other CIMS desire to change (β3.4= -.09, p= .46), hiding (β5.4= -.10, p= .33), and 

categorization-avoidance (β6.4= <.01, p= .99) remained non-significant predictors. In 

addition, the participants’ SDO was significantly related to their AtP (β7.4= .47, p< 

.001). With an R²= .57 [adj. R2= .51] for Model 4, the inclusion SDO resulted in a 

significantly larger amount of variance in negative attitudes towards poverty related to 

the predictor variables (R²Change= .14; FChange(7, 107)= 34.51, p< .001). 

The inclusion of the dummy-coded control variables gender and ethnicity into 

the SEM did not alter the results substantially (see Figure 5.7). The demographic 

control variables were added last to the SEM, since the model is sensitive to too many 

control variables (Little, 2013, p. 17f.) The model’s fit slightly worsens (see Table 

5.13); neither gender, nor ethnicity was significantly correlated with SDO, AtP, or the 

CIMS, except for categorization-avoidance and gender (r(115)= -.13; p>.05), and 

categorization-avoidance and ethnicity (r(115)= -.13; p>.05) (see Table 5.14). 

Assimilation, SSS, and SDO remained to be significant predictors for negative 

attitudes towards poverty in the respective multiple regression path-analysis (see Table 

5.15)., while SES became a non-significant predictor (β= -.38, p= .07).  

Discussion – Study 2 

 In summary, within this sample, SES was not a significant predictor of 

participants’ AtP on its own, yet in combination with SSS, both SES and SSS became 

significant predictors in each model, with opposite effects. The inclusion of the CIMS 

significantly enhanced the amount of variance among participants’ AtP accounted for 

in comparison to the regression path model that only included SES and SSS. Yet, 

among the CIMS, only the experiences of assimilation were significantly related to 

AtP. All these relationships - the significant relationships between AtP and SES, SSS, 

and assimilation - remained significant when including the participants’ SDO to the 
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model. In sum, the inclusion of the CIMS as complements to SES and SSS 

significantly increased the amount of AtP variance accounted for, with assimilation 

indicating that people who applied the assimilation CIMS have significantly more 

negative attitudes towards poverty. 

General Discussion 

 The aim of this chapter was to examine the relationship of the CIMS with AtP, 

in addition to objective and subjective measures of class backgrounds (SES, SSS). 

Therefore, a hierarchical multiple regression SEM was drawn. In four steps AtP was 

predicted by (1) SES, (2) SES, & SSS, (3) SES, SSS, & the CIMS, and (4) SES, SSS, 

the CIMS, & SDO, in order to control for the relationship between class AtP and 

ideological attitudes. It was tested across the two cross-sectional, questionnaire-based 

studies among university students in NI (Study 1) and young adults in the UK (Study 

2) presented in Chapter 2. 

 In sum, the results of both SEM suggest that the inclusion of CIMS accounts 

for significantly more variance in participants’ AtP, in contrast to the models only 

consisting of SES, or SES and SSS as predictor variables. Within the first sample, the 

inclusion of the CIMS resulted in an additional 5% of AtP variance accounted for (adj. 

R2= .05; F(6, 203)= 6.24, p<.001), while in the second sample additional 10% of AtP 

variance was related to the inclusion of the CIMS (adj. R2= .10, F(6, 108)= 6.69, 

p<.001). The inclusion of CIMS next to SES and SSS thus added significantly more 

explanatory value of AtP accounted for by the regression equation. 

CIMS and AtP 

 Within both studies, the only CIMS significantly related to AtP was 

assimilation. Assimilation was positively related to AtP in the sample of Study 1 

(β=.30, p<.01), as well as within the sample of Study 2 (β=.41, p<.001). This indicates 
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that within both samples, participants with experience of assimilation had significantly 

more negative attitudes towards poverty. This supports the interpretation that negative 

out-group attitudes as a system justification narrative (Langhout et al., 2009) are 

adopted from higher-class peers by applying the assimilation strategy, rather than more 

egalitarian, pro-social values (Haley & Sidanius, 2005). This effect was equally 

observable among university students (Study 1), as well as among young adults (Study 

2). 

 In contrast, none of the other CIMS – desire to change, hiding, or 

categorization-avoidance – significantly affected the participants’ AtP in both studies. 

The pure desire to change therefore does not significantly affect people’s out-group 

attitudes, which suggests that actual experienced change is necessary. Also, the 

experience or fear of identity threat that leads up to hiding of the own social class 

background is not related with lower levels of negative discriminatory attitudes 

towards poverty. And lastly, while categorization-avoidance was significantly 

correlated with AtP in both samples (rStudy1(207) = .17, p<.05; rStudy2(112) = .17, p<.05) 

the strategy was not significantly associated with AtP in both regression analyses next 

to the other CIMS, SES, and SSS as potential predictors. This indicates that the 

application of this strategy also does not sensitize and reduce negative attitudes due to 

the identity threat experience.  

Social Dominance Orientation 

 The results did not change with the inclusion of SDO in the last step of each 

hierarchical multiple regression equation. SDO turned out to be a positive predictor of 

AtP with the strongest standardized regression coefficient in the multiple regression 

both in Study 1 (β= .53, p<.001), and Study 2 (β= .47, p<.001). This supports the 

importance of ideological attitudes such as SDO for prejudice (Carvacho et al, 2013), 
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since participants with higher SDO had significantly higher levels of negative attitudes 

towards poverty in both samples. However, the evidence also suggests that the 

significant relationship of assimilation and AtP is not affected by this important 

relation between ideological attitudes and prejudice. Instead, the relationship remained 

equally significant and positive in Study 1 (β=.20, p=.04) and Study 2 (β=.24, p=.04). 

The inclusion of SDO did not alter the non-significant relationship between AtP and 

the other three CIMS. 

Limitations 

 The sampling use in study two had particular limitations that may potentially 

affect the reported results. Due to the planned missing data study design of sample 

Study 2, the importance of the difference in research sample between university 

students and non-students was not paid enough attention. Thus, for the reduced sample 

of participants who completed both the AtP and SDO questionnaire, there were not 

enough participants to allow the additional comparison between university and non-

university students in the SEM analysis with sufficient analysis quality.  

 Also, the cross-sectional nature of the collected data might have obstructed 

additional over-time effects of social class with the variables, e.g. like it is presented 

in the literature that SDO mediates the role of social class for prejudice, yet only over 

time. Thus, longitudinal research will be necessary to provide more confidence in the 

strength of the discovered importance of CIMS for AtP. 

Future Research 

 The results in this chapter support the argument that the inclusion of CIMS 

alongside to measures of social class adds additional explanatory value in relation to 

social attitudes related with class identities. The additional explanatory value of CIMS 

on AtP was not related to the relationship between AtP and the other psychological 
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measure, SSS. As shown in Chapter 3, within both samples, the CIMS and SSS are 

furthermore barely related to each other – with only a significant relationship between 

SSS and desire to change in Study 2. This indicates that both concepts, the class -

identity-based application of CIMS, and SSS might reflect different aspects of the 

psychological dimension of social class. Thus, future studies which only include SSS 

as measurements for the psychological dimension of social class might miss out on 

important class-identity related sources of class influence.  

In combination with both objective (SES) and subjective (SSS) class measures, 

such additional source of influence might be detectable also in relation to other 

important class identity-related attitudes. In Chapter 4, the CIMS desire to change and 

assimilation were significantly related to the development of students’ individual 

mobility beliefs (IMB) at university. Other important variables potentially affected by 

the application of CIMS for lower-class students’ university adaptation are the 

identification with the role of being a student/academic identity (Jensen & Jetten, 

2015; Jetten, Iyer, Tsivrikos, & Young, 2008; Soria, Stebleton & Huesman, 2013), 

lower levels of academic achievement and persistence (Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; 

Titus, 2006), or their higher levels of test anxiety (Janke, Rudert, Marksteiner & 

Dickhäuser, 2017). 

 Furthermore, this study suggests that higher education by itself might not be a 

successful pathway to reduce prejudice. Instead of adopting pro-social, more 

egalitarian values from their higher-class peers (Haley & Sidanius, 2005; Stubager, 

2008, 2009), participants in both study samples who applied the assimilation-strategy 

had significantly higher levels of negative attitudes. Thus, instead of looking at 

egalitarian values, research on the adaptation of prejudice should focus more on inter-
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group relations and inter-group power, with in-group favouritism for hierarchy and 

dominance in the social system (Pratto et al., 1994). 

Conclusion 

 The relationship between CIMS and AtP controlling for SES, SSS, and SDO 

has been tested by a hierarchical multiple regression SEM on two cross-sectional 

sample populations. Across both studies, the inclusion of the CIMS as complement to 

objective and subjective measures of social class significantly increased the amount of 

AtP variance accounted for. More specifically, experiences of assimilation were 

significantly and positively related to AtP within both samples, indicating that people 

who applied the assimilation-CIMS have significantly more negative attitudes towards 

poverty.  
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Chapter 6: Four CIMS-Scales: So what? 

 This thesis aimed to explore the role of class identity management strategies 

(CIMS) as complement to objective and subjective measures of social class in 

quantitative class research. Within four empirical chapters analysing data from three 

samples, scales for the four CIMS - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and 

categorization-avoidance - were developed and tested (Chapter 2), and their relation 

with socio-economic status (SES) and subjective social status (SSS) was explored 

(Chapter 3). The explanatory power of the CIMS scales complementing SES and SSS 

was then examined in relation to students’ individual mobility beliefs (IMB) (Chapter 

4), and participants’ attitudes towards poverty (AtP) (Chapter 5).  

The role of CIMS was contrasted using different study designs and 

approaching different research populations within the three distinct study samples. 

Study 1 contained a cross-sectional sample of university students from Northern 

Ireland (NI) approached by a paper-based questionnaire (nStudy1= 209). The cross-

sectional sample of Study 2 was collected using an online-questionnaire with the 

recruitment platform Prolific and consisted of young adults across the United Kingdom 

(UK) (nStudy2= 332). Finally, Study 3 collected longitudinal data among first-year 

university students in NI at two different time points at the beginning of their first and 

second semester (nStudy3_T1= 204; n Study3_T2= 168) using an online questionnaire. Both 

online questionnaires were completed in Qualtrics. Ethical Approval by the 

University’s EPS Faculty Ethics Committee was granted prior to data collection. 

For all studies, data was analysed with structural equation modelling (SEM) 

using the graphical interface software IBM AMOS (version 24). The only exception 

was the explorative Factor Analysis (eFA) in Chapter 2, which was executed using the 

IBM SPSS software (v.24). 
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 In order to discuss the overall findings of this thesis, this chapter will (a) 

summarise the results from each chapter, (b) synthesize the findings in context of the 

overall thesis goal in relation to the broader literature context, (c) suggest policies and 

practical applications based on these findings, (d) discuss practical and theoretical 

limitations, (e) highlight potential applications of these findings for future research, 

before (f) concluding with a final summary. 

Chapter Summaries 

 In Chapter 1, CIMS were theorized as complementing objective and subjective 

measures of social class in order to capture lower-class students’ university 

experiences on the basis of their class identity. Theoretically, these CIMS are identity 

management strategies within the Social Identity Approach (SIA) on the basis of social 

class identities (Blanz, Mummendey, Mielke, & Klink, 1998; Hogg & Abrams, 1988; 

Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; van Knippenberg, 1989). The inclusion of CIMS 

might, thus, shed light on how class identities shape the lived experience of lower-

class members. 

Based on qualitative research on lower-class students’ narratives of their 

university experiences, four CIMS were identified that are primarily applied 

(Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013). Scales for the CIMS - desire to change, assimilation, 

hiding, and categorization-avoidance - were developed and tested in Chapter 2. 

Evidence for construct, convergent, and discriminate validity as well as internal 

consistency were presented for each scale. The theorized latent scale structure was 

identifiable within both a university student and general young adult population 

sample, indicating that the concept of CIMS might be applicable outside of the social 

context of the university as well. In practical terms, the results of this chapter provided 
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evidence for four valid CIMS-scales which can be used to quantitatively assess the 

role of CIMS at university and beyond. 

The relationship of CIMS with SES and SSS was examined in Chapter 3. 

Within the young adult sample, SES was negatively associated with all four CIMS. In 

contrast, only desire to change was significantly related to SES within the university 

student sample. Participants’ SSS, in comparison to their SES, however, was mostly 

not related to the application of CIMS for either sample. These results indicate that the 

concept of CIMS may be more closely related to one’s SES than to one’s SSS, which 

might be an indication that CIMS and SSS relate to different aspects of the 

psychological dimension of social class. 

In Chapter 4, the longitudinal relationship between SES, CIMS, and IMB was 

examined among first-year university students from the beginning of their first (T1) to 

the beginning of their second semester (T2). Overtime, SES had a negative effect on 

the students’ desire to change and positive on their experiences of assimilation at T2, 

while it did not significantly affect later hiding or categorization-avoidance. In turn, 

the desire to change from T1 positively affected students’ IMB, while assimilation 

negatively affected the students’ IMB at T2. Hiding and categorization-avoidance did 

not significantly affect their IMB. A significant and negative indirect effect of SES on 

IMB was therefore indicated by both desire to change and assimilation as mediating 

variables. Lower-SES students showed higher levels of desire to change which in turn 

positively affected their IMB. Assimilation, however, revealed a different 

directionality: higher-SES students at university had more experiences of assimilation, 

which in turn negatively affected their IMB. Post-hoc analysis indicated an additional 

interaction effect between SES and assimilation, showing that higher-SES students 

with higher levels of assimilation had lower levels of IMB. In practical terms, these 
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results suggest that lower-class students with higher desire to change will have a 

stronger belief in their own individual mobility through university education, while 

higher-class students who feel the need to assimilate will drop in their belief in upward 

mobility through university education. 

The complementing role of CIMS for measures of social class was furthermore 

explored in relation to AtP in Chapter 5. The effect of SES, SSS, and all four CIMS 

on AtP was tested with hierarchical regression. Across both cross-sectional studies 

(Study 1 & 2), the inclusion of the CIMS significantly increased the amount of AtP 

variance accounted for. More specifically, assimilation was positively related to AtP 

in both samples. Practically, the results indicate that the experience of assimilation 

relates to the adaptation of more negative lower-class prejudices, and this effect is 

distinct from the influence of direct measures of social class. 

Synthesis of Findings related to Thesis Goals 

 In summary, this thesis presented evidence for the usefulness of CIMS in 

quantitative social class research. A valid and reliable scale was developed and applied 

for each of the four CIMS across three different studies, with both student and general 

young adult samples. As a complement to measures of social class, the CIMS 

accounted for additional variance within related dependent variables, representing 

influence of social class backgrounds that is not captured by conventional measures of 

objective and subjective social class. Furthermore, differences between the different 

CIMS have been highlighted. This refers to both, differences between the CIMS in 

relation to measures of social class, as well as differences in relation to a respective 

dependent variable. These also included unexpected results especially around 

participants’ experiences of assimilation – in terms of their application when entering 

university, their impact on students change in IMB, and their association with AtP.  
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The reported qualitative themes of students’ university experiences as 

articulated by Radmacher and Azmitia (2013) have been successfully adopted into 

quantitative scales. Within all three studies among the different samples, the theorized 

items were valid and reliable indicators of the respective latent construct. Based on 

narrations from students in the US and with data collected from both NI as well as the 

UK in general, the results suggest a certain degree of external validity for the CIMS 

scales for English-speaking, Western countries. 

The observed differences in the association of CIMS and SES between the 

university and the young adult sample indicated, first, lower-class members also apply 

CIMS outside of the university context, and second, that the university context is 

affecting CIMS applications in a specific way. Among all four measured CIMS, only 

the desire to change strategy was applied more frequently by lower-class students after 

entering university. While there was no significant association in Study 1 and 

associated change in Study 3 for both hiding and categorization-avoidance, the 

assimilation strategy was predominantly applied by higher-SES students after entering 

university. 

 In relation to participants’ attitudes, assimilation has been a significant 

predictor for both IMB and AtP. Desire to change was furthermore significantly 

related to change in IMB, where SES was significantly associated with change in 

students IMB through both assimilation and desire to change. Within the tested models 

across all studies, hiding and categorization-avoidance have not been significant 

predictors.  

The results furthermore suggest the concepts of CIMS and subjective social 

status (SSS) might relate to different aspects of the psychological dimension of social 

class. Within Study 1 and 2, the subjective measure of class background – SSS – was 



151 | P a g e  
 

mostly non-significantly associated with the CIMS. The influences of CIMS on the 

AtP was also unaffected by measures of SSS within both studies. This might indicate 

that different mechanisms of class-based influence are summarized under the 

psychological dimension of social class, which also influence attitudes and behaviours 

separately.  

Policies and Practice 

 This thesis expands the understanding around the application of CIMS for 

young adults in and outside of university. The data underscores the difference that the 

application of desire to change or assimilation can make for the way individuals 

experience their own social class background. Specifically, lower-class students with 

the explicit desire to change their social status show significantly higher levels of 

individual mobility beliefs (IMB) at the beginning of their second semester. 

Highlighting, supporting, and creating an environment in which lower-class first-year 

students are incentivised to apply this CIMS might help reducing negative 

consequences they experience on the basis of their social class identity. In order to 

enhance students’ desire to change, university initiatives that promote networks of 

working-class students might focus on providing new students with positive narratives 

on the importance of this CIMS, as well as support in terms of reducing the fear of 

rejection by one’s own social background when engaging with upward mobility. 

This research also complements previous studies on the impact of social class 

identities for university students, with their focus on the implications of class identities 

for lower-class students (Ostrove & Long, 2007; Stephens, Townsend, Markus, & 

Phillips, 2012; Townsend & Wilson, 2008).  The results in this thesis indicate that 

among middle-class students some may perceive the university as a threatening social 

environment. Since educational level is an aspect of SES and the university employs a 
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considerable number of employees with very high educational levels, middle-class 

students might be faced with constant encounters of higher-status members. More 

specifically, by applying the assimilation-strategy in response, middle-class students 

show lower levels of their IMB as a result. As consequence, universities might want 

to expand support policies for new students from a focus on working-class students to 

one that also middle-class students, introducing a broader scheme aimed at reducing 

the class identity threat effect by the university institution. The CIMS of application 

of assimilation might be especially relevant since it was significantly related in to 

higher levels of negative attitudes towards poverty (AtP).  

Previous studies emphasise categorization-avoidance as the major CIMS 

protection mechanism for lower-class students against identity clash (Hinz, 2016; 

Martin, 2015). Inducing class salience by promoting discourse about class differences 

among students is discussed as potential policy against the psychological 

disadvantages of lower-class students (Hall & Jones, 2013; Sander & Mahalingam, 

2012). The findings in this thesis, however, have not found a significant effect of 

students’ categorization-avoidance. The important role of the CIMS categorization-

avoidance for university students could thus not be supported. Within a larger 

longitudinal time-frame (i.e. a full year), and/or in relation to different dependent 

variables (i.e. mental health such as self-esteem, or anxiety), categorization-

avoidance, might still be an important factor for lower-class students’ university 

experience.  

The same applies for the experience of hiding one’s own class background, 

while this thesis has not found a significant effect of this CIMS, this strategy might be 

particularly important in relation to threat-related variables; such as higher levels of 

test anxiety among lower-class students (Janke, Rudert, Marksheimer & Dickhäuser, 
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2017) or underperformance while being primed with their social class (Spencer, & 

Castano, 2007), 

Research on CIMS might furthermore expand outside of the university context. 

The results of this thesis provide evidence for the application of similar CIMS among 

a general young adult sample. Although the university might influence the application 

of different CIMS, the applied strategies might reflect class-based behaviour inside 

and outside of the university context. Specifically, in relation to AtP, the CIMS 

assimilation influenced the participants’ attitudes in a similar manner in both the 

student and young adult sample. Thus, given that CIMS influenced attitudes distinctly 

from measures of social class also outside of the university context, studying this 

construct might be an important aspect for class research in a general population. 

Further application of the CIMS scales in other contexts and countries would help 

expanding the evidence on the role of CIMS class-based influence. 

Last, as a practical implication, the CIMS scales as quantitative measures allow 

researching these strategies and their implications with larger research samples and 

different research questions than by qualitative approximations. The CIMS scales have 

provided evidence for the additional class-based variance that they can account, 

complementing measures of social class. The brief nature of each CIMS scale should 

facilitate use in class identity-based research on social class backgrounds.  

Limitations and Future Research 

 Despite the relevance of these findings, several methodological and theoretical 

limitations may be addressed in potential future research. This section notes the 

methodology and the theoretical limitations around CIMS, potential roles of CIMS in 

higher education, and the potential role of CIMS scales as research tools outside of the 

university context. 
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Methods of CIMS 

Scale construction. First, in relation to the four theorized CIMS scales, the 

latent factor to observed item ratio is not optimal for each scale, ranging from 2 to a 

maximum of 5 observed items per scale. Despite the stable factor solution in each 

sample, especially assimilation was measured by only two observed items. In future 

applications of the scale, this low ratio might lead to factor instability of the latent 

variable, as a minimum of 3 observed items per factor are an important rule of thumb 

for a stable SEM solution (Little, Lindberger, & Nesselroade, 1999). Additional 

research on the identification of items for each of the CIMS scales would thus be 

beneficial, especially items capturing the participants’ experiences of assimilation. 

This might also benefit the theoretical conceptualization of each respective CIMS, as 

the identification of more observed items per scale would have helped narrowing down 

the experiences representing core aspects of the respective strategy. That is, in terms 

of the assimilation scale, it would be beneficial identifying what kind of symbolic 

behaviour or displays of class symbols might be relevant parts of the assimilation- 

strategy. Besides clothes and behaviour as symbolic clues of class membership, other 

aspects of lifestyle and culture, as well as bodily posture, and even attractiveness are 

suggested (Pape, Roessel, & Solga, 2012; Kraus & Keltner, 2010).  

Second, out of the twelve theoretical identity management strategies (Blanz et 

al., 1998), this thesis focused on the four most frequently CIMS (Radmacher & 

Azmitia, 2013). However, future research might want to explore whether scales for 

additional CIMS can be constructed, as additional identity-related strategies linked 

with the use of social creativity and social competition-strategies have been reported 

by lower-class university students as well (Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013). Other 

narratives also entail using positive distinctiveness in intra-group comparison, 
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presenting themselves as unique (Thomas & Azmitia, 2014), seeking in-group support 

through fellow lower-class students (Hinz, 2016), aiming to be a good representative 

of one’s own class background (Martin, 2015), or challenging the status quo through 

resistance strategies (Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013). For example, the application of 

the resistance strategy after the experience of an awareness trigger could be another 

relevant CIMS in higher education (Syed, & Azmitia, 2008; Martin, 2015; Hinz, 

2016). 

Measurement of change. In relation to the importance of CIMS for higher 

education, the change within the university and application of CIMS might unfold over 

a larger amount of time than the two time points within the longitudinal study could 

capture. For example, a significant effect of hiding on the change in IMB may well be 

measurable over a longer period of time (particularly given the p-value from hiding 

(p= .07), which is close to the significance threshold). Potential reason might be, that 

a specific amount of negative cross-class interactions that require the application of 

hiding needs to be experienced at university, before these applications relate to a drop 

in IMB. 

Future research might also want to explore the role of CIMS for lower-class 

students’ academic success at university within a full cohort from first year to 

graduation in order to track the actual effect on grades as well as on dropout rates. 

Experiences of failure and success may gradually increase fixed class identity 

perceptions (Byrom & Lightfoot, 2013). Therefore, early applications of CIMS to 

prevent such experiences might over-time turn out to be an important factor for the 

individual educational success.  

Sampling: CIMS for middle-class students. The unexpected potential 

application of CIMS among middle- and higher-class students evoked by the 
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university environment was interesting, yet not anticipated in the study designs of this 

thesis. Without measures of perceived threat, potential explanations could not be 

tested. Future research might want to explore whether the application of CIMS also 

among middle-class students at university is evoked by perceptions of lower status, 

which they have not experienced elsewhere. These middle-class students would, thus, 

perceive university not as a middle-class institution, but as an elitist environment in 

which they equally encounter higher status inter-group interaction as their working-

class peers. Such perceptions have been reported for middle-class students at elite Ivy 

League-universities in the US (Aries & Seider, 2007; Johnson, Richeson, & Finkel, 

2011). Thus, it may be that SES did not relate to these CIMS because lower-class and 

middle-class students both apply these strategies at university. Furthermore, in the case 

of categorization-avoidance, privileged peers might apply this strategy not as a CIMS, 

but as part of a naturalization strategy to salience class-based discourse about their 

privileges (Sander & Mahalingam, 2012).  

Theoretical Dimensions of CIMS 

Future studies on the application of CIMS under various conditions might want 

to incorporate concepts for perceived permeability of class boundaries, the students’ 

perception of identity threat, their class identity centrality, identity strength, class 

entitatitivity, and entanglement of major social identities. While only desire to change 

was significantly and negatively related to SES within both university samples (Study 

1 & 3), the other CIMS were either not significantly associated with SES – hiding and 

categorization-avoidance – or SES was even positively associated with change in the 

application of assimilation for higher class students in Study 3. The application of 

these three CIMS might therefore depend more heavily on the individual perception 
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of contextual and identity-related factors, such as inter-group interaction. Future 

research thus might explore the following conditions for CIMS application. 

Perceived permeability. The perceived permeability plays an important role 

for the way lower-status group members respond to their lower status. Under the 

perception of permeable social groups, lower-status group-members primarily follow 

the strategic approach of individual mobility, rather than social creativity or social 

competition (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Correspondingly, the perception of permeable 

social class boundaries has a positive effect on academic persistence levels for lower-

class students (Brownman et al., 2017). Since some CIMS are theoretically linked to 

the strategic approach individual mobility (Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013), the 

perceptions of permeable group barriers should enhance their application, e.g. desire 

to change, assimilation, or individualization.  

Identity threat. Another important factor for the application of CIMS is the 

perceived level of identity threat.  As some CIMS are applied by lower-status members 

in response to identity threat (van Knippenberg, 1989), and lower-class students 

experience these potential devaluating comparisons at university (Stephens, 

Townsend, Markus, & Phillips, 2012), the individual perception of identity threat 

might be crucial for the application of social creativity-strategies – such as hiding and 

categorization-avoidance – and social competition-strategies. 

 Centrality and identity strength. The application of CIMS is furthermore 

based on the concept of social class identities within the social identity theory 

framework (Reicher, Spears, & Haslam, 2010). Thus, the individual class identity-

centrality and identity strength might play a crucial part in the way people apply CIMS. 

As social identities are perceived group membership resolving out of communality in 

categories, believes, or a joint sense of belonging (Tajfel, 1978), the subjective sense 
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to belong to the respective social class group category as well as the importance of this 

group membership for the members’ self-concept influences how group members will 

act on the basis of their group identity. Despite the fact that high levels of class 

centrality were primarily found among higher-class students (Aries & Seider, 2007) 

and students belonging to a racial minority (Orbe, 2004), lower-class students with 

higher class centrality might be more likely to perceive class identity threat and 

respond with different CIMS than their peers who do not see class as an important part 

of their self-concept.  

Class entitatitivity. Also, the role of class entitatitivity might play an 

important role for the application of CIMS, as it captures how a collection of 

individuals are perceived as a coherent social group (Campbell, 1958; Hamilton, & 

Sherman, 1996). The perceived level of entitatitivity might affect how threatening 

higher-class peers are being perceived (Dasgupta, Banaji, & Abelson, 1999), and 

through the inclusion of this concept, the conceptional difficulties based on the 

invisibility of social class identities could be incorporated.  

Other sources of identity. The relationship between social class identities 

with other major sources of identity for the application of CIMS needs to be explored 

furthermore. Important social identities do not operate distinctly from each other. 

Interactions between social class with gender (e.g. Croizet et al., 2001; Azimitia et al., 

2008; Pagliaro et al., 2012; Schwarz et al., 2013) and race (e.g. Jones, 2003; Kelly, 

2008; Syed, & Azmitia, 2008) has been controlled for in this thesis. Despite not having 

found a significant effect for these sources of identity within this thesis – for gender, 

religious background, or race –, these important sources group identities might have 

played an important role for the application of CIMS. For example, both gender and 

race might still play an important role within different study samples (Thomas & 
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Azmitia, 2014), which might have not been captured within this study due to the 

specific community and class backgrounds in NI. 

CIMS in the university context 

Some psychological variables in relation to higher education show reportedly 

stronger associations with psychological than with objective measures of social class 

backgrounds (Ostrove & Long, 2007; Kraus & Stephens, 2012). As CIMS are applied 

by lower-class university students in order to facilitate upward individual mobility and 

prevent negative consequences of identity threat while doing so, the application of 

these strategies might be related to a number of variables. For example, lower class 

students show lower levels of student identification and integration (Jensen & Jetten, 

2015; Jetten et al., 2008; Soria, Stebleton & Huesman, 2013), academic achievement 

and persistence (Lohfink & Poulsen, 2005), higher levels of test anxiety (Janke et al., 

2017), lower levels of self-defined attitudes, i.e professional goals (Kraaykamp, 

Tolsma, & Wolbers, 2013; Goldthrope, 2014), lower future aims (Mistry, Benner, Tan, 

& Kim, 2009), are underperforming while being primed with their social class 

(Spencer, & Castano, 2007), and are evaluated more negatively by teachers and peers 

(Dunne, & Gazeley, 2008).  

CIMS outside of the university 

 As an important experience of one’s class identity, the application of different 

CIMS might also affect class-related psychological outcomes which are not directly 

linked with the university context and upward mobility. This suggests group identity-

related outcomes, such as attitudes towards a lower status group, are potentially 

affected by one’s own experiences needing to hide the own or assimilate to a new class 

group. The studies have shown that young adults who are not university students both 

apply CIMS, and at least assimilation affects their AtP. The application of different 



160 | P a g e  
 

CIMS might, thus, disclose a link between SES and class-related attitudes outside of 

the university. Perhaps because social class is more stable than SES, it is also more 

likely to be associated with intergroup power and status differences that act as the basis 

for discrimination and prejudice (Ostrove & Cole, 2003). The application of CIMS 

might therefore affect attitudes towards class differences (Thomas, & Azmitia, 2014; 

Martin, 2015), the development of pro-social behaviour (Piff, Kraus, Côté, Cheng, & 

Keltner, 2010), and be related to health outcomes (e.g., Adler et al., 2000; for brief 

reviews, see Kraus, Piff, & Keltner, 2009, p. 993; Kudrna, Furnham, & Swami, 2010, 

p. 860). 

Last, there is evidence that class identities develop at a young age (Martin, 

2015; Mistry, Brown, White, Chow, & Gillen-O’Neel, 2015) and shape pupils’ 

experiences and performances already from an early age in elementary school around 

the age of seven to eight years onwards (Martin, 2015; Tablante & Fiske, 2015), and 

the perception of inequality even shapes behaviour among four year old children 

(Kirkland, Jetten & Nielsen, 2020). A focus on the role class identities of college 

students and application of CIMS among those who have already achieved major 

educational success thus leaves aside the major class influence on the educational 

process taking place during the school years (Nieuwenhuis, Manstead, & Easterbrook, 

2019). Psychological research on social class identities in the context of education and 

mobility should, therefore, focus also on the on the implications of CIMS in the context 

of late primary and secondary schools since underperforming in important tests during 

that period is often closing in pupils’ possibilities for higher education. 

Conclusion 

 Notwithstanding the discussed limitations, this thesis has provided evidence 

for the role of CIMS in and outside of higher education. Contributions were (1) the 
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construction and testing of four quantitative CIMS scales based on published 

qualitative reports – desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and expressions of 

categorization-avoidance , (2) establishing the relationship between these four CIMS 

with measures of social class within different research populations, (3) exploring the 

role of CIMS for students’ belief in their own upward mobility through higher 

education, as well as (4) the relationship to negative attitudes towards poverty. 

Surprising results were the mostly non-significant association between the CIMS and 

the subjective social status (SSS), the application of CIMS by middle-class students at 

university, the difference between desire to change and the other CIMS in relation to 

SES, the non-significant associations for hiding and categorization-avoidance in 

relation to IMB, and especially the role of assimilation both in relation to SES as well 

as to IMB and AtP. The discussion highlights several potential practical and theoretical 

future applications of the CIMS concept. In sum, the CIMS scales are a new tool that 

can accompany measures of social class to shed light on implications of class identities 

in higher education and beyond. 
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Glossary 

a-path = Effect of an IV on a MV in a mediation model 

a*b = Indirect effect of an IV on a DV in a mediation model 

APA =  American Psychological Association 

AVE  =  Average Variance Extracted 

b-path = Effect of a MV on a DV in a mediation model 

c-path = Total effect of an IV on a DV in a mediation model 

c’-path = Direct effect of an IV on a DV in a mediation model 

cFA  =  Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

CFI = Comparative Fit Index (index of comparative model fit in SEM) 

CR  =  Composite Reliability 

DV = Dependent Variable 

eFA  = Exploratory Factor Analysis 

GCSE = General Certificate of Secondary Education 

IMB = Individual Mobility Beliefs 

IV = Independent Variable 

K-M-O = Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test of data suitability for running an eFA 

M = Mean 

MAR = Missing at Random (missing data in the data set) 

MCAR = Missing completely at Random (missing data in the data set) 

MNAR = Missing Not at Random (missing data in the data set) 

ML = Maximum Likelihood (estimation for missing data in SEM) 
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MV        = Mediator Variable (or Moderator variable, depending on the theorized 

variable relationship) 

AtP  =  (negative) Attitudes towards Poverty 

PhD = Doctor of Philosophy 

RMSEA  = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (index of absolute model fit 

in SEM) 

SCT =  Self-Categorization Theory 

SD = Standard Deviation 

SDO  = Social Dominance Orientation 

SEM = Structural Equation Model 

SIA  =  Social Identity Approach (SIT & SCT) 

SIT  = Social Identity Theory  

SES  =  Socio-economic Status 

SRMR    = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (index of absolute model fit 

in SEM) 

SSS  = Subjective Social Status 

TLI          = Tucker Lewis Index (index of comparative model fit index in SEM; also 

known as NNFI, Non-normed Fit Index) 
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Formula collection 

Chapter 2 

Formula 1 

Spearman-Brown correction formula for Cronbach’s Alpha (Stanley, 1971). 

𝐴𝑑𝑗. 𝛼 = (n x original reliability α)/ (1 +  (n − 1) x original reliability α) 

Note: α= Original Cronbach’s Alpha Value, n= number of observed items in the scale. 

Formula 2  

Average variance extracted (AVE) formula for latent variable construct evaluation 

(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). 

𝐴𝑉𝐸 =
∑(λ²) 

𝑁
 

Note: λ= factor loading of each item (standardized), N= number of items. 

Formula 3 

Composite reliability (CR) formula for latent variable construct evaluation (Fornell & 

Larcker, 1981).  

CR =
(∑ λ)² 

(∑ λ)² + (∑ ε) 
 

Note: λ= factor loading of each item (standardized), ε= associated error variance to each item (= 1-λ²). 

Chapter 3 

Formula 4 

R-100 re-scaling formula for observed variables (Little, 2013, p.17ff.). 

R100 = ((𝑂 –  1) / 𝑂max)  ∙  100 

Note: O= the original scale, Omax= the maximum scale value. 
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Formula 5  

Likelihood ratio test comparing the goodness of fit between two structural equation 

models. (UCLA: Statistical Consulting Group, n.d.). 

LR = −2ln(L(m1)L(m2)) = 2(loglik(m2) − loglik(m1)) 

Note: LR= Likelihood Ratio, L(m)= likelihood of respective model, m1= more restrictive model, m2= less restrictive model. 

Chapter 5 

Formula 6 

Stein’s formula for adjusted R2 calculation (Field, 2013).  

Adj. R2 = 1 − [ 
(𝑛−1)

(𝑛−𝑘−1)

(𝑛−2)

(𝑛−𝑘−2)

(𝑛+1)

(𝑛)
] (1 − 𝑅2) 

Note: n= the number of observations, k= the number of predictors 

Formula 7 

Fchange calculation for hierarchical multiple regression analysis (Field, 2013). 

Fchange
 = ((𝑛 − 𝑘𝑛𝑒𝑤 − 1) 𝑅𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒

2 ) / (𝑘𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 (1 − 𝑅𝑛𝑒𝑤
2 ) 

Note: n= the number of observations, k= the number of predictors. 
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Tables 

Chapter 2 

Methods. 

Table 2.1. 

Table displaying the theorized questionnaire items for the class identity management 

strategy scales (CIMS) used in Study 1 and 2 measuring the participants’ desire the change, 

assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance. Agreement or disagreement with each 

item was measured through a 6-point Likert scale (Study 1) and a slider ranging from 1 to 100 

(Study 2), both scaling ranged from ´strongly disagree` as the lowest to ´strongly agree` as the 

highest answer option. 

Desire to Change  

Change1 My parents wanted me to have a better job than them after I finished 

/ university. 

Change2 I wanted to have a better job than my parents after I finished / 

university. 

Change3 I wanted to have a better education than my parents after I finished / 

university. 

Change4 In ten years, I would like to be richer than my parents. 

Assimilation 

Assimilation1 I have tried to fit in by imitating other social class’s behaviours or 

dressed up like a class higher than mine. 

Assimilation2 I have encountered situations in which I pretended to be from a richer 

family than I actually am. 

Hiding 

Hiding1 I have encountered situations with peers in which I preferred to hide 

my families’ financial or educational background. 

Hiding2 I have encountered situations with strangers in which I preferred to 

hide my families’ financial or educational background. 

Hiding3 In the case the topic comes up, I’d prefer not to talk about my families’ 

financial or educational background. 

Categorization-Avoidance 

Avoidance1 I usually can identify a strangers’ social class background just based 

on their clothes, appearance, or the way they talk. 

Avoidance2 People from different social class backgrounds dress differently. 

Avoidance3 People from different social class backgrounds talk differently. 
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Table 2.2.  

Table displaying the demographic statistics for the research population samples in 

Study 1 and 2; including gender, religious background, university subject, and being a first-

generation student for Study 1, and gender, ethnicity, age and being a student for Study2.  

 Study 1 (n1= 209)  Study 2 (n2= 332) 

Variable Category n % Variable Category n % 

Gender Female 136 65 Gender Female 263 79 

 Male 72 34  Male 68 20 

 N/D 1 1  N/D 2 1 

University 

Subject 

Psychology 120 57 Age 18-21 57 17 

Political 

Science 

89 43  22-25 52 16 

Religious 

Background 

Catholic 70 33  26-28 72 22 

Protestant 64 30  29-31 78 23 

 Other 18 9  32-35 74 22 

 No 

Religion 

57 28 Ethnicity African 2 1 

Main National 

Identity 

British 53 25  Asian 4 1 

Irish 74 35  Caucasian 295 88 

 Northern 

Irish 

67 32  Mixed 9 3 

 Other 15 7  Other 23 7 

Being a First-

Generation 

Student 

Yes 107 51 Being a 

Student 

Yes 77 22 

No 102 49  No 255 72 
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Results – Study 1 

Table 2.3.  

Table displaying the mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) values for all items in the 

sample of Study 1 (n1= 209), theorized to measure the class identity management strategy 

scales (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance. Based 

on a six-point Likert scale, values range from ´strongly disagree` as the lowest up to ´strongly 

agree` as the highest answer option, indicating low to high levels of application of the 

respective individual mobility management strategy.  

Also displayed are the results and factor loadings from exploratory factor analysis 

(eFA), using maximum likelihood estimation and promax rotation (kappa=4) in IBM SPSS. 

The scales internal consistency is calculated using Cronbach’s Alpha (and adjusted 

Cronbach’s Alpha for small scales following the Spearman-Brown correction formula).   

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin .58 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity χ²= 593.30, df=36; p<.001 

Eigenvalues ≥ 1 2.45, 1.98, 1.58, 1.02 

Cumulative Variance 78.10% 

Scale Item M SD Factor Loadings Cronbach’

s Alpha 

Desire to Change Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 

 Change1 4.88 1.15 .70    α=.77;  

adj. α= .91*  Change2 4.90 1.14 .97    

 Change3 4.52 1.06 .53     

Assimilation  

 Assimilation1 2.62 1.28  1.01   α=.73;  

adj. α= .84*  Assimilation2 2.32 1.11  .56   

Hiding α=.85;  

adj. α= .92*  Hiding1 3.18 1.40   .73  

 Hiding2 2.86 1.33   1.00   

Categorization-Avoidance α=.85;  

adj. α= .92*  Avoidance1 3.64 1.23    .99 

 Avoidance2 4.00 1.04    .57  

Notes: With a cut-off value of .32, no cross-loadings occurred. The Eigenvalues indicated four latent 

variables, the Scree plot and theoretical background indicated a four-factor solution. (Goodness-of-fit Test: χ²=7.55, 

df=6, p=.273.); *= Using the Spearman-Brown correction formula alpha adjustment for small scales (three items 

and smaller) (Hulin, Netemeyer, & Cudeck, 2001). 
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Table 2.4.  

Table displaying the two-tailed Pearson’s correlation coefficients between the class 

identity management strategy scales (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and 

categorization-avoidance; based on the results of the exploratory factor analysis (eFA) of the 

data measured within the cross-sectional university student sample of Study 1 (n1= 209). 

Latent Variables 1 2 3 

1 Desire to Change    

2 Assimilation .01   

3 Hiding .07  .22*  

4 Categorization-Avoidance     .26***  .25* .07 

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05. 

 

Results – Study 2 

Table 2.5.  

Table displaying the model fit indices for the confirmatory factor analysis (cFA), 

assessing the theorized factor structure underlying the observed variables for the class identity 

management strategy scales (CIMS) measured in the sample of Study 2: desire to change, 

assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance.  

The results displayed are based on maximum likelihood estimation and refer to a four-

factor solution measurement model and associated null model. 

Model χ² df p χ²/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

Model 1 41.96 48 .23 1.12 1.00 .99 .03 .02 (90% CI= [<.01, .05]) 

Null Model 1713.48 66 ≤.001 25.96 <.01 <.01 / .275 (90% CI= [.26, .29]) 

Notes: Model 1= the four factor solution cFA model; Null Model= the null-hypothesis model allowing 

for no correlation between observed variables; χ²= Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistics, df= Model degrees 

of freedom, p= associated significance value to the Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistic test, χ²/ df= ratio 

between the models chi-square statistics and degrees of freedom, CFI= Comparative Fit Index, TLI= Tucker-Lewis 

Index, SRMR= Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; 

CI= Confidence Interval. 
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Table 2.6. 

Table displaying the mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) values for all items in 

sample Study 2 (n2= 332) theorized to measure the class identity management strategy scales 

(CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance. Based on a 

slider ranging from 1 to 100, values range from ́ strongly disagree` as the lowest up to ́ strongly 

agree` as the highest answer option, indicating low to high levels of application of the 

respective individual mobility management strategy.  

Also displayed are the factor loadings from confirmatory factor analysis (cFA), using 

maximum likelihood estimation in IBM AMOS. The scales internal consistency is calculated 

using Cronbach’s Alpha (and adjusted Cronbach’s Alpha for small scales following the 

Spearman-Brown correction formula).   

Scale Item M SD Factor 

Loading 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Desire to Change 
 

 (4 items)    α=.84;  

adj. α= .95*  Change1 70.73 22.05 .65 

 Change2 67.98 23.53 .91  

 Change3 69.57 23.64 .85  

 Change4 76.58 19.87 .63  

Assimilation  

 (2 items)    α=.77;  

adj. α= .87*  Assimilation1 35.11 26.09 .72 

 Assimilation2 30.15 27.59 .87  

Hiding  
 

 (3 items)    α=.87;  

adj. α= .95*  Hiding1 47.58 29.50 .89 

 Hiding2 48.25 30.23 .86  

 Hiding3 50.89 28.33 .71  

Categorization-Avoidance α=.75;  

adj. α= .90*  (3 items)    

 Avoidance1 54.79 22.65 .57  

 Avoidance2 62.44 19.43 .95  

 Avoidance3 65.14 19.72 .62  

Note: *= Using the Spearman-Brown correction formula alpha adjustment for small scales (three items 

and smaller) (Hulin, Netemeyer, & Cudeck, 2001). 
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Table 2.7.  

Table displaying the two-tailed Pearson’s correlation coefficients between the class 

identity management strategy scales (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and 

categorization-avoidance; based on the results of the confirmatory factor analysis’ (cFA) four-

factor structural equation measurement model (SEM) analysis of the data measured within the 

cross-sectional sample of Study 2 (n2= 332).  

Latent Variables (Study 2) 1 2 3 

1 Desire to Change    

2 Assimilation  .17*   

3 Hiding    .24***     .44***  

4 Categorization-Avoidance    .24***  .17* .16* 

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05. 

 

Table 2.8. 

Table displaying the average variance extracted (AVE), composite reliability (CR), 

square root of AVE (√AVE) of, and squared correlations (r²) between the class identity 

management strategy scales (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and 

categorization-avoidance - within the sample of Study 2.  

Scales Average 

Variance 

Extracted 

(AVE) 

Composite 

Reliability  

(CR) 

Square 

Root 

AVE  

(√AVE) 

Squared 

Correlations (r²) 

1 2 3 4 

1 Desire to Change .59 .85 .77     

2 Assimilation .64 .78 .80 .03    

3 Hiding .68 .86 .82 .06 .19   

4 Categorization-Avoidance .53 .77 .73 .06 .03 .03  

Note: CR (≥.6) and AVE (≥.5) are statistical indicators for convergent validity of a scale, √AVE of each 

scale ≥ r² the inter-scale correlation provides evidence for the discriminant validity between the scales. 
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Chapter 3 

Methods 

Table 3.1.  

Table displaying the theorized questionnaire items and respective scoring used in 

Study 1 and 2, to assess the participants’ parental socio-economic status (SES) based on the 

SES-dimensions income, education, and occupation; as well as the participants subjective 

social status (SSS).  

Socio-economic Status (SES) – Parental Income 

SES Income Please try to estimate the total household income of your parents per 

year. 

 [Closed question with the answer possibilities: Less than 

£10,000; £10,000-£25,000; £25,000-£50,000; £50,000-£75,000£; 

£75,000-£100,000; and above £100,000.] 

Socio-economic Status (SES) – Parental Education 

SES Education1 What is your mothers’ highest level of education? 

SES Education2 What is your fathers’ highest level of education? 

 [Both closed questions with the answer possibilities: Up to 

GCSE-exams; up to a-levels; apprenticeship; technical college 

certificate; non-university professional degree; undergraduate 

university degree; postgraduate university degree; and PhD degree.] 

Socio-economic Status (SES) – Parental Occupation 

SES Occupation1 Please tell us which (if any) of the following boxes comes closest to 

the latest/last job your mother has/had. 

SES Occupation2 Please tell us which (if any)  of the following boxes comes closest to 

the latest/last job your father has/had. 

 [Both half-closed questions with the answer possibilities: 

Unemployed/home parent; farmer; labourer; cashier; craftswo/man; 

self-employed; ordinary civil service; small employer; banker; 

saleswo/man; medium-level civil service; manager in a smaller 

company; school teacher; higher civil service; manager in a large 

company; university lecturer; and others: _____.] 

 

(Table to be continued next page.) 
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(Table 3.1. continued.) 

 

Subjective Social Status (SSS) 

Social Ladder, 

Mc Athurs’ Scale 

(Adler et al., 

2000) 

“Imagine that this ladder represents Northern Irish/United Kingdoms’ 

society. At the top are the people who have the most money and the 

best education, and at the bottom are the people who have the least 

money. Now, think about your family. Where do you think they would 

be on this ladder? Please, mark an X on the step where your family 

would be on this ladder.”  

 [The SSS was measured through a 10-point Likert scale (Study 

1) and a slider ranging from 1 to 100 (Study 2), both scaling range 

from lowest to highest societal SSS.] 
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Results – Study 1 

Table 3.2.  

Table displaying the mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) values for all items in the 

sample of Study 1 (n1= 209) theorized to measure the parental socio-economic status (SES) 

and the own subjective social status (SSS). Values are ranging from a low score indicating 

lower levels of SES/SSS and a higher score indicating respective higher levels. The value of 

each item was rescaled using Little’s (2013) rescaling formula to match the respective scaling 

of the class identity management strategy (CIMS) - scales on a six-point Likert Scale. 

Also displayed are the factor loadings from confirmatory factor analysis (cFA), using 

maximum likelihood estimation, for socio-economic status (SES) as a one factor structure 

based on the observed variables parental income, mother education, father education, mother 

occupation, and father occupation, and including model fit indices for the measurement and 

null model. The SES’ internal consistency is calculated using Cronbach’s Alpha. 

Scale Item M SD Factor 

Loading 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Parental Socio-Economic Status (SES) α=.75 

 Parental Income 3.21 1.28 .84  

 Mothers’ Education 2.84 1.40 .45  

 Fathers’ Education 2.58 1.54 .65  

 Mothers’ Occupation 3.36 1.59 .61  

 Fathers’ Occupation 3.76 1.49 .74  

Subjective Social Status (SSS) 
 

 Social Ladder 3.41 .94 /  

Model χ² df p χ²/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

1 SES 

Model 

5.25 1 .02 5.25 .98 .82 .03 .14 (90% CI= [.04, 

.27]) 

2 Null 

Model 

247.65 10 ≤.001 24.77 <.01 <.01 / .34 (90% CI= [.30, 

.38]) 

Notes: Model 1= the cFA four factor solution, Model 2= the cFA independence or null model; χ²= 

Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistics, df= Model degrees of freedom, p= associated significance value to 

the Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistic test, χ²/ df= ratio between the models chi-square statistics and 

degrees of freedom, CFI= Comparative Fit Index, TLI= Tucker-Lewis Index, SRMR= Standardized Root Mean 

Square Residual, RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI= Confidence Interval. 
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Table 3.3.  

Table displaying the model fit indices for the multiple regression analysis’ 

measurement, path and null structural equation model (SEM) of socio-economic status (SES) 

and subjective social status (SSS) predicting the four class identity management strategies 

(CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance -within the 

cross-sectional student sample of Study 1 (n1= 209).  

Model χ² df p χ²/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

Measurement 

Model 

73.92 58 .08 1.27 .98 .97 .05 .04 (90% CI= [<.01, 

.06]) 

Path Model 73.93 58 .08 1.28 .98 .97 .05 .04 (90% CI= [<.01, 

.06]) 

Null Model 1029.1 105 ≤.001 9.80 <.01 <.01 / .21 (90% CI= [.20, .22]) 

Notes: Measurement Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables allowed to co-vary, 

Path Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables and their theorized path relationship between 

each other, Null or Independence Model= The null-hypothesis model allowing for no correlation between observed 

variables; χ²= Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistics, df= Model degrees of freedom, p= associated 

significance value to the Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistic test, χ²/ df= ratio between the models chi-

square statistics and degrees of freedom, CFI= Comparative Fit Index, TLI= Tucker-Lewis Index, SRMR= 

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI= Confidence 

Interval. 

 

Table 3.4.  

Table displaying the two-tailed Pearson’s correlation coefficients between socio-

economic status (SES), subjective social status (SSS), and the class identity management 

strategies (CIMS) -desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance; 

based on the results of the structural equation measurement model (SEM) analysis of the data 

measured within the cross-sectional student sample of Study 1 (n1= 209).  

Variables 1 2 3 4 5  

1     SES 
     

2     SSS    .64***     

3     Change  -.47***   -.24**    

4     Assimilation     .16 .08  -.06   

5     Hiding    -.18   -.13   .01    .39*  

6     Categorization-Avoidance    -.05   -.03  .25***    .14 .12 

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05 
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Table 3.5.  

Table displaying the path coefficients for the multiple regression analysis of socio-

economic status (SES), and subjective social status (SSS) predicting the class identity 

management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance - in a structural equation path model (SEM), based on the data from the cross-

sectional student sample of Study 1 (n1= 209).  

Path                               R2 [adj. R2] β Estimate SE p-value 

SES  -.54 -.02 <.01 <.001 

SSS->  .10 <.01 <.01 .36 

 Change .23 [.21]     

SES  .17 .01 <.01 .18 

SSS->  .02 <-.01 <.01 .81 

      Assimilation .02 [<.01]     

SES  .17 -.01 <.01 .34 

SSS->  .02 <-.01 .01 .89 

 Hiding .03 [.01]     

SES  .05 <-.01 <.01 .59 

SSS->  .01 <.01 <.01 .96 

 Avoidance .01 [<.01]     

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05; R2= amount of variance accounted for by predictors; β= 

standardized regression coefficients; Estimate= non-standardized regression coefficients; SE= Standard Error 

related to the non-standardized regression coefficients; p-value= significance level associated with the regression 

weight; Adjusted R2 calculated based on the Stein’s formula (Field, 2013). 
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Results – Study 2 

Table 3.6.  

Table displaying the mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) values for all items in the 

sample of Study 2 (n2= 332) theorized to measure the parental socio-economic status (SES) 

and the own subjective social status (SSS). Values are ranging from a low score indicating 

lower level of SES/SSS and a higher score indicating respective higher levels. The value of 

each item was rescaled using the Little’s (2013) R100- rescaling formula to match the respective 

scaling of the class identity management strategy scales (CIMS) ranging from 1-100.  

Also displayed are the factor loadings from confirmatory factor analysis (cFA), using 

maximum likelihood estimation, for socio-economic status (SES) as a one factor structure 

based on the observed variables parental income, mother education, father education, mother 

occupation, and father occupation, and including model fit indices for the measurement and 

null model. The SES’ internal consistency is calculated using Cronbach’s Alpha. 

Scale Item M SD Factor 

Loading 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Parental Socio-Economic Status (SES) α=.69 

  Parental Income 34.04 20.92 .86 

 Mothers’ Education 25.34 27.66 .72  

 Fathers’ Education 25.19 28.14 .68  

 Mothers’ Occupation 47.69 28.88 .47  

 Fathers’ Occupation 56.28 25.58 .63  

Subjective Social Status (SSS)  

 Social Ladder 50.39 17.10 /  

Model χ² df p χ²/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

1 SES 

Model 

5.01 1 .03 5.01 .99 .86 .03 .11 (90% CI= [.03, 

.21]) 

2 Null 

Model 

299.05 10 ≤.001 29.91 <.01 <.01 / .30 (90% CI= [.27, 

.33]) 

Notes: Model 1= the cFA four factor solution, Model 2= the cFA null model; χ²= Models’ Goodness of 

Fit chi-square statistics, df= Model degrees of freedom, p= associated significance value to the Models’ Goodness 

of Fit chi-square statistic test, χ²/ df= ratio between the models chi-square statistics and degrees of freedom, CFI= 

Comparative Fit Index, TLI= Tucker-Lewis Index, SRMR= Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, RMSEA= 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI= Confidence Interval. 
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Table 3.7.  

Table displaying the mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) values for all items in the 

sample Study 2 (n2= 332) measuring the desire to change class identity management strategy 

(CIMS) before and after the parcelling. Values ranging from ´strongly disagree` as the lowest 

up to ´strongly agree` as the highest answer option, indicating low to high levels of desire to 

change.  

Also displayed are the factor loadings from confirmatory factor analysis (cFA), using 

maximum likelihood estimation in IBM AMOS, and the model fit indices for both, the 

parcelled and non-parcelled measurement model, and the respective null model. The scales 

internal consistency is calculated using Cronbach’s Alpha (and adjusted Cronbach’s Alpha for 

small scales following the Spearman-Brown correction formula).   

Scale Item M SD Factor 

Loading 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Desire to Change  

α=.84 

 

 Model 1 (4 items)    

 Change1 70.73 22.05 .65 

 Change2 67.98 23.53 .91  

 Change3 69.57 23.64 .85  

 Change4 76.58 19.87 .63  

 Model 2 (3 items)    α=.83;  

adj. α= .94*  P1_Change1 70.73 22.05 .65 

 P2_Change3 69.57 23.64 .84  

 P3_Change2_4 72.28 19.17 .88  

Model χ² df p χ²/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

1 Change 

Model 

.21 2 .90 .10 1 1 <.01 <.01 (90% CI= 

[<.01, .05]) 

2 Change 

Parcel Model 

.00 0 * 0 1 1 .00 * 

3 Change Null 

Model 

415.42 3 ≤.001 138.47 <.01 <.01 / .64 (90% CI= 

[.59, .70]) 

Notes: *= Using the Spearman-Brown correction formula alpha adjustment for small scales (three items 

and smaller) (Hulin, Netemeyer, & Cudeck, 2001); Model 1=  cFA model based on the observed indicators for 

desire to change, Model 2= cFA model based on the parcelled indicators for desire to change; Model 3= cFA null 

model; χ²= Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistics, df= Model degrees of freedom, p= associated significance 

value to the Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistic test, χ²/ df= ratio between the models chi-square statistics 

and degrees of freedom, CFI= Comparative Fit Index, TLI= Tucker-Lewis Index, SRMR= Standardized Root Mean 

Square Residual, RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI= Confidence Interval. 
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Table 3.8. 

Table displaying the model fit indices for the multiple regression analysis’ 

measurement, path and null structural equation model (SEM) of socio-economic status (SES) 

and subjective social status (SSS) predicting the four class identity management strategies 

(CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance - within the 

cross-sectional student sample of Study 2 (n2= 332). 

Model χ² df p χ²/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

Measurement 

Model 

94.80 85 .22 1.12 1 .99 .03 .02 (90% CI= [<.01, 

.04]) 

Path Model 95.21 85 .21 1.12 1 .99 .03 .02 (90% CI= [<.01, 

.04]) 

Null Model 2022.3 136 ≤.001 14.87 <.01 <.01 / .21 (90% CI= [.20, .22]) 

Notes: Measurement Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables allowed to co-vary, 

Path Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables and their theorized path relationship between 

each other, Null or Independence Model= The null-hypothesis model allowing for no correlation between observed 

variables; χ²= Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistics, df= Model degrees of freedom, p= associated 

significance value to the Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistic test, χ²/ df= ratio between the models chi-

square statistics and degrees of freedom, CFI= Comparative Fit Index, TLI= Tucker-Lewis Index, SRMR= 

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI= Confidence 

Interval. 

 

 

Table 3.9.  

Table displaying the two-tailed Pearson’s correlation coefficients between socio-

economic status (SES), subjective social status (SSS), and the class identity management 

strategies (CIMS) -desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance; 

based on the results of the structural equation measurement model (SEM) analysis of the data 

measured within the cross-sectional student sample of Study 2 (n2= 332).  

Variables 1 2 3 4 5  

1     SES      

2     SSS    .54***     

3     Change   -.55***  -.16**    

4     Assimilation   -.15   .03   .16*   

5     Hiding   -.28***  -.23***   .24***   .44***  

6     Categorization-Avoidance   -.21**   .01   .22***   .16*   .14* 

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05 
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Table 3.10.  

Table displaying the path coefficients for the multiple regression analysis of socio-

economic status (SES), and subjective social status (SSS) predicting the class identity 

management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance - in a structural equation path model (SEM), based on the data from the cross-

sectional sample of Study 2 (n2= 332). 

Path                              R2 [adj. R2]* β Estimate SE p-value 

SES  -.65 -1.00 .20 <.001 

SSS->  .19 .23 .11 .04 

 Change .33 [.32]     

SES  -.23 -.33 .16 .04 

SSS->  .16 .18 .10 .07 

      Assimilation .04 [.03]     

SES  -.22 -.42 .18 .02 

SSS->  -.11 -.16 .12 .17 

 Hiding .09 [.08]     

SES  -.29 -.29 .11 <.01 

SSS->  .16 .13 .07 .06 

 Avoidance .06 [.05]     

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05; R2= amount of variance accounted for by predictors; β= 

standardized regression coefficients; Estimate= non-standardized regression coefficients; SE= Standard Error 

related to the non-standardized regression coefficients; p-value= significance level associated with the regression 

weight; Adjusted R2 calculated based on the Stein’s formula (Field, 2013). 
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Chapter 4 

Methods 

Table 4.1.  

Table displaying the theorized questionnaire items used each time-point during Study 

3 to assess the class identity management strategy scales (CIMS) - desire the change, 

assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance -, the participants’ parental socio-

economic status (SES), based on the SES-dimensions income, education, and occupation, as 

well as the individual mobility beliefs (IMB) (adopted from Jetten et al., 2008).  

Agreement or disagreement to each item was measured through a slider ranging from 

1 to 100, indicating ´strongly disagree` as the lowest to ´strongly agree` as the highest answer 

option except for the SES items, which were scored as displayed. 

Desire to Change  

Change1 My parents wanted me to have a better job than them after I finished / 

university. 

Change2 I wanted to have a better job than my parents after I finished / 

university. 

Change3 I wanted to have a better education than my parents after I finished / 

university. 

Change4 I want to have a better education than my parents after I finished school/ 

university.  

Change5 In ten years, I would like to be richer than my parents. 

Assimilation 

Assimilation1 I have tried to fit in by imitating other social class’s behaviours or 

dressed up like a class higher than mine. 

Assimilation2 I have encountered situations in which I pretended to be from a richer 

family than I actually am. 

Hiding  

Hiding1 I have encountered situations with peers in which I preferred to hide 

my families’ financial or educational background. 

Hiding2 I have encountered situations with strangers in which I preferred to hide 

my families’ financial or educational background. 

Hiding3 In the case the topic comes up, I’d prefer not to talk about my families’ 

financial or educational background. 

 

(Table to be continued next page.) 
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(Table 4.1. continued.) 

 

Categorization-Avoidance 

Avoidance1 I usually can identify a strangers’ social class background just based on 

their clothes, appearance, or the way they talk. 

Avoidance2 People from different social class backgrounds dress differently. 

Avoidance3 People from different social class backgrounds talk differently. 

Socio-economic Status (SES) – Parental Income 

SES Income Please try to estimate the total household income of your parents per 

year. 

 [Closed question with the answer possibilities: Above £100,000, 

£75,000-£100,000, £50,000-£75,000£, £25,000-£50,000, £10,000-

£25,000, less than £10,000.] 

Socio-economic Status (SES) – Parental Education 

SES Education1 What is your mothers’ highest level of education? 

SES Education2 What is your fathers’ highest level of education? 

 [Both closed questions with the answer possibilities: PhD degree, 

Postgraduate university degree, undergraduate university degree, non-

university professional degree, technical college certificate, 

apprenticeship, up to a-levels, up to GCSE-exams.] 

Socio-economic Status (SES) – Parental Occupation 

SES Occupation1 Please tell us which (if any) of the following boxes comes closest to 

the latest/last job your mother has/had. 

SES Occupation2 Please tell us which (if any)  of the following boxes comes closest to 

the latest/last job your father has/had. 

 [Both half-closed questions with the answer possibilities: University 

lecturer, manager in a large company, higher civil service, school 

teacher, manager in a smaller company, medium-level civil service, 

saleswo/man, banker, small employer, ordinary civil service, self-

employed, craftswo/man, cashier, labourer, farmer, unemployed/home 

parent, other: _____.] 

 

(Table to be continued next page.) 
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(Table 4.1. continued.) 

 

Individual Mobility Beliefs (IMB) 

IMB1 I think that my university education will help me improve my social 

situation. 

IMB2 I expect that my university education will help me move up in the 

world. 

IMB3 I think the university will give me the chance to leave my social 

background behind. 
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Results 

Table 4.2. 

Table displaying the demographic statistics for the research population samples in 

Study 3 at Time 1(nT1= 204) and Time 2 (nT2= 168), including Gender, Religious Background, 

National Main Identity, University Subject, and self-categorized social class membership.  

 Time 1 (nT1= 204)  Time 2 (nT2= 168) 

Variable Category n % Variable Category n % 

Gender Female 141 69 Gender Female 135 80 

 Male 62 30  Male 32 19 

 N/D 0 0  N/D 1 1 

University 

Subject 

Psychology 78 38 University 

Subject 

Psychology 78 67 

Political 

Science 

75 37 Political 

Science 

75 23 

 Sociology 51 25  Sociology 13 10 

Religious 

Background 

Catholic 87 43 Religious 

Background 

Catholic 91 46 

Protestant 59 29 Protestant 45 27 

 other 10 5  other  6 4 

 no religion 48 24  no religion 26 16 

Main National 

Identity 

British 53 26 Main National 

Identity 

British 34 20 

Irish 72 35 Irish 79 47 

 Northern 

Irish 

59 29  Northern 

Irish 

39 23 

 other 20 10  other 16 9 

Social Class  

Self-

Categorization 

lower class       2 1 Social Class 

Self-

Categorization 

lower class         4  2 

working          84 

class 

42 working             65 

class 

39 

lower-             44 

middle class                  

22 lower-                31 

middle class                     

19 

middle class    43 22  middle class      54    32 

 upper-              25 

middle class                  

13  upper-               14 

middle class                     

9 
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Table 4.3.  

Table displaying the mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) values for all items in the 

Time 1 sample of Study 3 (nT1= 204) theorized to measure the parental socio-economic status 

(SES), the class identity management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, 

hiding, and categorization-avoidance -, and the participants’ individual mobility beliefs 

(IMB). Based on a slider ranging from 1 to 100, values range from ´strongly disagree` as the 

lowest up to ´strongly agree` as the highest answer option, indicating low to high levels of 

application of the respective CIMS or individual mobility believes respectively. SES-values 

of each item were rescaled using Little’s (2013) R100-rescaling formula to match the respective 

scaling of the CIMS-scales.  

Also displayed are the factor loadings from confirmatory factor analysis (cFA), using 

maximum likelihood estimation in IBM AMOS. The respective model fit indices for each 

measurement model can be found in table 4.5. The scales’ internal consistency is calculated 

using Cronbach’s Alpha (and adjusted Cronbach’s Alpha for small scales following the 

Spearman-Brown correction formula). 

Scale Item M SD Factor 

Loading 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Parental Socio-Economic Status (SES)  

 Model 1 (4 items)    α=.76 

 Parental Income_T1 41.46 25.36 .79  

 Mother Education_T1 37.20 34.78 .54  

 Father Education_T1 32.22 34.85 .66  

 Mother Occupation_T1 43.87 29.28 .55  

 Father Occupation_T1 51.73 29.30 .62  

 Model 2 (3 items, 

parcelled) 

   α=.80;  

adj. α= .92* 

 P1_SES1_T1 41.46 25.36 .80 

 P2_SES2_3_T1 34.71 25.27 .72  

 P3_SES4_5_T1 47.80 23.70 .73  

 

(Table to be continued next page.) 
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(Table 4.3. continued.) 

 

Desire to Change  

 Model 1 (5 items)    α=.85 

 Change1_T1 76.54 23.79 .56  

 Change2_T1 76.94 20.70 .55  

 Change3_T1 66.94 23.41 .67  

 Change4_T1 78.18 21.52 .42  

 Change5_T1 72.48 23.85 .43  

 Model 2 (3 items, 

parcelled) 

   α=.86;  

adj. α= .95* 

 P1_Change3_5_T1 69.71 20.67 .86 

 P2_Change1_4_T1 77.36 19.56 .79  

 P3_Change2_T1 76.94 20.70 .84  

Assimilation  

α=.68; 

adj. α= .81* 

 (2 items)    

 Assimilation1_T1 28.59 25.74 .68 

 Assimilation2_T1 21.86 22.38 .78  

Hiding  

α=.86;  

adj. α= .95* 

 (3 items)    

 Hiding1_T1 36.61 28.77 .93 

 Hiding2_T1 39.95 30.37 .88  

 Hiding3_T1 41.85 28.20 .68  

Categorization-Avoidance  

α=.79;  

adj. α= .92* 

 (3 items)    

 Avoidance1_T1 52.46 24.58 .63 

 Avoidance2_T1 54.60 23.58 .99  

 Avoidance3_T1  61.72 22.88 .67  

Individual Mobility Beliefs (IMB)  

α=.56;  

adj. α= .79* 

 (3 items)    

 IMB1_T1 73.78 16.29 .84 

 IMB2_T1 78.98 15.53 .73  

 IMB3_T1 51.49 24.15 .28  

Note: * Using the Spearman-Brown correction formula alpha adjustment for small scales (three items 

and smaller) (Hulin, Netemeyer, & Cudeck, 2001). 
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Table 4.4.  

Table displaying the mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) values for all items in the 

Time 2 sample of Study 3 (nT2= 168) theorized to measure the parental socio-economic status 

(SES), the class identity management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, 

hiding, and categorization-avoidance -, and the participants’ individual mobility beliefs 

(IMB). Based on a slider ranging from 1 to 100, values range from ´strongly disagree` as the 

lowest up to ´strongly agree` as the highest answer option, indicating low to high levels of 

application of the respective CIMS or individual mobility believes respectively. SES-values 

of each item were rescaled using Little’s (2013) R100-rescaling formula to match the respective 

scaling of the CIMS-scales.  

Also displayed are the factor loadings from confirmatory factor analysis (cFA), using 

maximum likelihood estimation in IBM AMOS. The respective model fit indices for each 

measurement model can be found in table 4.5. The scales’ internal consistency is calculated 

using Cronbach’s Alpha (and adjusted Cronbach’s Alpha for small scales following the 

Spearman-Brown correction formula). 

Scale Item M SD Factor 

Loading 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Parental Socio-Economic Status (SES)  

 Model 1 (4 items)    α=.70 

 Parental Income_T2 40.12 25.27 .75  

 Mother Education_T2 39.16 29.75 .42  

 Father Education_T2 51.28 29.16 .54  

 Mother Occupation_T2 38.92 33.62 .54  

 Father Occupation_T2 33.11 34.07 .69  

 Model 2 (3 items, 

parcelled) 

    

α=.73;  

adj. α= .89*  P1_SES1_T2 40.12 25.27 .77 

 P2_SES2_3_T2 45.40 21.74 .69 

 P3_SES4_5_T2 36.01 28.89 .68  

 

(Table to be continued next page.) 
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(Table 4.4. continued.) 

 

Desire to Change  

 Model 1 (5 items)    α=.85 

 Change1_T2 78.20 21.03 .39  

 Change2_T2 78.02 21.14 .56  

 Change3_T2 69.91 21.84 .74  

 Change4_T2 74.87 27.05 .82  

 Change5_T2 73.95 22.62 .49  

 Model 2 (3 items, 

parcelled) 

   α=.88;  

adj. α= .96* 

 P1_Change3_5_T2 71.93 18.86 .85 

 P2_Change1_4_T2 76.54 20.18 .82  

 P3_Change2_T2 78.02 21.14 .85  

Assimilation  

α=.74; 

adj. α= .85* 

 (2 items)    

 Assimilation1_T2 27.33 22.00 .76 

 Assimilation2_T2  22.90 21.47 .77  

Hiding  

α=.90;  

adj. α= .96* 

 (3 items)     

 Hiding1_T2 39.63 29.32 .89 

 Hiding2_T2 39.53 29.01 .94 

 Hiding3_T2 41.86 29.28 .75  

Categorization-Avoidance  

α=.83;  

adj. α= .94* 

 (3 items)    

 Avoidance1_T2 52.47 22.67 .78 

 Avoidance2_T2 52.36 21.93 .88  

 Avoidance3_T2 58.60 22.89 .71  

Individual Mobility Beliefs (IMB)  

α=.51;  

adj. α= .76* 

 (3 items)    

 IMB1_T2 71.23 17.98 .68 

 IMB2_T2 77.53 15.66 .79 

 IMB3_T2  50.80 22.77 .20  

Note: * Using the Spearman-Brown correction formula alpha adjustment for small scales (three items 

and smaller) (Hulin, Netemeyer, & Cudeck, 2001). 
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Table 4.5.  

Table displaying the model fit indices for the half-longitudinal confirmatory factor 

analysis (cFA), assessing the theorized factor structure underlying the observed variables 

within the Study 3 samples of Time 1(nT1= 204) and Time 2 (nT2= 168) for socio-economic 

status (SES; non-parcelled and parcelled), desire to change (non-parcelled and parcelled), 

assimilation, hiding, categorization-avoidance, and for individual mobility beliefs (IMB). 

The results displayed are based on maximum likelihood estimation and refer to a two-

factor solution measurement model each. 

Model χ² df p χ²/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

1 SES cFA 

Model (non- 

parcelled) 

55.27 29 <.01 1.91 .97 .93 / .06 (90% CI= [.03, 

.08]) 

2 SES cFA 

Model 

(Parcelled) 

3.38 5 .64 .68 1.00 1.01 / <.01 (90% CI= 

[<.01, .07]) 

3 Change 

cFA Model 

(non-

parcelled) 

28.27 19 .08 1.49 .99 .97 / .04 (90% CI= 

[<.01, .07]) 

4 Change 

cFA Model 

(parcelled) 

7.19 5 .21 1.44 1.00 .99 / .04 (90% CI= 

[<.01, 10]) 

5 

Assimilation 

cFA Model 

1.43 1 .23 1.43 1.00 .97 / .04 (90% CI= 

[<.01, 16]) 

6 Hiding cFA 

Model 

7.04 5 .22 1.41 1.00 .99 / .04 (90% CI= 

[<.01, .09]) 

7 Avoidance 

cFA Model 

2.88 5 .72 .58 1.00 1.02 / <.01 (90% CI= 

[<.01, .06]) 

8 IMB cFA 

Model 

4.94 5 .42 .99 1.00 1.00 / <.01 (90% CI= 

[<.01, .08]) 

Notes: χ²= Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistics, df= Model degrees of freedom, p= associated 

significance value to the Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistic test, χ²/ df= ratio between the models chi-

square statistics and degrees of freedom, CFI= Comparative Fit Index, TLI= Tucker-Lewis Index, SRMR= 

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI= Confidence 

Interval. 
 

 

 



216 | P a g e  
 

Table 4.6.  

Table displaying the model fit indices for the half-longitudinal mediation 

measurement, path, and null structural equation model (SEM) testing the relationship between 

socio-economic status (SES; IV, T1), the class identity management strategies (CIMS) desire 

to change (MV1, T1 & T2), assimilation MV2, T1 & T2), hiding (MV3, T1 & T2), categorization-

avoidance (MV4, T1 & T2), predicting the students individual mobility beliefs (IMB; DV, T1 

& T2) within Study 3 samples of Time 1(nT1= 204) and Time 2 (nT2= 168). 

Model χ² df p χ²/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

1 Measurement 

Model 

478.13 327 <.001 1.46 .94 .92 / .04 (90% CI= 

[.03, .05]) 

2 Path Model 537.82 344 <.001 1.56 .93 .90 / .04 (90% CI= 

[.04, .05]) 

3 Null Model 3198.1 496 <.001 6.49 <.01 <.01 / .14 (90% CI= 

[.13, .14]) 

Notes: Measurement Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables allowed to co-vary, 

Path Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables and their theorized path relationship between 

each other, Null or Independence Model= The null-hypothesis model allowing for no correlation between observed 

variables; χ²= Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistics, df= Model degrees of freedom, p= associated 

significance value to the Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistic test, χ²/ df= ratio between the models chi-

square statistics and degrees of freedom, CFI= Comparative Fit Index, TLI= Tucker-Lewis Index, SRMR= 

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI= Confidence 

Interval. 
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Table 4.7.  

Table displaying the two-tailed Pearson’s correlation coefficients between socio-

economic status (SES; IV, T1), the class identity management strategies (CIMS) desire to 

change (MV1, T1 & T2), assimilation MV2, T1 & T2), hiding (MV3, T1 & T2), categorization-

avoidance (MV4, T1 & T2), and the students’ individual mobility beliefs (IMB; DV, T1 &T2); 

based on the results of the half-longitudinal structural equation measurement model (SEM) 

analysis of the data measured within the half-longitudinal samples of Study 3 at Time 1(nT1= 

204) and Time 2 (nT2= 168). 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1     SES, T1           

2     Change, T1 -.52*          

3     Change, T2 -.64  89***         

4     Assimilation, T1  .04  .15  .14        

5     Assimilation, T2  .31* -.02 -.13 .60***       

6     Hiding, T1 -.01  .04 -.11 .49*** .41***      

7     Hiding, T2 -.05 -.06 -.14  .23* .49*** .71***     

8     Avoidance, T1  .03  .18 -.09 .32***  .03  .11 -.08    

9     Avoidance, T2 -.01 -.18 -.12 .39***  .19  .03  .11 .65***   

10   IMB, T1  .08 -.23  .20  .17 -.10 <.01 -.11 -.06 <.01  

11   IMB, T2  .43** -.57* -.24 -.08 -.14  .09  .04 -.24* -.02 .58*** 

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05 
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Table 4.8.  

Table displaying the path coefficients for the half-longitudinal path analysis of the 

effect of the socio-economic status (SES; IV, T1) on the change within the class identity 

management strategies (CIMS) desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance (M1-4, T2), and the effect of the CIMS (M1-4, T1) on the change within individual 

meritocratic beliefs (IMB; DV, T2); in a structural equation path model (SEM) analysis of the 

data measured within the student samples of Study 3 at Time 1 (nT1= 204) at the start of their 

first semester and Time 2 (nT2= 168)at  the beginning of their second semester. 

Path                               R2 [adj. R2] β Estimate SE p-value 

SES, T1  -.24 -.17 .07 .01 

Change, T1->  .71 .74 .10 <.001 

 Change, T2 .74 [.73]     

SES, T1  .26 -.18 .07 .01 

Assimilation, T1->  .66 .69 .12 <.001 

    Assimilation, T2 .48 [.47]     

SES, T1  -.01 -.01 .11 .91 

Hiding, T1->  .71 .74 .09 <.001 

 Hiding, T2 .51 [.50]     

SES, T1  -.03 -.02 .08 .77 

Avoidance, T1->  .75 .63 .09 <.001 

 Avoidance, T2 .56 [.55]     

Change, T1  .30 .19 .08 .02 

Assimilation, T1  -.32 -.22 .11 .04 

Hiding, T1  .22 .09 .05 .07 

Avoidance, T1  .15 .07 .05 .17 

IMB, T1->  .52 .49 .14 <.001 

 IMB, T2 .51 [.49]     

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05; R2= amount of variance accounted for by predictors; β= 

standardized regression coefficients; Estimate= non-standardized regression coefficients; SE= Standard Error 

related to the non-standardized regression coefficients; p-value= significance level associated with the regression 

weight; Adjusted R2 calculated based on the Stein’s formula (Field, 2013). 
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Table 4.9.  

Table displaying the calculated indirect effects of the socio-economic status (SES; IV, 

T1) on individual mobility beliefs (IMB, DV, T2), mediated through the class identity 

management strategies (CIMS) desire to change (MV1) and assimilation (MV2), based on the 

half-longitudinal structural equation model (SEM) of the data measured within the half-

longitudinal university student samples of Study 3 at Time 1(nT1= 204) and Time 2 (nT2= 168). 

Mediator a 

(Path between 

SES, T1 and 

MV, T2) 

b 

(Path between 

MV,T1 and IMB, 

T2) 

a*b 

(Indirect effect 

of SES, T1 on 

IMB, T2) 

CI 

(95% Confidence 

Interval for 

Indirect Effect) 

Change -.24 .30 -.07 [-.0780, -.0017] 

Assimilation .26 -.32 -.08 [-.0987, -.0003] 

Notes: Indirect effect calculated following the guidelines of Little (2013); confidence interval calculations 

based on Falk, and Biesanz (2016) calculator using, the models path weight, standard error and degrees of freedom. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



220 | P a g e  
 

Post-hoc Results 

Table 4.10.  

Table displaying the mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) values for all interaction 

items between socio-economic status (SES) and assimilation; calculated through the product 

of each mean-centred SES parcel with each mean-centred observed assimilation variable.  

Also displayed are the factor loadings from confirmatory factor analysis (cFA), using 

maximum likelihood estimation, for both, the parcelled and non-parcelled measurement 

models, including model fit indices for both measurement and the null model. The scales 

internal consistency is calculated using Cronbach’s Alpha (and adjusted Cronbach’s Alpha for 

small scales following the Spearman-Brown correction formula).   

Scale Item M SD Factor 

Loading 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

SES_X_Assimilation     

 Model 1 (4 items)    α=.83 

 C_Par_Inc_T1_X_C_Ass_1_T

1 

-54.19 647.61 .72  

 C_Par_Inc_T1_X_C_Ass_2_T

1 

-30.17 523.06 .69  

 C_Par_Edc_T1_X_C_Ass_1_

T1 

-23.53 645.79 .65  

 C_Par_Edc_T1_X_C_Ass_2_

T1 

-7.01 498.23 .64  

 C_Par_Occ_T1_X_C_Ass_1_

T1 

-14.00 700.83 .69  

 C_Par_Occ_T1_X_C_Ass_2_

T1 

-6.52 607.02 .68  

 Model 2 (3 items, parcelled)    α=.84;  

adj. α= .95*  Parcel_1_IncAss1_Edc_Ass2 -30.36 510.92 .99 

 Parcel_2_OccAss1_Edc_Ass1 -18.59 584.83 .71  

 Parcel_1_IncAss2_Occ_Ass2 -18.09 448.72 .72  

 

(Table to be continued next page.) 

 

 

 

 

 



221 | P a g e  
 

(Table 4.10. continued.) 

 

Model χ² df p χ²/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

1 cFA Model 

(Non-parcelled) 

232.17 9 ≤.001 25.80 .61 .09 / .29 (90% CI= 

[.26, .32]) 

2 Null Model 

(Non-parcelled) 

598.18 21 ≤.001 28.49 <.01 <.01 / .30 (90% CI= 

[.28, .33]) 

3 cFA Model 

(Parcelled) 

/ 0 / / 1 / / / 

4 Null Model 

(Parcelled) 

265.40 6 ≤.001 44.23 <.01 <.01 / .38 (90% CI= 

[.34, .42]) 

Notes: *= Using the Spearman-Brown correction formula alpha adjustment for small scales (three items 

and smaller) (Hulin, Netemeyer, & Cudeck, 2001). 

Model 1= the non-parcelled two factor cFA solution, Model 2= the parcelled two factor cFA solution, 

Model 3= the cFA independence or null model; χ²= Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistics, df= Model 

degrees of freedom, p= associated significance value to the Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistic test, χ²/ 

df= ratio between the models chi-square statistics and degrees of freedom, CFI= Comparative Fit Index, TLI= 

Tucker-Lewis Index, SRMR= Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation. 

 

Table 4.11.  

Table displaying the model fit indices for the half-longitudinal mediation 

measurement, path, and null structural equation model (SEM) testing the relationship between 

the socio-economic status (SES; IV, T1), the class identity management strategies (CIMS) 

desire to change (MV1, T1 & T2), assimilation MV2, T1 & T2), hiding (MV3, T1 & T2), 

categorization-avoidance (MV4, T1 & T2), and the interaction term between SES at T1 and 

assimilation at T1, predicting the students individual mobility beliefs (IMB; DV, T1 & T2) 

within Study 3 samples of Time 1(nT1= 204) and Time 2 (nT2= 168). 

Model χ² df p χ²/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

1 Measurement 

Model 

716.46 423 ≤.001 1.69 .90 .87 / .05 (90% CI= 

[.04, .05]) 

2 Path Model 681.80 423 ≤.001 1.61 .92 .88 / .05 (90% CI= 

[.04, .05]) 

3 Null Model 3648.4 595 ≤.001 6.13 <.01 <.01 / .13 (90% CI= 

[.13, .14]) 

Notes: Measurement Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables allowed to co-vary, 

Path Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables and their theorized path relationship between 

each other, Null or Independence Model= The null-hypothesis model allowing for no correlation between observed 

variables; χ²= Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistics, df= Model degrees of freedom, p= associated 

significance value to the Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistic test, χ²/ df= ratio between the models chi-

square statistics and degrees of freedom, CFI= Comparative Fit Index, TLI= Tucker-Lewis Index, SRMR= 

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI= Confidence 

Interval.  
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Table 4.12.  

Table displaying the path coefficients for the half-longitudinal path analysis of the 

effect of the socio-economic status (SES; IV, T1) on the change within the class identity 

management strategies (CIMS) desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance (M1-4, T2), the effect of the CIMS (M1-4, T1), and the interaction term between SES 

at T1 and assimilation at T1 on the change within individual mobility beliefs (IMB; DV, T2); 

in a structural equation path model (SEM) analysis of the data measured within the student 

samples of Study 3 at Time 1 (nT1= 204) at the start of their first semester and Time 2 (nT2= 

168)at  the beginning of their second semester. 

Path                                 R2 [adj. R2] β Estimate SE p-value 

SES, T1  -.20 -.15 .07 .04 

Change, T1->  .74 .79 .10 <.001 

 Change, T2 .74 [.73]     

SES, T1  .26 -.20 .07 <.01 

Assimilation, T1->  .62 .62 .11 <.001 

    Assimilation, T2 .48 [.47]     

SES, T1  -.01 .01 .11 .90 

Hiding, T1->  .73 .77 .09 <.001 

 Hiding, T2 .54 [.52]     

SES, T1  -.01 <-.01 .08 .96 

Avoidance, T1->  .74 .61 .08 <.001 

 Avoidance, T2 .55 [.54]     

SES, T1  .35 .15 .06 .02 

Change, T1  .54 .32 .11 <.01 

Assimilation, T1  -.34 -.19 .08 .04 

Hiding, T1  .23 .09 .04 .06 

Avoidance, T1  .03 .01 .04 .78 

SES_X_Assimilation, 

T1 

 -.26 -.01 <.01 .02 

IMB, T1->  .35 .30 .12 <.001 

 IMB, T2 .56 [.51]     

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05; R2= amount of variance accounted for by predictors; β= 
standardized regression coefficients; Estimate= non-standardized regression coefficients; SE= Standard Error 
related to the non-standardized regression coefficients; p-value= significance level associated with the regression 
weight; Adjusted R2 calculated based on the Stein’s formula (Field, 2013). 
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Chapter 5 

Methods 

Table 5.1.  

Table displaying the questionnaire items used in Study 1 and 2 to assess the 

participants’ attitudes towards poverty (AtP), based on the questionnaire from Yun and 

Weaver (2010), and social dominance orientation (SDO), based on the questionnaire from Ho 

et al. (2015). 

Negative Attitudes towards Poverty (AtP) 

AtP1 Do you think poor people have generally a lower intelligence than non-

poor people?  

 (Item No. 7 in the Yun, Weaver (2010) questionnaire) 

AtP2 Do you think poor people act differently?  

 (Item No. 4 in the Yun, Weaver (2010) questionnaire) 

AtP3 Do you think most poor people are dishonest? 

 (Item No. 2 in the Yun, Weaver (2010) questionnaire) 

AtP4 Do you think poor people are different from the rest of society?  

 (Item No. 1 in the Yun, Weaver (2010) questionnaire) 

AtP5 Do you think poor people should be blamed for their misfortune?  

(Item No. 19 in the Yun, Weaver (2010) questionnaire) 

AtP6 Do you think welfare support makes people lazy? 

(Item No. 14 in the Yun, Weaver (2010) questionnaire) 

AtP7 Do you think children raised on welfare benefits will never amount 

anything? 

(Item No. 5 in the Yun, Weaver (2010) questionnaire) 

AtP8 Do you think the state uses too much money for poor people? 

 (Item No. 15 in the Yun, Weaver (2010) questionnaire) 

 

(Table to be continued next page.) 
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(Table 5.1. continued.) 

 

Social Dominance Orientation (SDO) 

SDO1 An ideal society requires some groups to be on top and others to be on 

the bottom. 

          (Item No. 1 in the Ho et al. (2015) questionnaire) 

SDO2 Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups. 

          (Item No. 2 in the Ho et al. (2015) questionnaire) 

SDO3 Group equality should not be our primary goal. 

          (Item No. 5 in the Ho et al. (2015) questionnaire) 

SDO4 It is unjust to try to make groups equal. 

          (Item No. 6 in the Ho et al. (2015) questionnaire) 

SDO5 We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different groups. 

(reverse) 

    (Item No. 7 in the Ho et al. (2015) questionnaire) 

SDO6 We should work to give all groups an equal chance to succeed. (reverse) 

          (Item No. 8 in the Ho et al. (2015) questionnaire) 
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Results – Study 1 

Table 5.2.  

Table displaying the mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) values for all items in the 

cross-sectional student sample of Study 1 (n1= 209) theorized to measure the participants’ 

attitudes towards poverty (AtP) and social dominance orientation (SDO). Values are ranging 

from a low score indicating lower levels of SES/SSS and a higher score indicating respective 

higher levels on a six-point Likert Scale. 

Also displayed are the factor loadings from confirmatory factor analysis (cFA), using 

maximum likelihood estimation, for both, the parcelled and non-parcelled two-factor 

measurement models, and including model fit indices for both measurement and the null 

model. The scales internal consistency is calculated using Cronbach’s Alpha (and adjusted 

Cronbach’s Alpha for small scales following the Spearman-Brown correction formula).   

Scale Item M SD Factor Loading Cronbach’s Alpha 

AtP Model 1 (4 items)    α=.73 

 AtP1 2.47 1.05 .66  

 AtP2 3.13 1.17 .62  

 AtP3 1.68 .77 .68  

 AtP4 2.01 .97 .59  

 Model 2 (3 items, parcelled)    α=.69;  

adj. α= .87*  P1_AtP1 2.47 1.05 .68 

 P2_AtP2 3.13 1.17 .59  

 P3_AtP3_4 1.85 .73 .76  

SDO Model 1 (6 items)    α=.78 

 SDO1 2.68 1.31 .66  

 SDO2 2.02 1.25 .60  

 SDO3 2.78 1.27 .60  

 SDO4 2.35 1.23 .69  

 SDO5r 1.95 .88 .66  

 SDO6r 1.48 .70 .52  

 Model 2 (3 items, parcelled)    α=.81;  

adj. α= .93*  P1_SDO4_6r 1.91 .79 .77 

 P2_SDO1_3 2.73 1.07 .76  

 P3_SDO2_5r 1.99 .87 .79  

 

(Table to be continued next page.) 
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(Table 5.2. continued.) 

 

Model χ² df p χ²/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

1 Non- 

parcelled cFA 

Model 

60.03 34 <.01 1.77 .95 .91 / .06 (90% CI= [.03, .09]) 

2 Parcelled 

cFA Model 

5.71 8 .68 .71 1.00 1.01 / <.01 (90% CI= [<.01, 

.06]) 

2 Null Model 377.71 21 ≤.001 17.99 <.01 <.01 / .29 (90% CI= [.26, .31]) 

Notes: *= Using the Spearman-Brown correction formula alpha adjustment for small scales (three items 

and smaller) (Hulin, Netemeyer, & Cudeck, 2001); Model 1= the non-parcelled two factor cFA solution, Model 2= 

the parcelled two factor cFA solution, Model 3= the cFA independence or null model; χ²= Models’ Goodness of 

Fit chi-square statistics, df= Model degrees of freedom, p= associated significance value to the Models’ Goodness 

of Fit chi-square statistic test, χ²/ df= ratio between the models chi-square statistics and degrees of freedom, CFI= 

Comparative Fit Index, TLI= Tucker-Lewis Index, SRMR= Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, RMSEA= 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI= Confidence Interval. 
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Table 5.3.  

Table displaying the Model Fit indices for the four-step hierarchical multiple 

regression analysis’ measurement, path and null structural equation model (SEM) predicting 

attitudes towards poverty (AtP) by parental socio-economic status (SES) (Step1), SES and 

subjective social status (SSS) (Step2), SES, SSS, and the four class identity management 

strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance - 

(Step3), and all of the previous predictors plus social dominance orientation (SDO) (Step4), 

within the cross-sectional sample of Study 1 (n1= 209). 

Model χ² df p χ²/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

Measurement 

Model 

(Overall) 

161.20 138 .09 1.17 .98 .97 / .03 (90% CI= [<.01, 

.05]) 

Path  Model 1 

(Step 1) 

21.61 15 .12 1.44 .98 .95 / .05 (90%CI= [<.01, .09]) 

Path  Model 2 

(Step2) 

29.41 21 .11 1.35 .98 .96 / .04 (90%CI= [<.01, .08]) 

Path  Model 3 

(Step 3) 

132.38 94 ≤.001 1.41 .96 .93 / .05 (90%CI= [.03, .06]) 

Path Model 4 

(Step 4) 

167.19 139 .05 1.20 .98 .96 / .03 (90%CI= [<.01, .05]) 

Null Model 

(Overall) 

1528.7 231 ≤.001 6.62 <.01 <.01 / .17 (90% CI= [.16, 17]) 

Notes: Measurement Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables allowed to co-vary, 

Path Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables and their theorized path relationship between 

each other, Null or Independence Model= The null-hypothesis model allowing for no correlation between observed 

variables; χ²= Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistics, df= Model degrees of freedom, p= associated 

significance value to the Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistic test, χ²/ df= ratio between the models chi-

square statistics and degrees of freedom, CFI= Comparative Fit Index, TLI= Tucker-Lewis Index, SRMR= 

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI= Confidence 

Interval. 
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Table 5.4.  

Table displaying two-tailed Pearson’s correlation coefficients between the parental 

socio-economic status (SES), the own subjective social status (SSS), the four class identity 

management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance - , attitudes towards poverty (AtP), and social dominance orientation (SDO); based 

on the results of the overall structural equation measurement model (SEM) analysis of the data 

measured within the cross-sectional student sample of Study 1 (n1= 209). 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1     SES        

2     SSS    .58***       

3     Change   -.34   .03      

4     Assimilation    .05   .05   .10     

5     Hiding   -.12  -.16*   .01   .29**    

6     Categorization-Avoidance   .01   .02   .28*   .26**   .06   

7     AtP   -.03   .06   .05   .28**  -.09 .17*  

8     SDO   .16   .22**   .06   .22*  -.17*   .10 .54*** 

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05 

 

Table 5.5.  

Table displaying the path coefficients for each of the four steps in the hierarchical 

multiple regression analysis predicting attitudes towards poverty (AtP) by parental socio-

economic status (SES) (Step1), SES and the own subjective social status (SSS) (Step2), SES, 

SSS, and the four class identity management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, 

assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance - (Step3), and all of the previous predictors 

plus social dominance orientation (SDO) (Step4) in four respective structural equation path 

models (SEM). The results are based on the data from the cross-sectional student sample of 

Study 1 (n1= 209). 

Path                              R2 [adj. R2] β Estimate SE p-value 

(Step 1) 

SES->  .02 <.01 <.01 .80 

 AtP <.01     

 

(Table to be continued next page.) 
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(Table 5.2. continued.) 

 

(Step 2) 

SES  -.08 <-.01 <.01 .55 

SSS->  .13 <.01 <.01 .26 

      AtP .01 [<.01]     

R2
Change_1: .01  FChange(2, 206) = 2.08 pChange = .13 

(Step 3) 

SES  -.15 <-.01 <.01 .31 

SSS  .11 <.01 <.01 .39 

Change  -.06 -.05 .13 .68 

Assimilation  .30 .20 .07 <.01 

Hiding  -.15 -.07 .05 .12 

Avoidance->  .11 .05 .04 .23 

 AtP .11 [.05]     

R2
Change_2: .11 FChange(6, 203) = 6.24 pChange < .001 

(Step 4) 

SES  -.19 <-.01 <.01 .24 

SSS  .04 <.01 <.01 .77 

Change  -.09 -.07 .14 .58 

Assimilation  .20 .13 .06 .04 

Hiding  -.06 -.03 .04 .51 

Avoidance  .08 .03 .03 .34 

SDO->  .53 .42 <.01 <.001 

 AtP .33 [.28]     

R2
Change_3: .22 FChange(7, 202) = 66.00 pChange <.001 

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05; R2= amount of variance accounted for by predictors; β= 

standardized regression coefficients; Estimate= non-standardized regression coefficients; SE= Standard Error 

related to the non-standardized regression coefficients; p-value= significance level associated with the regression 

weight; Adjusted R2 calculated based on the Stein’s formula (Field, 2013). 
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Results – Study 2 

Table 5.6.  

Table displaying the mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) values for all items in the 

cross-sectional sample of Study 2 (n2= 332) theorized to measure the participants’ attitudes 

towards poverty (AtP) and social dominance orientation (SDO). Values are ranging from a 

low score indicating lower levels of SES/SSS and a higher score indicating respective higher 

levels on a slider scale ranging from 1 indicating “strongly disagree” as the lowest to 100 

indicating “strongly agree” as the highest answer option. 

Also displayed are the factor loadings from confirmatory factor analysis (cFA), using 

maximum likelihood estimation, for both, the parcelled and non-parcelled two-factor 

measurement models, and including model fit indices for both measurement and the null 

model. The scales internal consistency is calculated using Cronbach’s Alpha (and adjusted 

Cronbach’s Alpha for small scales following the Spearman-Brown correction formula).   

Scale Item M SD Factor 

Loading 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

AtP Model 1 (8 items)    α=.85 

 AtP1 23.14 20.90 .72  

 AtP2 31.08 28.86 .78  

 AtP3 50.97 30.41 .61  

 AtP4 34.47 24.81 .77  

 AtP5 22.70 22.77 .78  

 AtP6 51.09 23.47 .32  

 AtP7 23.96 21.79 .64  

 AtP8 30.03 22.47 .57  

 Model 2 (3 items, 

parcelled) 

   α=.88;  

adj. α= .96* 

 P1_AtP2_6_7 35.38 17.79 .88 

 P2_AtP1_5_8 25.29 17.36 .91  

 P3_AtP3_4 42.72 23.50 .79  

 

(Table to be continued next page.) 
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(Table 5.6. continued.) 

 

SDO Model 1 (6 items)    α=.81 

 SDO1 49.87 30.12 .68  

 SDO2 36.17 31.67 .55  

 SDO3 36.82 27.06 .62  

 SDO4 34.11 24.75 .74  

 SDO5r 25.06 20.10 .81  

 SDO6r 14.69 16.08 .60  

 Model 2 (3 items, 

parcelled) 

   α=.83;  

adj. α= .94* 

 P1_SDO2_5r 30.62 21.54 .83 

 P2_SDO4_6r 24.40 16.85 .83  

 P3_SDO1_3 43.34 24.49 .75  

Model χ² df p χ²/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

1 Non- 

parcelled 

cFA Model 

170.56 76 ≤.001 2.24 .86 .80 / .06 (90% CI= [.05, 

.07]) 

2 Parcelled 

cFA Model 

10.46 8 .23 1.31 .99 .98 / .03 (90% CI= 

[<.01, .08]) 

2 Null 

Model 

6402.9 21 ≤.001 19.19 <.01 <.01 / .23 (90% CI= [.22, 

.26]) 

Notes: *= Using the Spearman-Brown correction formula alpha adjustment for small scales (three items 

and smaller) (Hulin, Netemeyer, & Cudeck, 2001); Model 1= the non-parcelled two factor cFA solution, Model 2= 

the parcelled two factor cFA solution, Model 3= the cFA independence or null model; χ²= Models’ Goodness of 

Fit chi-square statistics, df= Model degrees of freedom, p= associated significance value to the Models’ Goodness 

of Fit chi-square statistic test, χ²/ df= ratio between the models chi-square statistics and degrees of freedom, CFI= 

Comparative Fit Index, TLI= Tucker-Lewis Index, SRMR= Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, RMSEA= 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation. 
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Table 5.7.  

Table displaying the Model Fit indices for the four-step hierarchical multiple 

regression analysis’ measurement, path and null structural equation model (SEM) predicting 

attitudes towards poverty (AtP) by parental socio-economic status (SES) (Step1), SES and 

subjective social status (SSS) (Step2), SES, SSS, and the four class identity management 

strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance - 

(Step3), and all of the previous predictors plus social dominance orientation (SDO) (Step4), 

within the cross-sectional sample of Study 2 (n2= 332). 

Model χ² df p χ²/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

Measurement 

Model 

(Overall) 

211.22 176 .04 1.20 .99 .98 / .03 (90%CI= [.01, .04]) 

Path  Model 1 

(Step 1) 

13.64 15 .55 .91 1.00 1.01 / <.01 (90%CI= [<.01, 

.05]) 

Path  Model 2 

(Step2) 

18.84 21 .60 .90 1.00 1.00 / <.01 (90%CI= [<.01, 

.04]) 

Path  Model 3 

(Step 3) 

131.54 126 .35 1.04 1.00 1.00 / .01 (90%CI= [<.01, .03]) 

Path Model 4 

(Step 4) 

219.18 176 .02 1.25 .98 .97 / .03 (90%CI= [.01, .04]) 

Null Model 

(Overall) 

2582.1 276 ≤.001 9.36 <.01 <.01 / .16 (90% CI= [.15, 17]) 

Notes: Measurement Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables allowed to co-vary, 

Path Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables and their theorized path relationship between 

each other, Null or Independence Model= The null-hypothesis model allowing for no correlation between observed 

variables; χ²= Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistics, df= Model degrees of freedom, p= associated 

significance value to the Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistic test, χ²/ df= ratio between the models chi-

square statistics and degrees of freedom, CFI= Comparative Fit Index, TLI= Tucker-Lewis Index, SRMR= 

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI= Confidence 

Interval. 
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Table 5.8.  

Table displaying two-tailed Pearson’s correlation coefficients between the parental 

socio-economic status (SES), the own subjective social status (SSS), the four class identity 

management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance - , attitudes towards poverty (AtP), and social dominance orientation (SDO); based 

on the results of the overall structural equation measurement model (SEM) analysis of the data 

measured within the cross-sectional sample of Study 2 (n2= 332). 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1     SES        

2     SSS  .53***       

3     Change -.64*** -.17**      

4     Assimilation -.42 -.01  .21*     

5     Hiding -.03 -.16*  .23* .67***    

6     Categorization-Avoidance -.31* -.04  .25*** .16  .17*   

7     AtP  .22  .47***  .04 .75*** -.17  .25*  

8     SDO -.26  .12 -.03 .38  .22 .18 .87*** 

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05 

 

Table 5.9.  

Table displaying the path coefficients for each of the four steps in the hierarchical 

multiple regression analysis predicting attitudes towards poverty (AtP) by parental socio-

economic status (SES) (Step1), SES and the own subjective social status (SSS) (Step2), SES, 

SSS, and the four class identity management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, 

assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance - (Step3), and all of the previous predictors 

plus social dominance orientation (SDO) (Step4) in four respective structural equation path 

models (SEM). The results are based on the data from the cross-sectional sample of Study 2 

(n2= 332). 

Path                              R2 [adj. R2] β Estimate SE p-value 

(Step 1) 

SES->  -.07 -.07 .14 .60 

 AtP >.01     

 

(Table to be continued next page.) 
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(Table 5.9. continued.) 

 

(Step 2) 

SES  -.45 -.53 .19 <.01 

SSS->  .56 .52 .12 <.001 

      AtP .25 [.22]     

R2
Change: .25  FChange(2, 112) = 37.00 pChange<.001 

 

(Step 3) 

SES  -.50 -.58 .26 .03 

SSS  .49 .45 .13 <.001 

Change  -.20 -.16 .11 .15 

Assimilation  .41 .34 .10 <.001 

Hiding  -.09 -.06 .07 .42 

Avoidance->  .06 .07 .11 .52 

 AtP .40 [.32]     

R2
Change: .15 FChange(6, 108) = 6.69 pChange<.001 

(Step 4) 

SES  -.41 -.48 .24 .04 

SSS  .37 .34 .12 <.01 

Change  -.09 -.07 .10 .46 

Assimilation  .24 .19 .09 .04 

Hiding  -.10 -.06 .06 .33 

Avoidance  <.01 <.01 .10 .99 

SDO->  .47 .40 .10 <.001 

 AtP .57 [.51]     

R2
Change: .14 FChange(7, 107) =  34.51 pChange<.001 

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05; R2= amount of variance accounted for by predictors; β= 

standardized regression coefficients; Estimate= non-standardized regression coefficients; SE= Standard Error 

related to the non-standardized regression coefficients; p-value= significance level associated with the regression 

weight; Adjusted R2 calculated based on the Stein’s formula (Field, 2013). 
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Additional Tables: Control Variable Analysis 
 

Chapter 3 

Results – Study 1 (Controls) 

Table 3.11.  

Table displaying the model fit indices for the multiple regression analysis’ 

measurement, path and null structural equation model (SEM) of socio-economic status (SES) 

and subjective social status (SSS) predicting the four class identity management strategies 

(CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance - within the 

cross-sectional student sample of Study 1 (n1= 209); including the dummy-coded control 

variables gender and religious background (Path Model 1), and for the alternative model 

without creating a latent SES variable (Path Model 2).  

Model χ² df p χ²/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

1 Measurement Model 

(incl. Control Variables) 

109.35 82 .02 1.33 .97 .95 .05 .04 (90% CI= 

[.02, .06]) 

2 Path Model  

(incl. Control Variables) 

108.07 82 .03 1.32 .97 .95 .05 .04 (90% CI= 

[.01, .06]) 

3 Null-Model  

(incl. Control Variables) 

1151.68 153 ≤.001 7.53 <.01 <.01 / .18 (90% CI= 

[.17, .19]) 

4 Path Model  

(incl. Control Variables, 

and no latent SES) 

49.84 .50 .48 1.00 1 1 .03 .00 (90% CI= 

[.00, .05]) 

5 Null-Model  

(incl. Control Variables, 

and no latent SES) 

1151.68 153 ≤.001 7.53 <.01 <.01 / .18 (90% CI= 

[.17, .19]) 

Notes: Measurement Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables allowed to co-vary, 

Path Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables and their theorized path relationship between 

each other; χ²= Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistics, df= Model degrees of freedom, p= associated 

significance value to the Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistic test, χ²/ df= ratio between the models chi-

square statistics and degrees of freedom, CFI= Comparative Fit Index, TLI= Tucker-Lewis Index, SRMR= 

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI= Confidence 

Interval.  
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Table 3.12.  

Table displaying the two-tailed Pearson’s correlation coefficients between socio-

economic status (SES), subjective social status (SSS), and the class identity management 

strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance - , 

and control dummy variables for gender and religious background; based on the results of the 

structural equation measurement model (SEM) analysis of the data measured within the cross-

sectional student sample of Study 1 (n1= 209).  

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1     SES         

2     SSS   .63***        

3     Gender   .04  .15       

4     Being Catholic  -.01 -.06  .14      

5     Being Protestant  -.11  .02 -.05  -.52***     

6     Change  -.48*** -.23* -.17    .07 -.01    

7     Assimilation   .11  .02  .30   .12  .12 -.13   

8     Hiding  -.10 -.06 -.22   -.21  .08 -.10 .63*  

9     Categorization-Avoidance  -.07 -.08 -.02    .07 -.06  .31** .30* -.04 

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05 
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Table 3.13.  

Table displaying the path coefficients for the multiple regression analysis of socio-

economic status (SES), and subjective social status (SSS) predicting the class identity 

management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance - in a structural equation path model (SEM), based on the data from the cross-

sectional student sample of Study 1 (n1= 209); including the dummy coded control variables 

gender and religious background. 

Path                                R2 [adj. R2] β Estimate SE p-value 

SES  -.58 -.02 .01 <.001 

SSS  .18 <.01 .01 .21 

Being_Female  -.16 -.21 .13 .67 

Being_Catholic  -.13 -.18 .19 .36 

Being_Protestant ->  -.16 -.22 .17 .20 

 Change .28 [.24]     

SES  .17 .01 .01 .41 

SSS  -.16 -.01 .01 .38 

Being_Female  .27 .50 .27 .07 

Being_Catholic  .19 .35 .44 .42 

Being_Protestant ->  .26 .50 .37 .17 

      Assimilation .16 [.11]     

SES  .17 -.01 .01 .58 

SSS  .04 <.01 .01 .81 

Being_Female  -.15 -.47 .35 .18 

Being_Catholic  -.27 -.85 .39 .03 

Being_Protestant ->  -.23 -.74 .39 .06 

 Hiding .11 [.06]     

SES  .05 <-.01 .01 .70 

SSS  -.05 <.01 .01 .69 

Being_Female  -.02 -.05 .20 .81 

Being_Catholic  -.04 .10 .30 .74 

Being_Protestant ->  -.05 -.11 .26 .67 

 Avoidance .01 [>.01]     

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05; R2= amount of variance accounted for by predictors; β= 

standardized regression coefficients; Estimate= non-standardized regression coefficients; SE= Standard Error 

related to the non-standardized regression coefficients; p-value= significance level associated with the regression 

weight; Adjusted R2 calculated based on the Stein’s formula (Field, 2013). 
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Table 3.14.  

Table displaying the path coefficients for the multiple regression analysis of socio-

economic status (SES), and subjective social status (SSS) predicting the class identity 

management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance - in a structural equation path model (SEM), based on the data from the cross-

sectional student sample of Study 1 (n1= 209); including the dummy coded control variables 

gender and religious background, and without creating a latent SES variable, but using parental 

income, mother education, father education, mother occupation, and father occupation as 

distinct but related predictors. 

Path                               R2 [adj. R2] β Estimate SE p-value 

Parental Income  -.06 <-.01 .01 .83 

Mother Education  -.05 <-.01 .01 .82 

Father Education  .02 <.01 .01 .94 

Mother Occupation  -.12 <-.01 <.01 .41 

Father Occupation  -.14 <-.01 .01 .60 

SSS  .39 .01 .01 .32 

Being_Female  -.05 -.05 .20 .79 

Being_Catholic  -.24 -.28 .36 .44 

Being_Protestant ->  .01 .01 .22 .97 

 Change .21 [.13]     

Parental Income  .10 .01 .02 .70 

Mother Education  .16 .01 .02 .48 

Father Education  .33 .02 .02 .24 

Mother Occupation  -.04 <-.01 .01 .79 

Father Occupation  -.25 -.02 .02 .33 

SSS  .38 .04 .04 .33 

Being_Female  .15 .58 .63 .35 

Being_Catholic  -.30 -1.14 1.16 .33 

Being_Protestant ->  .11 .42 .68 .54 

      Assimilation .57 [.53]     

  

(Table to be continued next page.) 
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(Table 3.14. continued.) 

 

Parental Income  -.22 -.01 .01 .36 

Mother Education  -.19 -.01 .01 .34 

Father Education  -.31 -.01 .01 .16 

Mother Occupation  -.04 <-.01 .01 .77 

Father Occupation  .24 .01 .01 .26 

SSS  -.49 -.03 .01 .02 

Being_Female  -.08 -.20 .47 .67 

Being_Catholic  .33 .80 .49 .10 

Being_Protestant ->  -.01 -.01 .51 .98 

 Hiding .83 [.81]     

Parental Income  -.02 <-.01 .01 .85 

Mother Education  -.10 -.01 .01 .34 

Father Education  -.17 -.01 .01 .24 

Mother Occupation  .01 <.01 <.01 .93 

Father Occupation  .05 <.01 .01 .69 

SSS  -.13 -.01 .02 .42 

Being_Female  -.01 -.04 .30 .90 

Being_Catholic  .12 .42 .50 .40 

Being_Protestant ->  -.01 -.02 .33 .96 

 Avoidance .11 [.02]     

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05; R2= amount of variance accounted for by predictors; β= 
standardized regression coefficients; Estimate= non-standardized regression coefficients; SE= Standard Error 
related to the non-standardized regression coefficients; p-value= significance level associated with the regression 
weight; Adjusted R2 calculated based on the Stein’s formula (Field, 2013). 
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Results – Study 2 (Controls) 

Table 3.15.  

Table displaying the model fit indices for the multiple regression analysis’ 

measurement, path and null structural equation model (SEM) of socio-economic status (SES) 

and subjective social status (SSS) predicting the four class identity management strategies 

(CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance - within the 

cross-sectional student sample of Study 2 (n2= 332); including the dummy-coded control 

variables gender and ethnicity (Path Model 1), and for the alternative model without creating 

a latent SES variable (Path Model 2). 

Model χ² df p χ²/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

1 Measurement Model 

(incl. Control Variables) 

117.45 105 .19 1.12 .99 .99 .03 .02 (90% CI= 

[<.01, .04]) 

2 Path Model  

(incl. Control Variables) 

118.07 105 .18 1.13 .99 .99 .03 .02 (90% CI= 

[<.01, .04]) 

3 Null-Model  

(incl. Control Variables) 

2073.31 171 ≤.001 12.13 <.01 <.01 / .18 (90% CI= 

[.18, .19]) 

4 Path Model  

(incl. Control Variables, 

and no latent SES) 

97.63 76 .05 1.29 .99 .97 .03 .03 (90% CI= 

[<.01, .05]) 

5 Null-Model  

(incl. Control Variables, 

and no latent SES) 

2073.31 171 ≤.001 12.13 <.01 <.01 / .18 (90% CI= 

[.18, .19]) 

Notes: Measurement Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables allowed to co-vary, 

Path Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables and their theorized path relationship between 

each other; χ²= Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistics, df= Model degrees of freedom, p= associated 

significance value to the Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistic test, χ²/ df= ratio between the models chi-

square statistics and degrees of freedom, CFI= Comparative Fit Index, TLI= Tucker-Lewis Index, SRMR= 

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI= Confidence 

Interval.  
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Table 3.16.  

Table displaying the two-tailed Pearson’s correlation coefficients between socio-

economic status (SES), subjective social status (SSS), and the class identity management 

strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance - , 

and control dummy variables for gender and ethnicity; based on the results of the structural 

equation measurement model (SEM) analysis of the data measured within the cross-sectional 

student sample of Study 2 (n2= 332). 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1     SES         

2     SSS  .54***        

3     Gender   .05 - .09       

4     Ethnicity   .17* -.04 .09      

5     Change  -.55*** -.16**  -.10   -.08     

6     Assimilation  -.15   .03  -.03   -.07 .16*    

7     Hiding  -.28*** -.23***   .02   -.11   .24***   .44***   

8     Categorization-Avoidance  -.21* <.01 -.12*   -.13*  .26**   .16* .14*  

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05 

 

Table 3.17.  

Table displaying the path coefficients for the multiple regression analysis of socio-

economic status (SES), and subjective social status (SSS) predicting the class identity 

management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance -  in a structural equation path model (SEM), based on the data from the cross-

sectional student sample of Study 2 (n2= 332); including the dummy coded control variables 

gender and ethnicity. 

Path                                R2 [adj. R2] β Estimate SE p-value 

SES  -.66 -1.01 .21 <.001 

SSS  .19 .23 .12 <.05 

Gender_Dummy  -.05 -2.72 3.02 .37 

Ethnicity_Dummy->  .05 3.12 4.17 .46 

 Change .33 [.31]     

 

(Table to be continued next page.) 
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(Table 3.17. continued.) 

 

SES  -.23 .31 .16 <.05 

SSS  .16 .17 .10 .09 

Gender_Dummy  -.01 -.18 2.91 .95 

Ethnicity_Dummy->  -.02 -1.30 3.91 .74 

      Assimilation .04 [.01]     

SES  -.21 -.39 .19 .04 

SSS  -.12 -.17 .12 .14 

Gender_Dummy  .03 1.61 3.58 .65 

Ethnicity_Dummy->  -.08 -6.45 4.77 .18 

 Hiding .09 [.06]     

SES  -.26 -.26 .11 .02 

SSS  .14 .11 .07 .12 

Gender_Dummy  -.09 -3.07 1.92 .11 

Ethnicity_Dummy->  -.07 -2.86 2.57 .27 

 Avoidance .08 [.05]     

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05; R2= amount of variance accounted for by predictors; β= 

standardized regression coefficients; Estimate= non-standardized regression coefficients; SE= Standard Error 

related to the non-standardized regression coefficients; p-value= significance level associated with the regression 

weight; Adjusted R2 calculated based on the Stein’s formula (Field, 2013). 
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Table 3.18.  

Table displaying the path coefficients for the multiple regression analysis of socio-

economic status (SES), and subjective social status (SSS) predicting the class identity 

management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance - in a structural equation path model (SEM), based on the data from the cross-

sectional student sample of Study 2 (n2= 332); including the dummy coded control variables 

gender and ethnicity, and without creating a latent SES variable, but using parental income, 

mother education, father education, mother occupation, and father occupation as distinct but 

related predictors. 

Path                                R2 [adj. R2] Β Estimate SE p-value 

Parental Income  -.24 -.23 .07 <.001 

Mother Education  -.15 -.11 .06 .06 

Father Education  -.19 -.14 .07 .06 

Mother Occupation  -.09 -.06 .05 .20 

Father Occupation  -.08 -.07 .07 .32 

SSS  .03 .04 .09 .69 

Gender_Dummy  -.08 -4.23 3.08 .17 

Ethnicity_Dummy->  .03 1.71 4.39 .70 

 Change .25 [.21]     

Parental Income  -.07 -.06 .06 .35 

Mother Education  -.04 -.03 .05 .59 

Father Education  -.06 -.04 .06 .49 

Mother Occupation  .02 .01 .04 .82 

Father Occupation  -.07 -.05 .06 .36 

SSS  .09 .09 .08 .23 

Gender_Dummy  -.02 -.89 2.82 .75 

Ethnicity_Dummy->  -.04 -2.06 3.79 .59 

      Assimilation .03 [>.01]     

 

(Table to be continued next page.) 
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(Table 3.18. continued.) 

 

Parental Income  -.05 -.06 .08 .44 

Mother Education  -.10 -.09 .06 .16 

Father Education  <-.01 <-.01 .07 .95 

Mother Occupation  .03 .02 .06 .66 

Father Occupation  -.07 -.07 .07 .30 

SSS  -.18 -.26 .09 <.01 

Gender_Dummy  .01 .87 3.55 .81 

Ethnicity_Dummy->  -.10 -8.30 4.61 .07 

 Hiding . 08 [.03]     

Parental Income  -.11 -.07 .05 .13 

Mother Education  -.06 -.03 .04 .42 

Father Education  -.06 -.03 .04 .47 

Mother Occupation  -.05 -.03 .03 .42 

Father Occupation  -.01 <-.01 .04 .94 

SSS  .07 .05 .05 .34 

Gender_Dummy  -.10 -3.44 1.99 .08 

Ethnicity_Dummy->  -.07 -3.04 2.68 .26 

 Avoidance .06 [.01]     

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05; R2= amount of variance accounted for by predictors; β= 

standardized regression coefficients; Estimate= non-standardized regression coefficients; SE= Standard Error 

related to the non-standardized regression coefficients; p-value= significance level associated with the regression 

weight; Adjusted R2 calculated based on the Stein’s formula (Field, 2013). 
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Chapter 4 

Results  

Table 4.13.  

Table displaying the demographic statistics for the research population samples in 

Study 3 at Time 1 (nT1= 204), at the beginning of the participants’ first semester, Time 2 (nT2= 

168), at the beginning of the second semester, and T3 (nT3=73), at the end of the second 

semester; including Gender, Religious Background, National Main Identity, University 

Subject, and self-categorized social class membership; and re-recruitment rate.  

  Time 1 (nT1= 204) Time 2 (nT2= 168) Time 3 (nT3= 73) 

Variable Category n % n % n % 

Gender Female 141 69 135 80 56 77 

 Male 62 30 32 19 17 23 

 N/D 0 0 1 1 0 0 

University 

Subject 

Psychology 78 38 78 67 35 48 

Political Science 75 37 75 23 35 48 

 Sociology 51 25 13 10 3 4 

Religious 

Background 

Catholic 87 43 91 46 35 48 

Protestant 59 29 45 27 22 30 

 other 10 5 6 4 0 0 

 no religion 48 24 26 16 16 22 

Main 

National 

Identity 

British 53 26 34 20 22 31 

Irish 72 35 79 47 29 41 

Northern Irish 59 29 39 23 16 22 

 Other 20 10 16 9 4 6 

Social class 

self-catego 

rization 

lower class       2 1 4 2 2 3 

working class   84 42 65 39 31 42 

lower-middle class 44 22 31 19 15 20 

middle class     43 22 54 32 21 29 

 upper-middle class                  25 13 14 9 4 6 

 upper class 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Re-recruitment Rate    T1-T2       73(35.78%) 

   T1-T3       31 (15.20%) 

   T2-T3       34 (20.24%) 

   T1-T2-T3       18 (8.02%) 
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Table 4.14.  

Table displaying the model fit indices for the half-longitudinal mediation 

measurement, path, and null structural equation model (SEM) testing the relationship between 

socio-economic status (SES; IV, T1), the class identity management strategies (CIMS) desire 

to change (MV1, T1 & T2), assimilation MV2, T1 & T2), experiences of hiding class status 

(MV3, T1 & T2), categorization-avoidance (MV4, T1 & T2), predicting the students individual 

mobility beliefs (IMB; DV, T1 & T2) within Study 3 samples of Time 1(nT1= 204) and Time 2 

(nT2= 168), and including the demographic control variables gender and religious background. 

Model χ² df p χ²/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

1 Measurement 

Model (incl. 

Control Variables) 

584.71 383 ≤.001 1.53 .93 .89 / .04 (90% 

CI= [.04, 

.05]) 

2 Path Model 

(incl. Control 

Variables) 

614.48 401 ≤.001 1.53 .92 .89 / .04 (90% 

CI= [.04, 

.05]) 

3 Null Model  

(incl. Control 

Variables) 

3388.59 595 ≤.001 5.70 <.01 <.01 / .13 (90% 

CI= [.12, 

.13]) 

Notes: Measurement Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables allowed to co-vary, 

Path Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables and their theorized path relationship between 

each other, Null or Independence Model= The null-hypothesis model allowing for no correlation between observed 

variables; χ²= Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistics, df= Model degrees of freedom, p= associated 

significance value to the Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistic test, χ²/ df= ratio between the models chi-

square statistics and degrees of freedom, CFI= Comparative Fit Index, TLI= Tucker-Lewis Index, SRMR= 

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI= Confidence 

Interval. 
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Table 4.15.  

Table displaying the two-tailed Pearson’s correlation coefficients between socio-economic status (SES, IV, T1), the class identity management strategies 

(CIMS) desire to change (MV1, T1 & T2), assimilation MV2, T1 & T2), hiding (MV3, T1 & T2), categorization-avoidance (MV4, T1 & T2), and the students 

individual mobility beliefs (IMB; DV, T1 &T2); based on the results of the half-longitudinal structural equation measurement model (SEM) analysis of the data 

measured within the half-longitudinal samples of Study 3 at Time 1(nT1= 204) and Time 2 (nT2= 168) that included the demographic control variables gender 

and religious background. 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1     SES, T1              

2     Change, T1 -.56***             

3     Change, T2 -.65*** .80***            

4     Assimilation, T1 -.05 .23* .36***           

5     Assimilation, T2 .29** -.04 -.09 .66***          

6     Hiding, T1 -.05 .12 .06 .49*** .40***         

7     Hiding, T2 -.07 .03 <-.01 .23* .42*** .69***        

8     Avoidance, T1 -.03 .23** .03 .42*** .09 .11 -.09       

9     Avoidance, T2 -.10 .12 .21* .38** .16 > .01 .10 .70***      

10   IMB, T1  -.15 .44*** .50*** .25** -.13 .08 -.02 .05 .10     

11   IMB, T2 .06 .44*** .49*** .15 <-.01 .16 .10 .08 .15 .57***    

12   Gender, T1 -.13 .03 .14 .13 -.02 .12 < .01 .07 .07 .14 .07   

13   Being Catholic, T1 .03 -.09 -.02 -.24** -.08 -.07 -.09 -.17* -.28** -.02 .03 .04  

14   Being Protestant, T2 -.06  .01 .15 .02 -.07 -.09 < -.01 .08 .27* .02 .07 -.02 -.55*** 

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05 
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Table 4.16.  

Table displaying the path coefficients for the half-longitudinal path model of the effect 

of socio-economic status (SES; IV, T1) on the change within the class identity management 

strategies (CIMS) desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance (M1-4, 

T2), and the effect of the CIMS (M1-4, T1) on the change within individual mobility beliefs 

(IMB; DV, T2) in a structural equation path model (SEM) analysis of the data measured within 

the student samples of Study 3 at Time 1 (nT1= 204) at the start of their first semester and Time 

2 (nT2= 168) at  the beginning of their second semester; and including the demographic control 

variables gender and religious background. 

Path R2 [adj. R2] β Estimate SE p-value 

SES, T1  -.20 -.15 .07 .03 

Gender, T1  .08 2.73 2.45 .27 

Being Catholic, T1  .15 5.16 2.71 .06 

Being Protestant, T1  .21 7.66 2.95 <.01 

Change, T1->  .73 .78 .10 <.001 

 Change, T2 .77 [76]     

SES, T1  .27 .18 .07 .01 

Gender, T1  <.01 .07 3.21 .98 

Being Catholic, T1  .08 2.39 3.70 .52 

Being Protestant, T1  .06 1.86 3.89 .63 

Assimilation, T1->  .68 .73 .12 <.001 

    Assimilation, T2 .50 [.48]     

SES, T1  -.02 -.02 .11 .86 

Gender, T1  -.08 -4.38 5.19 .40 

Being Catholic, T1  <.01 .35 5.73 .95 

Being Protestant, T1  .09 5.32 6.30 .40 

Hiding, T1->  .71 .74 .09 <.001 

 Hiding, T2 .50 [.48]     

SES, T1  <-.01 <-.01 .08 .92 

Gender, T1  .03 1.01 3.74 .79 

Being Catholic, T1  -.08 -2.86 3.70 .49 

Being Protestant, T1  .14 5.85 4.48 .19 

Avoidance, T1->  .73 .62 .09 <.001 

 Avoidance, T2 .61 [.60]     

 

(Table to be continued next page.) 
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(Table 4.16. continued.) 

 

Change, T1  .28 .19 .08 .02 

Assimilation, T1  -.29 -.21 .11 <.05 

Hiding, T1  .19 .08 .05 .10 

Avoidance, T1  .14 .07 .05 .18 

Gender, T1  .01 .25 2.16 .91 

Being Catholic, T1  .09 1.86 2.49 .46 

Being Protestant, T1  .13 2.95 2.66 .27 

IMB, T1->  .52 .51 .14 <.001 

 IMB, T2 .51 [.49]     

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05; R2= amount of variance accounted for by predictors; β= 

standardized regression coefficients; Estimate= non-standardized regression coefficients; SE= Standard Error 

related to the non-standardized regression coefficients; p-value= significance level associated with the regression 

weight; Adjusted R2 calculated based on the Stein’s formula (Field, 2013).  
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Table 4.17.  

Table displaying the model fit indices for the half-longitudinal mediation 

measurement, path, and null structural equation model (SEM) testing the relationship between 

the socio-economic status (SES; IV, T1), the class identity management strategies (CIMS) 

desire to change (MV1, T1 & T2), assimilation MV2, T1 & T2), hiding (MV3, T1 & T2), 

categorization-avoidance (MV4, T1 & T2), and the interaction term between SES at T1 and 

assimilation at T1, predicting the students individual mobility beliefs (IMB; DV, T1 & T2) 

within Study 3 samples of Time 1 (nT1= 204) and Time 2 (nT2= 168), and including the 

demographic control variables gender and religious background. 

Model χ² df p χ²/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

1 Measurement 

Model (incl. 

Control Variables) 

744.91 470 ≤.001 1.56 .91 .87 / .04 (90% 

CI= [.04, 

.05]) 

2 Path Model 

(incl. Control 

Variables) 

765.38 486 ≤.001 1.58 .91 .87 / .04 (90% 

CI= [.04, 

.05]) 

3 Null Model  

(incl. Control 

Variables) 

3857.89 703 ≤.001 5.49 <.01 <.01 / .12 (90% 

CI= [.12, 

.13]) 

Notes: Measurement Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables allowed to co-vary, 

Path Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables and their theorized path relationship between 

each other, Null or Independence Model= The null-hypothesis model allowing for no correlation between observed 

variables; χ²= Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistics, df= Model degrees of freedom, p= associated 

significance value to the Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistic test, χ²/ df= ratio between the models chi-

square statistics and degrees of freedom, CFI= Comparative Fit Index, TLI= Tucker-Lewis Index, SRMR= 

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI= Confidence 

Interval. 
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Table 4.18.  

Table displaying the path coefficients for the half-longitudinal path analysis of the 

effect of the socio-economic status (SES; IV, T1) on the change within the class identity 

management strategies (CIMS) desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance (M1-4, T2), the effect of the CIMS (M1-4, T1), and the interaction term between SES 

at T1 and assimilation at T1 on the change within individual mobility beliefs (IMB; DV, T2); 

in a structural equation path model (SEM) analysis of the data measured within the student 

samples of Study 3 at Time 1 (nT1= 204) at the start of their first semester and Time 2 (nT2= 

168)at  the beginning of their second semester; and including the demographic control 

variables gender and religious background. 

Path R2 [adj. R2] β Estimate SE p-value 

SES, T1  -.20 -.15 .07 .04 

Change, T1->  .73 .79 .10 <.001 

 Change, T2 .73 [.72]     

SES, T1  .28 .20 .07 <.01 

Assimilation, T1->  .65 .66 .11 <.001 

    Assimilation, T2 .48 [.47]     

SES, T1  .01 -.02 .11 .89 

Hiding, T1->  .70 .74 .09 <.001 

 Hiding, T2 .49 [.48]     

SES, T1  <.01 <-.01 .08 .93 

Avoidance, T1->  .77 .64 .08 <.001 

 Avoidance, T2 .60 [.59]     

Change, T1  .49 .30 .11 <.01 

Assimilation, T1  -.31 -.18 .08 .02 

Hiding, T1  .20 .07 .04 .06 

Avoidance, T1  <.01 <.01 .04 .95 

SES, T1  .33 .14 .06 .02 

SES_X_Assimilation, T1  -.32 -.01 <.01 .02 

Gender, T1  <.01 .01 1.82 .97 

Being Catholic, T1  .09 1.71 2.08 .41 

Being Protestant, T1  .12 2.56 2.21 .25 

IMB, T1->  .30 .26 .13 .04 

 IMB, T2 .52 [.49]     

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05; R2= amount of variance accounted for by predictors; β= 

standardized regression coefficients; Estimate= non-standardized regression coefficients; SE= Standard Error 

related to the non-standardized regression coefficients; p-value= significance level associated with the regression 

weight; Adjusted R2 calculated based on the Stein’s formula (Field, 2013).  
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Chapter 5 

Results – Study 1 (Controls). 

Table 5.10.  

Table displaying the Model Fit indices for the multiple regression analysis’ 

measurement, path and null structural equation model (SEM) predicting attitudes towards 

poverty (AtP) by parental socio-economic status (SES), subjective social status (SSS), the four 

class identity management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and 

categorization-avoidance -, social dominance orientation (SDO) and the dummy coded control 

variables gender and religious background, within the cross-sectional sample of Study 1 (n1= 

209). 

Model χ² df p χ²/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

1 Measurement Model 

(incl. Control Variables) 

215.27 172 .01 1.26 .97 .94 / .04 (90% CI= 

[.02, .05]) 

2 Path Model  

(incl. Control Variables) 

220.54 172 .01 1.28 .97 .94 / .04 (90% CI= 

[.02, .05]) 

3 Null-Model  

(incl. Control Variables) 

1683.46 300 ≤.001 5.61 <.01 <.01 / .15 (90% CI= 

[.14, .16]) 

Path Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables and their theorized path relationship 

between each other; χ²= Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistics, df= Model degrees of freedom, p= associated 

significance value to the Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistic test, χ²/ df= ratio between the models chi-

square statistics and degrees of freedom, CFI= Comparative Fit Index, TLI= Tucker-Lewis Index, SRMR= 

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI= Confidence 

Interval. 
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Table 5.11.  

Table displaying two-tailed Pearson’s correlation coefficients between the parental 

socio-economic status (SES), the own subjective social status (SSS), the four class identity 

management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance -, attitudes towards poverty (AtP), social dominance orientation (SDO), and the 

dummy coded control variables gender and religious background; based on the results of the 

overall structural equation measurement model (SEM) analysis of the data measured within 

the cross-sectional student sample of Study 1 (n1= 209). 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1  SES           

2  SSS .58***          

3  Change -.40* .03         

4  Assimilation .01 .02 .18        

5  Hiding -.14 -.17* .05 .30**       

6  Avoidance -.04 -.02 .38*** .19** .09      

7  AtP -.03 .04 .12 .27** -.08 .09*     

8  SDO .14 .21* .13 .21* -.16* .08 .53***    

9  Gender (Dummy) <-.01 .08 .02 .12 -.06 <-.01 -.03 -.02   

10Catholic (Dummy) .04 -.05 -.17 -.06 -.02 <.01 -.02 -.04 .24**  

11Protestant (Dummy) -.13 <-.01 .02 .09 .02 <.01 .06 .24** -.04 -.48*** 

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05 
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Table 5.12.  

Table displaying the path coefficients for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis 

predicting attitudes towards poverty (AtP) by parental socio-economic status (SES), the own 

subjective social status (SSS), the four class identity management strategies (CIMS) - desire 

to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance -, social dominance orientation 

(SDO), and the dummy coded control variables gender and religious background with a 

structural equation path models (SEM) based on the data from the cross-sectional student 

sample of Study 1 (n1= 209). 

Path R2 [adj. R2] β Estimate SE p-value 

SES  -.18 -.01 .01 .38 

SSS  .03 <.01 .01 .85 

Change  -.09 -.08 .25 .73 

Assimilation  .23 .13 .06 <.05 

Hiding  -.08 -.04 .04 .39 

Avoidance  .03 .01 .03 .73 

SDO->  .55 .43 .10 <.001 

Gender (Dummy)  -.05 -.06 .14 .55 

Catholic (Dummy)  -.05 -.05 .14 .70 

Protestant (Dummy)  -.13 -.15 .13 .23 

 AtP .32 [.25]     

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05; R2= amount of variance accounted for by predictors; β= 

standardized regression coefficients; Estimate= non-standardized regression coefficients; SE= Standard Error 

related to the non-standardized regression coefficients; p-value= significance level associated with the regression 

weight; Adjusted R2 calculated based on the Stein’s formula (Field, 2013).  
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Results – Study 2 (Controls) 

Table 5.13.  

Table displaying the Model Fit indices for the multiple regression analysis’ 

measurement, path and null structural equation model (SEM) predicting attitudes towards 

poverty (AtP) by parental socio-economic status (SES), subjective social status (SSS), the four 

class identity management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, 

categorization-avoidance -, social dominance orientation  (SDO), and the dummy coded 

control variables gender and ethnicity with a structural equation path models (SEM) based on 

the data from the cross-sectional sample of Study 2 (n1= 332). 

Model χ² df p χ²/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

1 Measurement Model 

(incl. Control Variables) 

254.48 205 .01 1.24 .98 .97 / .03 (90% CI= 

[.01, .04]) 

2 Path Model  

(incl. Control Variables) 

254.48 205 .01 1.24 .98 .97 / .03 (90% CI= 

[.01, .04]) 

3 Null-Model  

(incl. Control Variables) 

2647.48 325 ≤.001 8.15 <.01 <.01 / .15 (90% CI= 

[.14, .15]) 

Path Model= SEM model including all observed and latent variables and their theorized path relationship 

between each other; χ²= Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistics, df= Model degrees of freedom, p= associated 

significance value to the Models’ Goodness of Fit chi-square statistic test, χ²/ df= ratio between the models chi-

square statistics and degrees of freedom, CFI= Comparative Fit Index, TLI= Tucker-Lewis Index, SRMR= 

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI= Confidence 

Interval. 
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Table 5.14.  

Table displaying two-tailed Pearson’s correlation coefficients between the parental 

socio-economic status (SES), the own subjective social status (SSS), the four class identity 

management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance - , attitudes towards poverty (AtP), social dominance orientation (SDO), and the 

dummy coded control variables gender and ethnicity; based on the results of the overall 

structural equation measurement model (SEM) analysis of the data measured within the cross-

sectional sample of Study 2 (n2= 332). 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1  SES          

2  SSS .56***         

3  Change -.54* -.18**        

4  Assimilation -.13 .03 .17*       

5  Hiding -.25** -.25*** .23*** .45***      

6  Categorization-   

Avoidance 

-.22** -.01 .24*** .17* .15*     

7  AtP -.16 .29** .04 .43*** .05 .17*    

8  SDO -.03 .17* -.06 .41*** .14* .18 .64***   

9  Gender (Dummy) .06 -.09 -.10 -.04 .01 -.13* -.08 .02  

10Ethnicity (Dummy) .18* -.04 -.09 -.08 -.12* -.13* -.15 -.04 .09 

Notes: *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05 
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Table 5.15.  

Table displaying the path coefficients for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis 

predicting attitudes towards poverty (AtP) by parental socio-economic status (SES), the own 

subjective social status (SSS), the four class identity management strategies (CIMS) - desire 

to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance - , social dominance orientation 

(SDO), and the dummy coded control variables gender and ethnicity with a structural equation 

path models (SEM) based on the data from the cross-sectional sample of Study 2 (n1= 332). 

Path R2 [adj. R2] β Estimate SE p-value 

SES  -.38 -.44 .24 .07 

SSS  .36 .34 .13 <.01 

Change  -.08 -.07 .10 .51 

Assimilation  .23 .19 .09 <.05 

Hiding  -.11 -.07 .07 .29 

Avoidance  .01 -.01 .10 .91 

SDO->  .48 .41 .10 <.001 

Gender (Dummy)  -.03 -1.18 3.00 .69 

Ethnicity (Dummy)  -.05 -2.59 4.18 .54 

 AtP .57 [.54]     

Notes:  *** = p <.001, **= p <.01, * p<.05; R2= amount of variance accounted for by predictors; β= 

standardized regression coefficients; Estimate= non-standardized regression coefficients; SE= Standard Error 

related to the non-standardized regression coefficients; p-value= significance level associated with the regression 

weight; Adjusted R2 calculated based on the Stein’s formula (Field, 2013).  
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Figures 

Figure 1.1.  

Outline of social identity model of large-scale intergroup relations: how members of 

subordinate groups may try to improve their self-image, adopted from Hogg & Abrams (1988, 

p.55). 
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Figure 1.2.  

Table of 3x2 taxonomy of lower-status social identity management strategies, adopted 

from Blanz et al. (1998, p.722, table 8). 

 

 

Figure 1.3.  

Table of class identity management strategies (CIMS) applied by lower-class students 

in different perceived inter- and intra-group interactions, adopted from Radmacher and 

Azmitia (2013, p.332, table 3) 
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Chapter 2 

Figure 2.1.  

The 2x2 category scheme for the theorized class identity management strategies 

(CIMS). 

 

Methods – Study 2 

Figure 2.2.  

Diagram of a confirmatory factor analysis (measurement model) of a single latent 

construct (η1), with three observed variables (Y1-Y3), adopted from Little (2013).  

 

Notes: η= endogenous construct. Y= observed variables. λ= estimated factor loading. Ψ= variance of a 

construct or co-variance between two constructs. θ= residual variance of an indicator or residual 

covariance between two indicators.  
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Results – Study 2 

Figure 2.3.  

Diagram of the confirmatory factor analysis (cFA) measurement model testing the 

theorized latent constructs desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-

avoidance, including the respective factor loading of each observed variable, latent constructs 

correlations, and measurement error. 

 
Notes: Model Fit: χ²(48)=41.96, p= .23; χ²/df= 1.12; CFI=1.00, TLI=.99, RMSEA=.02 (90% CI= [.00, 

.05]), SRMR= .026. 
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Chapter 3 

Methods 

Figure 3.1.  

Diagram of a multiple-regression design with two predictor and one outcome variable 

(Structural Form only, without observed variables), adopted from Little (2013, p.294). 

 
Notes: β= estimated regression from one latent construct onto another. Ψ= variance of a construct or 

co-variance between two constructs.  

 

Figure 3.2.  

Diagram of the theoretical path model testing the relationship between socio-

economic status (SES), subjective social status (SSS), and the four class identity management 

strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance. 

 
Notes: β= estimated regression from one latent construct onto another. Ψ= variance of a construct or 

co-variance between two constructs.  
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Results – Study 1 

Figure 3.3.  

Diagram of the confirmatory factor analysis (cFA) measurement model of the latent 

socio-economic status (SES) construct, based on the observed variables ´mother occupation`, 

´father occupation`, ´parental income`, ´mother education`, and ´father education`. (Study 1).  

 
Notes: Model Fit: χ²(1)=5.25, p= .02; χ²/df= 5.25; CFI=.98, TLI=.82, RMSEA=.14 (90% CI= [.04, .27]), 

SRMR= .03. 

 

Figure 3.4.  

Diagram presenting the results of the multiple regression path model testing the 

relationship between socio-economic status (SES), subjective social status (SSS), and the four 

class identity management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and 

categorization-avoidance - in the sample of Study 1 (image excluding the observed variables, 

associated error terms, and measurement error). 

 
Notes: Dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. ***=p< .001, **=p< .01, *=p< .05. Model Fit: χ²(58)= 

73.93, p= .08; χ²/df= 1.28; CFI= .98, TLI= .97, RMSEA= .04 (90% CI= [<.01, .06]), SRMR= .05. 
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Results – Study 2 

Figure 3.5.  

Diagram of the confirmatory factor analysis (cFA) measurement model of the latent 

socio-economic status (SES) construct, based on the observed variables ´mother occupation`, 

´father occupation`, ´parental income`, ´mother education`, and ´father education`. (Study 2).  

 
Notes: Model Fit: χ²(1)=5.01, p= .03; χ²/df= 5.01; CFI=.99, TLI=.86, RMSEA=.11 (90% CI= [.03, .21]), 

SRMR= .03. 

 

Figure 3.6.  

Diagram presenting the results of the multiple regression path model testing the 

relationship between socio-economic status (SES), subjective social status (SSS), and the four 

class identity management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and 

categorization-avoidance - in the sample of Study 2 (image excluding the observed variables, 

associated error terms, and measurement error). 

 
Notes: Dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. ***=p< .001, **=p< .01, *=p< .05. Model Fit: χ²(85)= 

95.21, p= .21; χ²/df= 1.12; CFI= .99, TLI= .99, RMSEA= .02 (90% CI= [<.01, .04]), SRMR= .03. 
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Chapter 4 

Introduction 

Figure 4.1.  

Diagram of the theoretical mediation model for the effect of socio-economic status 

(SES; IV) on students’ individual mobility beliefs (IMB; DV) over the period of students’ first 

university year, mediated by the potential mediators desire to change (M1), assimilation (M2), 

hiding (M3), and categorization-avoidance (M4). 

 
Notes: According to theory, the overall (c) and direct path (c’) are presumed to be positive, 

indicating higher levels of SES (IV) causing higher individual mobility beliefs (DV).  Furthermore, 

following the hypothesis H_1, the relationship between SES (IV) and the mediators (M1-4) is theorized 

to be negative (a1-4), indicating that lower SES students will apply the different identity management 

strategies more frequently when entering university. In turn, these mediators (M1-4) will positively 

affect (b1-4) the students’ individual mobility beliefs (DV) over time. The overall effect (c) is therefore 

theorized to be smaller than the direct path (c’), since the indirect effect (a*b) is theorized to be negative. 
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Methods 

Figure 4.2.  

Diagram for a simple longitudinal measurement model, including one latent construct 

(η) at two time points (T1 & T2) with three observed variables each (Y1-Y3), and time—specific 

measurement error, adopted from Little (2013, p.95).  

 
Notes: η= endogenous construct. Y= observed variables. λ= estimated factor loading. Ψ= variance 

of a construct or co-variance between two constructs. θ= residual variance of an indicator or residual 

covariance between two indicators.  

 

Figure 4.3.  

Diagram of the half-longitudinal mediation design (Structural Form only, without 

observed variables), adopted from Little (2013, p.294).  

 
Notes: β= estimated regression from one latent construct onto another. Ψ= variance of a construct 

or co-variance between two constructs. a= path coefficient between independent and mediator variable. 

b= path coefficient between mediator and dependent variable. 
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Figure 4.4.  

Diagram of the theorized half-longitudinal measurement model, testing the effect of socio-economic status (SES) at T1 as predictor variable (IV), the 

desire to change at T1 and T2 as first potential mediator variable (MV1), assimilation at T1 and T2 as second potential mediator variable (MV2), hiding at T1 and 

T2 as third potential mediator variable (MV3), and categorization-avoidance at T1 and T2 as forth potential mediator variable (MV4), onto individual mobility 

beliefs (IMB) at T2 as dependent variable (DV), controlling for IMB levels at T1; including the nine latent constructs at two time points (SES_IV, Change_M1, 

Assimilation_M2, Hiding_M3, Categorization-Avoidance_M4, and Individual_Mobility_Beliefs_DV at T1 & Change_M1, Assimilation_M2, Hiding_M3, 

Categorization-Avoidance_M4, and Individual_Mobility_Beliefs_DV at T2); with three observed variables each, besides Assimilation_M2 with only two 

indicators, and time—specific measurement error for each measurement.  

 
Notes: η= endogenous construct. Y= observed variables. λ= estimated factor loading. Ψ= variance of a construct or co-variance between two constructs. θ= residual variance of an 

indicator or residual covariance between two indicators. 
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Figure 4.5.  

Diagram of the half-longitudinal mediation model (Structural Form only, without 

observed variables) testing the effect of socio-economic status (SES) at T1 as predictor variable 

(IV), desire to change at T1 and T2 as first potential mediator variable (MV1), assimilation at 

T1 and T2 as second potential mediator variable (MV2), hiding at T1 and T2 as third potential 

mediator variable (MV3), and categorization-avoidance at T1 and T2 as forth potential 

mediator variable (MV4), onto individual mobility beliefs (IMB) at T2 as dependent variable 

(DV), controlling for IMB levels at T1.  

 

Notes: β= estimated regression from one latent construct onto another. Ψ= variance of a construct 

or co-variance between two constructs. a= path coefficient between independent and mediator variable. 

b= path coefficient between mediator and dependent variable. 
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Results - Preliminary Results 

Figure 4.6.  

Diagram of the longitudinal confirmatory factor analysis (cFA) model of the latent 

socio-economic status (SES) variable based on three parcels, computed from the same 

observed variables at each time point. 

 
Notes: ***= p<.001; **= p<.01; *= p<.05. λ= estimated factor loading. Ψ= variance of a construct 

or co-variance between two constructs. θ= residual variance of an indicator or residual covariance 

between two indicators. Model Fit: χ²(5)=3.38, p= .64; χ²/df= .68; CFI=1, TLI=1, RMSEA=.00 (90% CI= 

[.00, .07]), SRMR= /. 

 

Figure 4.7.  

Diagram of the longitudinal confirmatory factor analysis (cFA) model of the latent 

variable desire to change, based on three parcels, computed from the sample observed 

variables at each time point. 

 
Notes: ***= p<.001; **= p<.01; *= p<.05. λ= estimated factor loading. Ψ= variance of a construct 

or co-variance between two constructs. θ= residual variance of an indicator or residual covariance 

between two indicators. Model Fit: χ²(5)=7.19, p= .21; χ²/df= 1.44; CFI=.99, TLI=.98, RMSEA=.04 (90% 

CI= [.00, .10]), SRMR= /. 
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Figure 4.8.  

Diagram of the longitudinal confirmatory factor analysis (cFA) model of the latent 

variable assimilation, based on the same two observed variables at each time point. 

 
Notes: ***= p<.001; **= p<.01; *= p<.05. λ= estimated factor loading. Ψ= variance of a construct 

or co-variance between two constructs. θ= residual variance of an indicator or residual covariance 

between two indicators. Model Fit: χ²(1)=1.43, p= .23; χ²/df= 1.42; CFI=.99, TLI=.97, RMSEA=.04 (90% 

CI= [.00, .16]), SRMR= /. 

 

Figure 4.9.  

Diagram of the longitudinal confirmatory factor analysis (cFA) model of the latent 

variable hiding, based on the same three observed variables at each time point. 

 

 
Notes: ***= p<.001; **= p<.01; *= p<.05. λ= estimated factor loading. Ψ= variance of a construct 

or co-variance between two constructs. θ= residual variance of an indicator or residual covariance 

between two indicators. Model Fit: χ²(5)=7.04, p= .22; χ²/df= 1.41; CFI=.99, TLI=.99, RMSEA=.04 (90% 

CI= [.00, .10]), SRMR= /. 
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Figure 4.10.  

Diagram of the longitudinal confirmatory factor analysis (cFA) model of the latent 

variable categorization-avoidance, based on the same three observed variables at each time 

point. 

 
Notes: ***= p<.001; **= p<.01; *= p<.05. λ= estimated factor loading. Ψ= variance of a construct 

or co-variance between two constructs. θ= residual variance of an indicator or residual covariance 

between two indicators. Model Fit: χ²(5)=2.88, p= .72; χ²/df= .58; CFI=1, TLI=1, RMSEA=.00 (90% CI= 

[.00, .06]), SRMR= /. 

 

Figure 4.11.  

Diagram of the longitudinal confirmatory factor analysis (cFA) model of the latent 

variable individual mobility beliefs (IMB), based on the same three observed variables at each 

time point. 

 
Notes: ***= p<.001; **= p<.01; *= p<.05. λ= estimated factor loading. Ψ= variance of a construct 

or co-variance between two constructs. θ= residual variance of an indicator or residual covariance 

between two indicators. Model Fit: χ²(5)=4.94, p= .42; χ²/df= .99; CFI=1, TLI=1, RMSEA=.00 (90% CI= 

[.00, .08]), SRMR= /. 
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Results -Primary Results 

Figure 4.12.  

Diagram of the half-longitudinal measurement model, testing the effect of socio-economic status (SES) at T1 as predictor variable (IV), the desire to 

change at T1 and T2 as first potential mediator variable (MV1), assimilation at T1 and T2 as second potential mediator variable (MV2), hiding at T1 and T2 as 

third potential mediator variable (MV3), and categorization-avoidance at T1 and T2 as forth potential mediator variable (MV4), onto individual mobility beliefs 

(IMB) at T2 as dependent variable (DV), controlling for IMB levels at T1; including the nine latent constructs at two time points (SES_IV, Change_M1, 

Assimilation_M2, Hiding_M3, Categorization-Avoidance_M4, and Individual_Mobility_Beliefs_DV at T1 & Change_M1, Assimilation_M2, Hiding_M3, 

Categorization-Avoidance_M4, and Individual_Mobility_Beliefs_DV at T2); with three observed variables each, besides Assimilation_M2 with only two 

indicators, and time—specific measurement error for each measurement.  

 
Notes: Ψ= variance of a construct or co-variance between two constructs. θ= residual variance of an indicator or residual covariance between two indicators. Model Fit: χ²(344)=537.82, 

p= >.001; χ²/df= 1.56; CFI=.93, TLI=.90, RMSEA=.04 (90% CI= [.04, .05]), SRMR= /. 



273 | P a g e  
 

Figure 4.13.  

Diagram of the half-longitudinal mediation path model (simplified structural form, 

without observed variables and co-variances). Including socio-economic status (SES) at T1 as 

predictor variable (IV), desire to change at T1 and T2 as first potential mediator variable (MV1), 

assimilation at T1 and T2 as second potential mediator variable (MV2), hiding at T1 and T2 as 

third potential mediator variable (MV3), categorization-avoidance at T1 and T2 as forth 

potential mediator variable (MV4), and individual mobility beliefs (IMB) at T1 and T2 as 

dependent variable (DV).  

 
Notes: Dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. ***=p< .001, **=p< .01, *=p< .05. β= estimated 

regression from one latent construct onto another. a= path coefficient between independent and mediator variable. 

b= path coefficient between mediator and dependent variable. Model Fit: χ²(344)= 537.82, p= >.001; χ²/df= 1.56; 

CFI= .93, TLI= .90, RMSEA= .04 (90% CI= [.04, .05]), SRMR= /. 
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Figure 4.14.  

Diagram of the confirmatory factor analysis (cFA) measurement model of the latent 

interaction variable between socio-economic status (SES) and assimilation, created by 

multiplying the mean-centred version of each SES parcel with the two mean-centred observed 

assimilation items at T1 (top figure), and then building three parcels on the basis of the first 

results (bottom figure).  

 

 
 

 
Notes: λ= estimated factor loading. Model Fit (1): χ²(9)=232.17, p< .001; χ²/df= 25.80; CFI=.61, TLI=.10, 

RMSEA=.29 (90% CI= [.26, 32]), SRMR= /; . Model Fit (2): just identified. χ²(0)=0.00, CFI=1. 
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Figure 4.15.  

Adjusted diagram of the half-longitudinal mediation path model (simplified 

structural form, without observed variables and co-variances), including socio-economic 

status (SES) at T1 as predictor variable (IV), desire to change at T1 and T2 as first potential 

mediator variable (MedV1), assimilation at T1 and T2 as second potential mediator variable 

(MedV2), hiding at T1 and T2 as third potential mediator variable (MedV3), categorization-

avoidance at T1 and T2 as forth potential mediator variable (MedV4), and individual mobility 

beliefs at T1 and T2 as dependent variable (DV), and the interaction of SES and assimilation 

(ModV) and direct path of SES at T1 on individual mobility beliefs (IMB) at T2. 

 
 

Notes: Dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. ***=p< .001, **=p< .01, *=p< .05. β= estimated 

regression from one latent construct onto another. a= path coefficient between independent and mediator variable. 

b= path coefficient between mediator and dependent variable. Model Fit: χ²(423)= 681.80, p= >.001; χ²/df= 1.61; 

CFI= .92, TLI= .88, RMSEA= .05 (90% CI= [.04, .05]), SRMR= /. 
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Figure 4.16.  

Interaction-Plot of the significant effect between students’ socio-economic status 

(SES) and their assimilation, in relation to their individual mobility beliefs (IMB) at T2. 
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Chapter 5 

Methods 

Figure 5.1.  

Diagram of the theoretical four-step multiple regression path model testing the 

relationship between attitudes towards poverty (AtP) predicted by socio-economic status 

(SES; Step1), SES and subjective social status (SSS; Step2), SES, SSS, and the four class 

identity management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and 

categorization-avoidance - (Step3), and all of the previous predictors plus social dominance 

orientation (SDO; Step4). 

 
Notes: β= estimated regression from one latent construct onto another. Ψ= variance of a construct or 

co-variance between two constructs.  
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Results – Study 1 

Figure 5.2.  

Diagram of the confirmatory factor analysis (cFA) measurement model constructing 

the latent variables for attitudes towards poverty (AtP) and social dominance orientation 

(SDO) based on three parcels, computed from the observed scale variables in Study 1.   

 
Notes: ***= p<.001; **= p<.01; *= p<.05. λ= estimated factor loading. Ψ= variance of a construct or co-

variance between two constructs. Model Fit: χ²(8)=5.71, p= .68; χ²/df= .71; CFI=1, TLI=1, RMSEA=.00 

(90% CI= [.00, .06]), SRMR= /. 

 

Figure 5.3.  

Diagram presenting the results of the four-step hierarchical multiple regression path 

model testing relationship between attitudes towards poverty (AtP) predicted by socio-

economic status (SES; Step1), SES and subjective social status (SSS; Step2), SES, SSS, and 

the four class identity management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, 

and categorization-avoidance - (Step3), and all of the previous predictors plus social 

dominance orientation (SDO; Step4) in the sample of Study 1 (image excluding the observed 

variables, associated error terms, and measurement error). 

 

Step 1 within the hierarchical regression of SES predicting AtP in a cross-sectional 

student sample (Study 1). 

 
Notes: Dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. ***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05. Model Fit: 

χ²(15)=21.61, p= .12; χ²/df= 1.44; CFI=.98, TLI=.95, RMSEA=.05 (90% CI= [.00, .09]), SRMR= ./. 

 

 

(Figure to be continued next pages.) 
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(Figure 5.3 continued.) 

 

Step 2 within the hierarchical regression of SES, and SSS predicting AtP in a cross-

sectional student sample (Study 1). 

 
Notes: Dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. ***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05. Model Fit: 

χ²(21)=29.41, p= .11; χ²/df= 1.40; CFI=.98, TLI=.96, RMSEA=.04 (90% CI= [.00, .08]), SRMR= ./. 

 

 

Step 3 within the hierarchical regression of SES, SSS, desire to change, assimilation, 

hiding, and categorization-avoidance predicting AtP in a cross-sectional student 

sample (Study 1). 

 
Notes: Dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. ***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05. Model Fit: 

χ²(94)=132.38, p= .01; χ²/df= 1.41; CFI=.96, TLI=.93, RMSEA=.05 (90% CI= [.03, .06]), SRMR= /. 
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(Figure 5.3 continued.) 

 

Step 4 within the hierarchical regression of SES, SSS, desire to change, assimilation, 

hiding, categorization-avoidance, and SDO predicting AtP in a cross-sectional student 

sample (Study 1). 

 
Notes: Dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. ***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05. Model Fit: 

χ²(139)=167.19, p= .05; χ²/df= 1.20; CFI=.98, TLI=.96, RMSEA=.03 (90% CI= [.00, .05]), SRMR= /. 
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Results – Study 2 

Figure 5.4.  

Diagram of the confirmatory factor analysis (cFA) measurement model constructing 

the latent variables for attitudes towards poverty (AtP) and social dominance orientation 

(SDO) based on three parcels, computed from the observed scale variables in Study2.   

 
Notes: ***= p<.001; **= p<.01; *= p<.05. λ= estimated factor loading. Ψ= variance of a construct or co-

variance between two constructs. Model Fit: χ²(8)=10.46, p= .23; χ²/df= 1.31; CFI=.99, TLI=.98, 

RMSEA=.03 (90% CI= [.00, .08]), SRMR= /. 

 

Figure 5.5.  

Diagram presenting the results of the four-step hierarchical multiple regression path 

model testing relationship between attitudes towards poverty (AtP) predicted by socio-

economic status (SES; Step1), SES and subjective social status (SSS; Step2), SES, SSS, and 

the four class identity management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, 

and categorization-avoidance - (Step3), and all of the previous predictors plus social 

dominance orientation (SDO; Step4) in the sample of Study 2 (image excluding the observed 

variables, associated error terms, and measurement error). 

 

Step 1 within the hierarchical regression of SES predicting AtP in a cross-sectional 

young adult sample (Study 2). 

 
Notes: Dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. ***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05. Model Fit: 

χ²(15)=13.64, p= .55; χ²/df= .91; CFI=1, TLI=1, RMSEA=.00 (90% CI= [.00, .05]), SRMR= ./. 

 

(Figure to be continued next pages.) 
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(Figure 5.5 continued.) 

 

Step 2 within the hierarchical regression of SES, and SSS predicting AtP in a cross-

sectional young adult sample (Study 2). 

 
Notes: Dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. ***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05. Model Fit: 

χ²(21)=18.84, p= .60; χ²/df= .90; CFI=1, TLI=1, RMSEA=.00 (90% CI= [.00, .04]), SRMR= ./. 

 

 

Step 3 within the hierarchical regression of SES, SSS, desire to change, assimilation, 

hiding, and categorization-avoidance predicting AtP in a cross-sectional young adult 

sample (Study 2). 

 
Notes: Dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. ***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05. Model Fit: 

χ²(126)=131.54, p= .13; χ²/df= 1.04; CFI=.99, TLI=.99, RMSEA=.01 (90% CI= [.00, .03]), SRMR= /. 
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(Figure 5.5 continued.) 

 

Step 4 within the hierarchical regression of SES, SSS, desire to change, assimilation, 

hiding, categorization-avoidance, and SDO predicting AtP in a cross-sectional young 

adult sample (Study 2). 

 
Notes: Dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. ***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05. Model Fit: 

χ²(176)=219.18, p= .02; χ²/df= 1.25; CFI=.98, TLI=.97, RMSEA=.03 (90% CI= [.01, .04]), SRMR= /. 
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Additional Figures: Control Variable Analysis 

Chapter 3 

Analysis 

Figure 3.7.  

Diagram presenting the results of the multiple regression path model testing the relationship between socio-economic status (SES), subjective social 

status (SSS), the four class identity management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance - and the dummy 

variables for gender and religious background in the sample of Study 1 (image excluding the observed variables, associated error terms, and measurement error). 

 
Notes: Dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. ***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05. Model Fit: χ²(82)=108.07, p= .03; χ²/df= 1.32; CFI=.97, TLI=.95, RMSEA=.04 (90% CI= 

[.01, .06]), SRMR= .05. 
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Figure 3.8.  

Diagram presenting the results of the multiple regression path model testing the relationship between all five socio-economic status (SES) indicators 

(parental income, mother occupation, father occupation, mother education, father education), subjective social status (SSS), the four class identity management 

strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance - and the dummy variables for gender and religious background in the 

sample of Study 1 (image excluding the non-significant path and co-variance indices, associated error terms, and measurement error). 

 
Notes: Dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. ***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05. Model Fit: χ²(50)=49.84, p= .48; χ²/df= 1.00; CFI=1, TLI=1, RMSEA=.00 (90% CI= [.00, 

.05]), SRMR= .03. 
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Figure 3.9.  

Diagram presenting the results of the multiple regression path model testing the relationship between socio-economic status (SES), subjective social 

status (SSS), the four class identity management strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance - and the dummy 

variables for gender and ethnicity in the sample of Study 2 (image excluding the observed variables, associated error terms, and measurement error). 

 
Notes: Dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. ***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05. Model Fit: χ²(105)=118.07, p= .18; χ²/df= 1.13; CFI=.99, TLI=.99, RMSEA=.02 (90% CI= 

[.00, .04]), SRMR= .03. 
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Figure 3.10.  

Diagram presenting the results of the multiple regression path model testing the relationship between all five socio-economic status (SES) indicators 

(parental income, mother occupation, father occupation, mother education, father education), subjective social status (SSS), the class identity management 

strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance - and the dummy variables for gender and ethnicity in the sample of 

Study 2 (image excluding the non-significant path and co-variance indices, associated error terms, and measurement error). 

 
Notes: Dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. ***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05. Model Fit: χ²(76)=97.63, p= .05; χ²/df= 1.29; CFI=.99, TLI=.97, RMSEA=.03 (90% CI= 

[.00, .05]), SRMR= .03. 
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Chapter 4 

 Analysis 

Figure 4.17.  

 Diagram of the half-longitudinal mediation path model (simplified structural 

form, without observed variables and co-variances). Including socio-economic status (SES) at 

T1 as predictor variable (IV), desire to change at T1 and T2 as first potential mediator variable 

(MV1), assimilation at T1 and T2 as second potential mediator variable (MV2), hiding at T1 and 

T2 as third potential mediator variable (MV3), categorization-avoidance at T1 and T2 as forth 

potential mediator variable (MV4), individual mobility beliefs (IMB) at T1 and T2 as dependent 

variable (DV), and gender and religious background as control variables. 

 
Notes: Dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. ***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05. β= estimated regression 

from one latent construct onto another. a= path coefficient between independent and mediator variable. 

b= path coefficient between mediator and dependent variable. Model Fit: χ²(401)=614.48, p= >.001; 

χ²/df= 1.53; CFI=.92, TLI=.89, RMSEA=.04 (90% CI= [.04, .05]), SRMR= /. 
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Figure 4.18.  

Adjusted diagram of the half-longitudinal mediation path model (simplified structural 

form, without observed variables and co-variances), including socio-economic status (SES) at 

T1 as predictor variable (IV), desire to change at T1 and T2 as first potential mediator variable 

(MedV1), assimilation at T1 and T2 as second potential mediator variable (MedV2), hiding at T1 

and T2 as third potential mediator variable (MedV3), categorization-avoidance at T1 and T2 as 

forth potential mediator variable (MedV4), and individual mobility beliefs at T1 and T2 as 

dependent variable (DV), the interaction of SES and assimilation (ModV), direct path of SES 

at T1 on individual mobility beliefs (IMB) at T2, and the control variables gender and religious 

backround. 

 
Notes: Dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. ***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05. β= 

estimated regression from one latent construct onto another. a= path coefficient between independent and 

mediator variable. b= path coefficient between mediator and dependent variable. Model Fit: 

χ²(486)=765.38, p= >.001; χ²/df= 1.58; CFI=.91, TLI=.87, RMSEA=.04 (90% CI= [.04, .05]), SRMR= /. 
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Chapter 5 

Analysis 

Figure 5.6.  

Diagram presenting the results of the last step in the hierarchical multiple regression 

path model the relationship between attitudes towards poverty (AtP) predicted by socio-

economic status (SES), subjective social status (SSS), the four class identity management 

strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance - , 

social dominance orientation (SDO), and the control variables gender and religious 

background in the sample of Study 1 (image excluding the observed variables, associated error 

terms, and measurement error). 

 
Notes: Dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. ***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05. Model Fit: 

χ²(172)=220.54, p= .01; χ²/df= 1.28; CFI=.97, TLI=.94, RMSEA=.04 (90% CI= [.02, .05]), SRMR= /. 
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Figure 5.7.  

Diagram presenting the results of the last step in the hierarchical multiple regression 

path model the relationship between attitudes towards poverty (AtP) predicted by socio-

economic status (SES), subjective social status (SSS), the four class identity management 

strategies (CIMS) - desire to change, assimilation, hiding, and categorization-avoidance - , 

social dominance orientation (SDO), and the control variables gender and religious 

background in the sample of Study 2 (image excluding the observed variables, associated error 

terms, and measurement error). 

 
Notes: Dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. ***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05. Model Fit: 

χ²(205)=254.48, p= .01; χ²/df= 1.24; CFI=.98, TLI=.97, RMSEA=.03 (90% CI= [.01, .04]), SRMR= /. 
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Appendix 

Study 1 

Appendix 1.1. Ethical Approval letter for the cross-sectional, questionnaire-based, and 

student focussed study concerning the exploration and development of the identity management scales 

(i.e. desire to change, experiences of assimilation, experiences of hiding the own class background, and 

expressions of categorization-avoidance) (Study 1). 
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Appendix 1.2. Information Sheet for the cross-sectional, questionnaire-based, and student 

focussed study concerning the exploration and development of the identity management scales (i.e. 

desire to change, experiences of assimilation, experiences of hiding the own class background, and 

expressions of categorization-avoidance) (Study 1). 
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Appendix 1.3. Consent Form for the cross-sectional, questionnaire-based, and student 

focussed study concerning the exploration and development of the identity management scales (i.e. 

desire to change, experiences of assimilation, experiences of hiding the own class background, and 

expressions of categorization-avoidance) (Study 1). 
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Appendix 1.4. Full paper-based questionnaire used for the cross-sectional, student focussed 

study concerning the exploration and development of the identity management scales (i.e. desire to 

change, experiences of assimilation, experiences of hiding the own class background, and expressions 

of categorization-avoidance) (Study 1) (8 pages). 
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Appendix 1.5. Debriefing Sheet for the cross-sectional, questionnaire-based, and student 

focussed study concerning the exploration and development of the identity management scales (i.e. 

desire to change, experiences of assimilation, experiences of hiding the own class background, and 

expressions of categorization-avoidance) (Study 1). 
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Study 2 

Appendix 2.1. Ethical Approval letter for the second cross-sectional, online questionnaire-

based study concerning further development of the identity management scales (i.e. desire to change, 

experiences of assimilation, experiences of hiding the own class background, and expressions of 

categorization-avoidance) and their relationship to other variables in a broader population sample 

(Study 2). 
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Appendix 2.2. Participant Information for the second cross-sectional, online questionnaire-

based study concerning further development of the identity management scales (i.e. desire to change, 

experiences of assimilation, experiences of hiding the own class background, and expressions of 

categorization-avoidance) and their relationship to other variables in a broader population sample 

(Study 2). 

Participant Information 

1. What is the study about? 

You are invited to participate in a research project on social class backgrounds in the UK. The long-

term goal of this research is to develop a better understanding of the psychological dimension of 

social class backgrounds. 

   

2. Who is carrying out the study? 

The study is being conducted by Lukas Horstmeier, PhD-student at the School of Psychology, 

Queen’s University, Belfast, and my two supervisors Dr. Laura Taylor and Dr. Christopher Raymond. 

It has been approved by the School of Psychology Research Ethics Committee, on behalf of Queen’s 

University Belfast. 

   

3. What does the study involve? 

The study involves just one questionnaire about some your social background, experiences you’ve 

made when you were young, and asks about some societal believes you have. 

Although the potential risks encountered in this study will be minimal, it is possible that some 

participants may feel uneasy or uncomfortable attempting some aspects of the study. If any of the 

questions or tasks cause you unease or make you feel uncomfortable, you are encouraged to 

discontinue participation in the experiment or skip the particular task or questions. 

   

The long-term benefits of your participation may help to generate knowledge that helps 

understanding the importance of social class backgrounds better. 

   

4. How long will the study take? 

Approximately 20 minutes will be required to complete the study, including a full debrief at the end. 

   

5. Can I withdraw from the study? 

Yes. Participation in this study is completely voluntary. You are not under any obligation to consent 

and- if you do consent- you can skip any tasks that you would prefer not to complete. You can 

withdraw from the study any time during the questionnaire by not hitting submit. After you have 

completed the study, you can withdraw at any time for up to one month by contacting the research 

team. 

   

6. Will anyone else know the results? 

All aspects of the study, including results, will be strictly confidential and only the researchers will 

have access to information. A report of the study may be submitted for publication, but individual 

participants will not be identifiable in such a report. 

(Appendix to be continued next page.) 
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7. Can I tell other people about the study? 

 Please feel free to discuss this study with family and friends. However, please do not tell others the 

aims of the study once you have completed it, as this information may bias their results. 

    

8. What if I require further information about the study or my involvement in it? 

 If you wish to learn more about the study or have questions, please contact me at 

lhorstmeier01@qub.ac.uk or my supervisor Laura K. Taylor, Lecturer, School of Psychology, Queen’s 

University Belfast at l.taylor@qub.ac.uk. 

   

By proceeding past this point, you will be presented with a list of statements. If you agree with 

those, you will indicate your full consent to take part in this study. 

   

   

Your participation in this project is greatly appreciated! 

   

    

 Lukas M. Horstmeier      

 School of Psychology      

 Queen’s University Belfast        

 Email: lhorstmeier01@qub.ac.uk      

  

 Dr. Laura Taylor 

 School of Psychology 

 Queen’s University Belfast 

 Email: l.taylor@qub.ac.uk   

 

End of Block: Participant Information 
 

Start of Block: Participant Consent 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(Appendix 2.2 continued.) 

mailto:lhorstmeier01@qub.ac.uk
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307 | P a g e  
 

Appendix 2.3. Participant Consent window for the second cross-sectional, online 

questionnaire-based study concerning further development of the identity management scales (i.e. 

desire to change, experiences of assimilation, experiences of hiding the own class background, and 

expressions of categorization-avoidance) and their relationship to other variables in a broader 

population sample (Study 2). 

Participant Consent 

   

 1. I agree to participate in this research. 

   

 2. This agreement is of my own free will.                                                                   

   

 3. I have been given information regarding the aims of the research and have been given the 

researcher’s name and contact details if I require further information.                                         

   

 4.  I have had the opportunity to ask any questions about the study. 

   

 5. I realise that I may withdraw from the study at any time without having to give a reason and 

without suffering any adverse consequences. 

   

 6. I am aware that even after participating, I can decide to withdraw my data up until the time 

specified on the Participant Information Sheet. 

   

 7. I understand that all personal information provided by myself will remain confidential and no 

information that identifies me will be made publicly available. 

      

   

 If you do not wish to proceed, simply close the tab on your computer or smartphone. When you 

click the "next"-button, you have given consent to participate in this study and will be forwarded 

to the questionnaire. 

   

 

End of Block: Participant Consent 
 

Start of Block: Block 01 
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Appendix 2.4. Online questionnaire for the second cross-sectional, online questionnaire-

based study concerning further development of the identity management scales (i.e. desire to change, 

experiences of assimilation, experiences of hiding the own class background, and expressions of 

categorization-avoidance) and their relationship to other variables in a broader population sample 

(Study 2) (22 pages). 

Questions about Social Class Backgrounds 

For the following questions please tick the answer that applies to you or write your answer 

on the line. If you are uncertain how to answer a question, please select the answer that fits best. 

Some questions might sound repetitive, however please still fill out every question as truthfully as 

possible.  

Attention: In the case of multiple-choice questions please cross only one possible answer 

throughout the questionnaire.  

!The survey also entails several attention-check items!          

Please provide us first with some personal information about you and your parents. 

(Demographics such as gender or ethnicity are automatically collected by the website prolific) 

 

Q01 Please tell us which (if any) of the following boxes comes closest to the current or last job 

you have/had.       

University Lecturer  (1), (Company) Director  (2), Higher civil service  (3), School Teacher  (4), 

(Company) Manager  (5), Civil service Management  (6), Salesman/woman  (7), Banker  (8), 

Small Employer  (9), Regular civil service  (10), Self-employed  (11), Craftsman/woman  (12), 

Cashier  (13), Laborer  (14), Farmer  (15), Unemployed  (16), Home parent  (17), 

Other (please specify)  (18) ________________________________________________ 

 

Q02 Please tell us which (if any) of the following boxes comes closest to the current or last job 

your partner has/had.       

University Lecturer  (1), (Company) Director  (2), Higher civil service  (3), School Teacher  (4),  

(Company) Manager  (5), Civil service Management  (6), Salesman/woman  (7), Banker  (8),  

Small Employer  (9), Regular civil service  (10), Self-employed  (11), Craftsman/woman  (12),  

Cashier  (13), Laborer  (14), Farmer  (15), Unemployed  (16), Home parent  (17),  

Other (please specify)  (18) ________________________________________________ 
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Q03 Please tell us which (if any) of the following boxes comes closest to the current or last 

job your mother has/had.       

University Lecturer  (1), (Company) Director  (2), Higher civil service  (3), School Teacher  (4),  

(Company) Manager  (5), Civil service Management  (6), Salesman/woman  (7), Banker  (8),  

Small Employer  (9), Regular civil service  (10), Self-employed  (11), Craftsman/woman  (12),  

Cashier  (13), Laborer  (14), Farmer  (15), Unemployed  (16), Home parent  (17),  

Other (please specify)  (18) ________________________________________________ 

 

Q04 Please tell us which (if any) of the following boxes comes closest to the current or last 

job your father has/had.       

University Lecturer  (1), (Company) Director  (2), Higher civil service  (3), School Teacher  (4),  

(Company) Manager  (5), Civil service Management  (6), Salesman/woman  (7), Banker  (8),  

Small Employer  (9), Regular civil service  (10), Self-employed  (11), Craftsman/woman  (12),  

Cashier  (13), Laborer  (14), Farmer  (15), Unemployed  (16), Home parent  (17),  

Other (please specify)  (18) ________________________________________________ 

Q05 Please try to estimate your total household income per year:      

Less than £10,000  (1), £10,000-£24,999  (2), £25,000-£49,999  (3), £50,000-£74,999  (4)  

£75,000-£100,000  (5), Above £100,000  (6)  

 

Q06 Please try to estimate the total household income of your parents per year:       

Less than £10,000  (1), £10,000-£24,999  (2), £25,000-£49,999  (3), £50,000-£74,999  (4)  

£75,000-£100,000  (5), Above £100,000  (6)  

 

Q07 What is your highest level of education?       

Up to GCSE-exams  (1),  Up to A-Levels  (2), Apprenticeship  (3), Technical college certificate  (4),  

Non-university professional degree  (5), Undergraduate university degree  (6), Postgraduate 

university degree  (7), PhD degree  (8)  

 

 Q08 What is your mothers’ highest level of education?          

Up to GCSE-exams  (1),  Up to A-Levels  (2), Apprenticeship  (3), Technical college certificate  (4),  

Non-university professional degree  (5), Undergraduate university degree  (6), Postgraduate 

university degree  (7), PhD degree  (8)  
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 Q09 What is your fathers’ highest level of education?      

Up to GCSE-exams  (1),  Up to A-Levels  (2), Apprenticeship  (3), Technical college certificate  (4),  

Non-university professional degree  (5), Undergraduate university degree  (6), Postgraduate 

university degree  (7), PhD degree  (8)  

In the following you will find questions about donation and everyday helping experiences. In our 

understanding, donating is giving money for social, religious, cultural, charitable, and philanthropic 

purposes without expecting any kind of direct reward. This can be large amounts or even small 

amounts of money that you put in a donation box. Please place the slider on the position of your level 

of agreement or disagreement.    (In the case you are unsure how to answer to a question, please do 

NOT skip the question. Instead, please place the slider to the level that comes closest to you 

understanding.)    

 

Q10 How often have you donated any money in the last 12 months – not taking into   account 

membership subscriptions?       
 Not 

 at 
 all  

At least 
 two or 

 three times  

Once 
 a 

 month  

Once 
 a 

 week  

More 
 than once 

 a week  

1 () 

 
 

Q11 How often have you given food or money to a homeless person in the past 12 months?       

 Not 
 at 
 all  

At least 
 two or 

 three times  

Once 
 a 

 month  

Once 
 a 

 week  

More  
 than once 

 a week  

1 () 

 
 

Q12 How often have you allowed a   stranger to go ahead of you in line in the past 12 

months?       

 Not 
 at 
 all  

At least 
 two or 

 three times  

Once 
 a 

 month  

Once 
 a 

 week  

More 
 than once 

 a week  

1 () 

 

Q13 How often have you offered   your seat on a bus, train, or in a public place to a stranger 

who was   standing in the past 12 months?       
 Not 

 at 
 all  

At least 
 two or 
 three 
times  

Once 
 a 

 month  

Once 
 a 

 week  

More 
 than 
once 

 a week  

Not 
Applicable 

1 () 

 
 
 Q14 How often have you carried a stranger’s belongings, such as groceries, a suitcase, or a 

shopping bag in   the past 12 months?       
 Not 

 at 
 all  

At least 
 two or 
 three 
times  

Once 
 a 

 month  

Once 
 a 

 week  

More 
 than 
once 

 a week  

Not 
Applicable 

1 () 
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Q15 How often have you lent   someone you don’t know well an item of the value - such as 

dishes or tools - in the   past 12 months?       

 Not 
 at 
 all  

At least 
 two or 
 three 
times  

Once 
 a 

 month  

Once 
 a 

 week  

More 
 than 
once 

 a week  

Not 
Applicable 

1 () 

 

In the following you will find statements about the different groups within society. These statements 

are NOT aimed at a specific group constellation like rich/poor, locals/immigrants, Protestants/Catholic, 

but are meant in a general sense of ANY possible group. Please place the slider-handle anywhere along 

the bar to indicate how much you disagree or agree with each statement below.  (In the case you are 

unsure how to answer to a statement, please do NOT skip the item. Instead, please place the slider to 

the level that comes closest to you understanding. E.g. Neither Agree nor Disagree.)  
 

Q16 An ideal society requires some groups to be on top and   others to be on the bottom.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 
 

Q17 Some groups of people are   simply inferior to other groups.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 
 

Q18 Group equality should not be our primary goal.       
 Strongly 

 Disagree  
Neither 

 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

Q19 It is unjust to try to make groups equal.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 
 

Q20 We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different   groups.       
 Strongly 

 Disagree  
Neither 

 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

Q21 We should work to give all   groups an equal chance to succeed.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 
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In the following you will find a series of emotions. Please indicate how often you usually feel this 

emotion in a weeks’ time by putting the slider-handle anywhere along the bar. (In the case you are 

unsure how to answer to a statement, please do NOT skip the item. Instead, please place the slider to 

the level that comes closest to you understanding.)   

   Q22 Irritable           

 Never  Once 
 a 

 week  

Two/Three 
 times 

 a week  

Once 
 a   

day  

Several 
 times 
 a day  

1 () 

 
 
                             Q23 Guilty       Never  Once 

 a 
 week  

Two/Three 
 times 

 a week  

Once 
 a   

day   

Several 
 times   
a day  

1 () 

 
 

       Q24 Distressed        
Never  

 
Once 

 a 
 week  

 
Two/Three 

 times 
 a week  

  
Once 

 a   
day   

 
Several 
 times   
a day  

1 () 

 

 

 Q25 Upset       Never  Once 
 a 

 week  

Two/Three 
 times 

 a week  

Once 
 a   

day   

Several 
 times   
a day  

1 () 

 
 

 Q26 Scared       Never  Once 
 a 

 week  

Two/Three 
 times 

 a week  

Once 
 a   

day   

Several 
 times   
a day  

1 () 

 
 

 Q27 Nervous       Never  Once 
 a 

 week  

Two/Three 
 times 

 a week  

Once 
 a   

day   

Several 
 times   
a day  

1 () 

 

In the following you will find questions about your estimations on how many people in the UK can 

change in income and education over a ten-year period.  Please place the slider-handle anywhere 

along the bar to indicate how much you disagree or agree with each statement below. 

  Q28 Imagine 100 people from the United Kingdom over a ten-year time period from 2007 till 

2017. Please indicate how many of these 100 people you think would have moved from the top 1% of 

income to the bottom 80%?           

 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

1 () 
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 Q29 Imagine 100 people from the United Kingdom over a ten-year time period from 2007 till 

2017. Please indicate how many of these 100 people you think would have moved from the bottom 

20% of income to the top 20%?           
 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

1 () 

 

 

 Q30 Would you please place the slider to the number 68? You see the number as soon as 

you click on the slider.  
 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

1 () 

 

Q31 Now, please indicate how many of 100 people. How many you think would have 

acquired a university degree, coming from the bottom 20% of income families?    
 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

1 () 

 

 Q32 Now, please indicate how many of the top 100 university students you think would be 

from the bottom 20% of income families?           

 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

1 () 

 

 

Block 4:  In the following you will find a series of statements about your attitudes about contemporary 

society. Please place the slider-handle anywhere along the bar to indicate how much you disagree or 

agree with each statement below.  (In the case you are unsure how to answer to a statement, please 

do NOT skip the item. Instead, please place the slider to the level that comes closest to you 

understanding. E.g. Neither Agree nor Disagree.)  

Q33 Do you think poor people should be blamed for their misfortune?      
 Strongly 

 Disagree  
Neither 

 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q34 Do you think the state uses too much money for poor people?      

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q35 Do you think welfare support makes people lazy?         

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 
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  Q36 Do you think poor people have generally a lower intelligence than non-poor 

people?  

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q37 Do you think children raised on welfare benefits will never amount anything?   

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

Q38 Do you think poor people act differently?        

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q39 Do you think most poor people are dishonest?         

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q40 Do you think poor people are different from the rest of society?     

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

Q41 The people within a society are sometimes divided into several different classes that are 

usually understood as people who share similar financial and/or educational backgrounds.  Please 

indicate the social class category you would assign to yourself: 

Lower Class  (1), Working Class   (2), Lower-Middle Class   (3), Middle Class   (4), Upper-Middle 

Class   (5), Upper Class   (6)  

 Q42 Imagine that this ladder represents society in the United Kingdom. At the top are the 

people who have the most money and the best education (best off), and at the bottom are the people 

who have the least money (worst off). Now, think about you and your family. Where do you think you 

would be on this ladder at this moment? Please, place the slider below on the step where your would 

be on this ladder. 
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Please, mark on which step your family would be on this ladder. 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 () 

 
In the following you will find a series of statements about experiences you might have had when you 

were young. Please place the slider-handle anywhere along the bar to indicate how much you disagree 

or agree with each statement below.  (In the case you are unsure how to answer to a statement, please 

do NOT skip the item.  

 Instead, please place the slider to the level that comes closest to you understanding. E.g. Neither Agree 

nor Disagree.)     

Q43 When I was young, I usually didn’t need to worry about money.    

 Strongly    
Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

Q44 My family usually has had enough   money for the things we wanted and needed.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q45 When I was young, I felt relatively poor compared to my peers in school.       
 Strongly 

 Disagree  
Neither 

 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q46 I grew up in a relatively   poor neighbourhood.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 
 

Q47 Please place the slider to the number 24. You see the number as soon as you click on 

the slider. 

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q48 When I was young, I felt relatively wealthy compared to my peers in school.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 
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  Q49 I grew up in a relatively wealthy neighbourhood.    

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 In the following you will find another series of statements about experiences or thoughts 

you might have or had. Please place the slider-handle anywhere along the bar to indicate how much 

you disagree or agree with each statement below.  (In the case you are unsure how to answer to a 

statement, please do NOT skip the item.  Instead, please place the slider to the level that comes 

closest to you understanding. E.g. Neither Agree nor Disagree.)  

Q50 My parents wanted me to   have a better job than them after I finished school.          
 Strongly    

Disagree  
Neither 

 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

Q51 I wanted to have a better job   than my parents after I finished school.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

  Q52 I wanted to have a better education   than my parents after I finished school.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

  Q53 Would you please place the slider to the number 83?       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

  Q54 In ten years, I would like   to be richer than my parents.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

  Q55 I have been unable to go to activities I wanted to due to financial issues.                      

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 
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  Q57 I have been unable to go to a holiday due to financial issues.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

  Q58 I have encountered situations with peers in which I preferred to hide my 

families’   financial or educational background.                    

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

  Q59 I have encountered situations with strangers in which I preferred to hide my 

families’ financial or educational   background.                

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

  Q60 In the case the topic comes up, I'd prefer not to talk about my families’ financial 

or educational background.           

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

  Q61 I usually can identify a   strangers’ social class background just based on their 

clothes, appearance, or the way they are talking.       
 Strongly 

 Disagree  
Neither 

 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

  Q62 People from different social class backgrounds dress differently.                     
 Strongly 

 Disagree  
Neither 

 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

  Q63 People from different social class backgrounds talk differently.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

  Q64 I have tried to fit in by   imitating other social class’s behaviors or dressed up 

like a class higher   than mine.       
 Strongly 

 Disagree  
Neither 

 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 
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  Q65 I have encountered situations in which I pretended to be from a richer family 

than I actually am.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

  Q66 In school, I made my parents buy me stuff that everybody had, despite that we 

couldn't really afford it.    

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

In the following you will find a last series of statements about experiences or thoughts you might have 

in regards of your social class. Please fill out the [select class group] with the class membership you 

have previously indicated and indicate your level of agreement or disagreement for each statement 

by placing the slider-handle anywhere along the bar below.  (In the case you are unsure how to answer 

to a statement, please do NOT skip the item.  

 Instead, please place the slider to the level that comes closest to you understanding. E.g. Neither 

Agree nor Disagree.)  

Q67 I have a lot in   common with other${Q41/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices} members.       

 Strongly    
Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q68 Coming from a(n) ${Q41/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices} background is important to my 

sense   of what kind of person I am.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q69 Whenever possible, I prefer to hang out with other members from a(n) 

${Q41/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices} background.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

Q70 If I were to describe myself to someone, I would properly say that I’m from a(n) 

${Q41/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices} background.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 
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 Q71 I don’t   feel connected to other members with a(n) 

${Q41/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices} background.        
 Strongly 

 Disagree  
Neither 

 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

Q72 In general, coming from a(n) ${Q41/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices} background is an 

important   part of my self-image.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 
 Q74 I feel good   about my ${Q41/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices} background.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q75 I am   unhappy that I come from a(n) 

${Q41/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices} background.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q76 At times, I try   to hide the fact that I am ${Q41/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}.       
 Strongly 

 Disagree  
Neither 

 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q77 I sometimes feel embarrassed that I come from a(n) 

${Q41/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices} background.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q78 I am not   ashamed of my social class background.       
 Strongly 

 Disagree  
Neither 

 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q79 Sometimes, I feel guilty that others have not been   as fortunate as I have been.       
 Strongly 

 Disagree  
Neither 

 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 
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 Q80 I rarely feel guilty   for the opportunities I have had.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q81 I fear   that others may perceive me as “thinking I am better”.        

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

In the following you will find another series of statements about experiences or thoughts you might 

have or have had. Please place the slider-handle anywhere along the bar to indicate how much you 

disagree or agree with each statement below.   (In the case you are unsure how to answer to a 

statement, please do NOT skip the item.  

 Instead, please place the slider to the level that comes closest to you understanding. E.g. Neither Agree 

nor Disagree.)  

 Q82 The social class I belong to is unimportant to my sense of what kind of person I am.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q83 In everyday life, I often think about the fact that I am a member of my social class.       
 Strongly 

 Disagree  
Neither 

 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q84 Overall, belonging   to my class is an important reflection of who I am.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q85 I am a typical   member of my social class.       
 Strongly 

 Disagree  
Neither 

 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q86 In general, belonging to my class is an important   part of my self-image.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 
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 Q87 The fact that I am a member of my social class rarely enters my mind.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q88 People from my social class are not as effective as people from other   classes.       
 Strongly 

 Disagree  
Neither 

 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

Q89 Most people consider my   social class, on average, to be more ineffective than other 

social classes.       
 Strongly 

 Disagree  
Neither 

 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 

 

 Q90 In general, I have warm feelings towards poor and working-class people.       
 Strongly 

 Disagree  
Neither 

 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q91 Generally, I feel good when I think about belonging to my social class.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q92 Most   people in my life are poor or working class.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

Q93 If my social class changed, I probably would not remain as close with certain people.       

 Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 
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 Q95 What happens to poor and work class people generally will have something to do   with 

what happens in my life.       

  
Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

 
Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 

 

 

 Q96 My fate and my future are bound up with those of poor and work class people 

everywhere.       

  
Strongly 
 Disagree  

Neither 
 Agree nor 
 Disagree  

 
Strongly 
 Agree  

1 () 
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Appendix 2.5. Participant debrief window for the second cross-sectional, online 

questionnaire-based study concerning further development of the identity management scales (i.e. 

desire to change, experiences of assimilation, experiences of hiding the own class background, and 

expressions of categorization-avoidance) and their relationship to other variables in a broader 

population sample (Study 2). 

Thank you very much for your participation! 

  

This study wants to explore your social class background in different ways. It will compare how 

important your income or your job is in comparison to some experiences and perceptions you have 

made when you were young or how you see yourself in the society. 

How was it tested? 

In this study, you have filled out a questionnaire with several distinct scales. Some of them measured 

your social background by asking you about your income, educational level, and job last job. Other 

scales are based on new scientific evidence. They include questions about your thoughts about your 

social class. In order to test the differences between these scales, we have also included other 

scales. They are measuring different things that, in theory, should be related to for example your job 

background, but not to your thoughts about your class, or the other way around. 

Every person in the study got the same questionnaire. There was no right or wrong, and also no 

competition involved. 

Hypotheses and main questions: 

We will compare the traditional ways of measuring your social background with the new 

measurement scales in order to find helpful ways to measure class backgrounds for different types 

of studies. Therefore, you have answered a lot of very similar sounding items. Your answers will be 

statistically compared and we hope to end up with a clear message and shorter scales. 

Also, we expect to find evidence that a new scales turns out to be better for certain topics, while 

other scales are more helpful in other contexts. 

Of course, this refers to an expected general trend among all people who have filled out the 

questionnaire and does not necessarily be true for you personally! 

Why is this study important? 

Through our research, we hope to better understand what factors matter for people from different 

social backgrounds and clarify for what kind of question, which measurement should be used. This 

would be very important, because it could help to produce more helpful results. 

   

If you want to know more: 

If you are interested in learning more about the problems of people from different social 

backgrounds, you may want to consult: 

Dr. Laura Taylor, David Keir Building 18-30 Malone Road, BT9 5BN Belfast, UK 

School of Psychology, 0G.435 

Phone: +44 (0)28 9097 4217 

If you have any concerns about your rights as a participant in this experiment, please contact me 

(lhorstmeier01@qub.ac.uk) or my supervisor (l.taylor@qub.ac.uk). 

 

 

 

mailto:lhorstmeier01@qub.ac.uk
mailto:l.taylor@qub.ac.uk
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Study 3  

 Appendix 3.1. Ethical Approval letter for the longitudinal questionnaire-based study 

concerning the influence of identity management scales (i.e. desire to change, experiences of 

assimilation, experiences of hiding the own class background, and expressions of categorization-

avoidance) on first year students’ university adaptation (Study 3T1-3). 
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 Appendix 3.2. Participant information sheet for the longitudinal questionnaire-based study 

concerning the influence of identity management scales (i.e. desire to change, experiences of 

assimilation, experiences of hiding the own class background, and expressions of categorization-

avoidance) on first year students’ university adaptation (Study 3T1-3). 

Participant Information 

1. What is the study about?   

You are invited to participate in a research project on university adaptation of first year 

students in Northern Ireland. The long-term goal of this research is to develop programs that help 

young people at university.      

2. Who is carrying out the study?  

The study is being conducted by Lukas Horstmeier, PhD-student at the School of Psychology, 

Queen’s University, Belfast, and my two supervisors Dr. Laura Taylor and Dr. Christopher Raymond. It 

has been approved by the School of Psychology Research Ethics Committee, on behalf of Queen’s 

University Belfast.      

3. What does the study involve?   

The study will contain three questionnaires about your feelings and expectations of your life 

as a student, about your family’s financial and educational background, and some information about 

yourself.      Now you will get the first questionnaire and we would be glad to approach you with a 

second questionnaire after Christmas and a third and final one after Easter again.       

Although the potential risks encountered in this study will be minimal, it is possible that some 

participants may feel uneasy or uncomfortable attempting some aspects of the study. If any of the 

questions or tasks cause you unease or make you feel uncomfortable, you are encouraged to 

discontinue participation in the experiment or skip the particular task or questions.      

The long-term benefits of your participation may help to generate knowledge that helps 

others to respond to the university experiences.       

4. How long will the study take?   

Approximately 10 to 15 minutes will be required to complete the study, including a full debrief 

at the end.     

5. Can I withdraw from the study?  

Yes. Participation in this study is completely voluntary. You are not under any obligation to 

consent and- if you do consent- you can skip any tasks that you would prefer not to complete. You can 

withdraw from the study any time during the questionnaire by not hitting submit. After you have 

completed the study, your parent can withdraw you at any time for up to one month by contacting 

the research team.      

  

 

(Appendix to be continued next page.) 
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(Appendix 3.2 continued.) 

6. Will anyone else know the results?   

All aspects of the study, including results, will be strictly confidential and only the researchers 

will have access to information on participants. A report of the study may be submitted for publication, 

but individual participants will not be identifiable in such a report.  

7. Can I tell other people about the study?   

Please feel free to discuss this study with family and friends. However, please do not tell others 

the aims of the study once you have completed it, as this information may bias their results.      

8. What if I require further information about the study or my involvement in it?   

If you wish to learn more about the study or have questions, please contact me at: 

lhorstmeier01@qub.ac.uk; or my supervisor Laura K. Taylor, l.taylor@qub.ac.uk; or calling 028 9097 

4217.   

 

By proceeding past this point, you will be presented with a list of statements. If you agree with those, 

you will indicate your full consent to take part in this study.       

 

Your participation in this project is greatly appreciated!       

Lukas M. Horstmeier                                                                                                                       

School of Psychology                                                                                                          

Queen’s University Belfast                                                                               

Email: lhorstmeier01@qub.ac.uk        

 

Dr. Laura Taylor   

School of Psychology   

Queen's University Belfast   

Email: l.taylor@qub.ac.uk 

Calling: 028 9097 4217.   

 

End of Block: Participant Information 
 

Start of Block: Participant Consent 

 

 

 

mailto:l.taylor@qub.ac.uk
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 Appendix 3.3. Participant consent window for the longitudinal questionnaire-based study 

concerning the influence of identity management scales (i.e. desire to change, experiences of 

assimilation, experiences of hiding the own class background, and expressions of categorization-

avoidance) on first year students’ university adaptation (Study 3T1-3). 

 

Participant Consent 

  1. I agree to participate in this research. 

   

 2. This agreement is of my own free will.                                                                   

   

 3. I have been given information regarding the aims of the research and have been given the 

researcher’s name and contact details if I require further information.                                         

   

 4.  I have had the opportunity to ask any questions about the study. 

   

 5. I realise that I may withdraw from the study at any time without having to give a reason and 

without suffering any adverse consequences. 

   

 6. I am aware that even after participating, I can decide to withdraw my data up until the time 

specified on the Participant Information Sheet. 

   

 7. I understand that all personal information provided by myself will remain confidential and no 

information that identifies me will be made publicly available. 

      

   

 If you do not wish to proceed, simply close the tab on your computer or smartphone. When you 

click the "next"-button, you have given consent to participate in this study and will be forwarded 

to the questionnaire. 

   

 

End of Block: Participant Consent 
 

Start of Block: Participant Code 
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 Appendix 3.4. Online questionnaire for the longitudinal questionnaire-based study 

concerning the influence of identity management scales (i.e. desire to change, experiences of 

assimilation, experiences of hiding the own class background, and expressions of categorization-

avoidance) on first year students’ university adaptation (Study 3T1-3) (12 pages). 

University Adaptation for first year students 

Anonymous Code. It is crucial for this study to be able to link your responds from today with your 

questionnaire answers throughout your first university year. 

In order to be able to link your questionnaire responds, we need you to write down a small code that 

consists of the month of your birth (in English), and the three first letters of your mothers name.   

In my case (Born in "May", Mothers first name "Lotte") I would write down: MayLot. 

For the following questions please tick the answer that applies to you or write your answer on 

the line. If you are uncertain how to answer a question, please select the answer that fits best. Some 

questions might sound repetitive, however please still fill out every question as truthfully as possible.   

  Attention: In the case of multiple-choice questions please cross only one possible 

answer throughout the questionnaire.      

! The survey also entails several attention-check items! 

Please provide us first with some personal information about you.   

 

 Q01  Please indicate your gender.           

Male  (1), Female  (2), Other/No Disclosure  (3)  

 Q02  Please indicate your religious background.          

Protestant  (1), Catholic  (2), No Religion  (3),  Other  (4)_________________________________ 

 Q03  Please tell us how you would identify yourself.          

British  (1), Irish  (2), Ulster  (3), Northern Irish  (4), Don't know  (5), Other  (6) _____________ 

 Q04  Please tell us what subject you are studying at Queens.         

_______________________________________________________________ 

Imagine 100 people from the United Kingdom over a ten-year time period from 2007 till 2017. 

Please place the slider-handle anywhere along the bar to indicate with how many people you 

estimate to answer each statement below.  

[Perceived Societal Permeability, adopted from Kraus & Tan, 2015]   

 Q05   Please indicate how many of these 100 people you think would have moved out of 

the bottom 20% of income by working 1000 extra hours?         

 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

1 () 

 

 Q06      Please indicate how many of these 100 people you think would have moved from 

the top 1% of income to the bottom 80%?           
 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

1 () 
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 Q07    Please indicate how many of these 100 people you think would have moved from 

the bottom 20% of income to the top 20%?           

 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

1 () 

 

 Q08    Now, please indicate how many of the top 100 university students you think would 

be from the top 20% of income families?           
 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

1 () 

 

 Q09    Now, please indicate how many of 100 people, coming from the bottom 20% of 

income families, you think would have acquired a university degree?      
     

 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

1 () 

 

 Q10    Now, please indicate how many of the top 100 university students you think would 

be from the bottom 20% of income families?           

 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

1 () 

 

In the following you will find a series of statements about your thoughts how different it is for you to 

go to university in comparison to your former social background. Please place the slider-

handle anywhere along the bar to indicate how much you disagree or agree with each statement 

below. (In the case you are unsure how to answer to a statement, please do NOT skip the item. Instead, 

please place the slider to the level that comes closest to you understanding. E.g. Neither Agree nor 

Disagree.)  

[Perceived University Incompatibility, adopted from Jetten et al., 2008] 

 Q11    Going to university is consistent with my school friends' choices.     
        

 Strongly    

Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q12    Going to university is consistent with my wider social background.      
      

 Strongly    

Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

Q13    Going to university is consistent with my immediate family background.     
        

 Strongly    

Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 
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In the following you will find a series of statements about your thoughts on the role friends at university 

will play for you. Please place the slider-handle anywhere along the bar to indicate how much you 

disagree or agree with each statement below. (In the case you are unsure how to answer to a 

statement, please do NOT skip the item. Instead, please place the slider to the level that comes closest 

to you understanding. E.g. Neither Agree nor Disagree.)  

[Peer Group Support; own scale] 

 Q14    I expect friends at university will help me to orientate myself and fit in.   
         

 Strongly    

Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q15  Please place the slider to the number 24. You see the number as soon as you click on 

the slider. 

 Strongly 

 Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q16    I expect I'll learn a lot of new things from my friends at university.     
        

 Strongly    

Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q17    I expect without the help of friends I will have problems at university.     
        

 Strongly    

Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

In the following you will find a series of statements about your thoughts on how much you think you'll 

feel connected with being a student of this university. Please place the slider-handle anywhere along 

the bar to indicate how much you disagree or agree with each statement below. (In the case you are 

unsure how to answer to a statement, please do NOT skip the item. Instead, please place the slider to 

the level that comes closest to you understanding. E.g. Neither Agree nor Disagree.)  

[Perceived Student Identification, adopted from Jetten et al., 2008] 

 Q18    I expect to feel a strong sense of solidarity with other university students.  
         

 Strongly    

Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 
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 Q19    I expect to identify strongly with other university students.       
      

 Strongly    

Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

 

 Q20    I expect to feel strong ties with other university students.       
      

  

Strongly    

Disagree  

 

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

 

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

In the following you will find a series of statements about your thoughts on how much you'll benefit 

in your future from your university experience. Please place the slider-handle anywhere along the bar 

to indicate how much you disagree or agree with each statement below. (In the case you are unsure 

how to answer to a statement, please do NOT skip the item. Instead, please place the slider to the 

level that comes closest to you understanding. E.g. Neither Agree nor Disagree.)  

[Social Mobility Beliefs, adopted from Jetten et al., 2008] 

 Q21    I think that my university education will help me improve my social situation.     

 Strongly    

Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q22    I expect that my university education will help me move up in the world.    
         

 Strongly    

Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q23    I think the university will give me the chance to leave my social background 

behind.             

 Strongly    

Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

  Q24 The people within a society are sometimes divided into several different classes that 

are usually understood as people who share similar financial and/or educational backgrounds.  

Please indicate the social class category you would assign to yourself: 

Lower Class   (1), Working Class   (2),  Lower-Middle Class   (3), Middle Class   (4), Upper-

Middle Class   (5), Upper Class   (6)  
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 Q25  Imagine that this ladder represents society in the United Kingdom. At the top are the 

people who have the most money and the best education (best off), and at the bottom are the people 

who have the least money (worst off). Now, think about you and your family. Where do you think you 

would be on this ladder at this moment? Please, place the slider below on the step where your would 

be on this ladder. 

 
Please, mark on which step your family would be on this ladder. 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 () 

 

In the following you will find a series of statements about experiences or thoughts you might have or 

had, both while growing up or now. Please place the slider-handle anywhere along the bar to indicate 

how much you disagree or agree with each statement below. 

  (In the case you are unsure how to answer to a statement, please do NOT skip the item. Instead, 

please place the slider to the level that comes closest to you understanding. E.g. Neither Agree nor 

Disagree.)   

[Desire to Change, own scale] 

 Q26         My parents want me to   have a better job than them after I finished school/ 

university.          
 

Strongly    

Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q27         I would like to have a better job   than my parents after I finished school/university.       
 Strongly 

 Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q28         I will be able to get a better job   than my parents after I finished school/university.       
 Strongly 

 Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 
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 Q29         I want to have a better education   than my parents after I finished 

school/university.       

 Strongly 

 Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q30         In ten years, I would like   to be richer than my parents.       
 Strongly 

 Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

[Experiences of Hiding own class status, own scale] 

 Q31         I have encountered situations with peers in which I preferred to hide my families’   

financial or educational background.                     
 Strongly 

 Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q32         I have encountered situations with strangers in which I preferred to hide my 

families’ financial or educational   background.                
 Strongly 

 Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q33    In the case the topic comes up, I'd prefer not to talk about my families’ financial or 

educational background.           

 Strongly 

 Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q34         I usually can identify a   strangers’ social class background just based on their 

clothes, appearance, or the way they are talking.       

 Strongly 

 Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 
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[Expressions of Categorization-Avoidance, own scale] 

 Q35         People from different social class backgrounds dress differently.                     
 Strongly 

 Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q36    Would you please place the slider to the number 83?        [Attention Check] 
         

 Strongly 

 Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

 

 Q37        People from different social class backgrounds talk differently.       
 Strongly 

 Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

[Experiences of class Assimilation, own scale] 

 Q38         I have tried to fit in by   imitating other social class’s behaviors or dressed up like a 

class higher   than mine.       
 Strongly 

 Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

 Q39         I have encountered situations in which I pretended to be from a richer family than I 

actually am.       

 Strongly 

 Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

[Class Centrality] 

 Q40         Would you say social class backgrounds matter?       
 Strongly 

 Disagree  

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 
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[Perceived Class Differences] 

 Q41         Would you say there are social class differences between your peers?       
  

Strongly 

 Disagree  

 

Neither 

 Agree nor 

 Disagree  

 

Strongly 

 Agree  

1 () 

 

 

Last, please provide us with some personal information about your parents. 

 

 Q42         Please tell us which (if any) of the following boxes comes closest to the current or 

last job your mother has/had.       

University Lecturer  (1), (Company) Director  (2), Higher civil service  (3), School Teacher  (4), 

(Company) Manager  (5), Civil service Manager  (6), Salesman/woman  (7), Banker  (8), 

Small Employer  (9), Regular civil service  (10), Self-employed  (11), Craftsman/woman  (12),  

Cashier  (13), Laborer  (14), Farmer  (15), Unemployed  (16), Home parent  (17),  

Other (please specify)  (18) ________________________________________________ 

 

 Q43         Please tell us which (if any) of the following boxes comes closest to the current or 

last job your father has/had.       

University Lecturer  (1), (Company) Director  (2), Higher civil service  (3), School Teacher  (4), 

(Company) Manager  (5), Civil service Manager  (6), Salesman/woman  (7), Banker  (8), 

Small Employer  (9), Regular civil service  (10), Self-employed  (11), Craftsman/woman  (12),  

Cashier  (13), Laborer  (14), Farmer  (15), Unemployed  (16), Home parent  (17),  

Other (please specify)  (18) ________________________________________________ 

 

 Q44        Please try to estimate the   total household income of your parents per year:       

Less than £10,000  (1), £10,000-£24,999  (2), £25,000-£49,999  (3), £50,000-£74,999  (4),  

£75,000-£100,000  (5), Above £100,000  (6)  

 

 Q45    What is your mothers’ highest level of education?        

Up to GCSE-exams  (1), Up to A-Levels  (2), Apprenticeship  (3), Technical college certificate  (4),  

Non-university professional degree  (5), Undergraduate university degree  (6), Postgraduate 

university degree  (7), PhD degree  (8)  

 

 Q46    What is your fathers’ highest level of education?         

Up to GCSE-exams  (1), Up to A-Levels  (2), Apprenticeship  (3), Technical college certificate  (4),  

Non-university professional degree  (5), Undergraduate university degree  (6), Postgraduate 

university degree  (7), PhD degree  (8)  
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Appendix 3.5. Participant study debriefing (T1) for the longitudinal questionnaire-based study 

concerning the influence of identity management scales (i.e. desire to change, experiences of 

assimilation, experiences of hiding the own class background, and expressions of categorization-

avoidance) on first year students’ university adaptation (Study 3T1). 

Participant Debrief (T1) 

This study wants to explore how your social background influences your expectations about your 

university experiences and the future value you expect university will give to you. Previous studies 

have found out that it is important to take into account that people from different social 

backgrounds vary in these expectations. Thus, the university policy should take these differences 

into account. Further debriefing about the content and aim this study will be given to you after you 

participated with the second (after the winter break) and the third part of the study (after Easter 

break). 

How was it tested?  In this study, you have filled out a questionnaire with several distinct scales. 

Some of them measured your social background in different ways. Another scale was about your 

thoughts about how much you think people can change their social background. The other scale was 

intending to measure how much you expect to identify as a university student, or how much you 

expect to feel as an outsider.   Every person in the study got the same questionnaire. There was no 

right or wrong, and also no competition involved. 

Hypotheses and main questions:  We will compare several ways of measuring your social 

background in order to find which one is the most helpful way to measure them. We expect to find 

evidence that a new scale turns out to be a better tool.  Further, we think you are more likely to 

expect to “fit in” at university and identify with your role as a student if you come from a rather 

middle class in comparison to a rather working class background.   This refers to an expected general 

trend among all people who have filled out the questionnaire and does not necessarily be true for 

you personally!  Further information about the aims of this study will be provided after you have 

completed the second and third questionnaire. 

Why is this study important?  Through our research, we hope to better understand what factors 

matter for young people from different social backgrounds and how the university can support 

students from different class backgrounds best. The findings may help the university administration, 

university support programs, researchers, and educators foster positive development. 

If you want to know more:  If you are interested in learning more about the problems of people from 

different social backgrounds, you may want to consult:  Dr. Laura Taylor, David Keir Building 18-30 

Malone Road, BT9 5BN Belfast, UK   School of Psychology, 0G.435  Phone: +44 (0)28 9097 4217  If 

you have any concerns about your rights as a participant in this experiment, please contact me 

(lhorstmeier01@qub.ac.uk) or my supervisor (l.taylor@qub.ac.uk).   Thank you very much for your 

participation (and see you soon)! 
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 Appendix 3.6. Participant study debriefing (T2) for the longitudinal questionnaire-based study 

concerning the influence of identity management scales (i.e. desire to change, experiences of 

assimilation, experiences of hiding the own class background, and expressions of categorization-

avoidance) on first year students’ university adaptation (Study 3T2). 

Participant Debrief (T2) 

This study wants to explore how your social background influences your expectations about your 

university experiences and the future value you expect university will give to you. Previous studies 

have found out that it is important to take into account that people from different social 

backgrounds vary in these expectations. Thus, the university policy should take these differences 

into account. Further debriefing about the content and aim this study will be given to you after you 

participated with the second (after the winter break) and the third part of the study (after Easter 

break). 

How was it tested?  In this study, you have filled out a questionnaire with several distinct scales. 

Some of them measured your social background in different ways. Another scale was about your 

thoughts about how much you think people can change their social background. The other scale was 

intending to measure how much you expect to identify as a university student, or how much you 

expect to feel as an outsider.   Every person in the study got the same questionnaire. There was no 

right or wrong, and also no competition involved. 

Hypotheses and main questions:  We will compare several ways of measuring your social 

background in order to find which one is the most helpful way to measure them. We expect to find 

evidence that a new scale turns out to be a better tool.  Further, we think you are more likely to 

expect to “fit in” at university and identify with your role as a student if you come from a rather 

middle class in comparison to a rather working class background.   This refers to an expected general 

trend among all people who have filled out the questionnaire and does not necessarily be true for 

you personally!  Further information about the aims of this study will be provided after you have 

completed the second and third questionnaire. 

Why is this study important?  Through our research, we hope to better understand what factors 

matter for young people from different social backgrounds and how the university can support 

students from different class backgrounds best. The findings may help the university administration, 

university support programs, researchers, and educators foster positive development. 

If you want to know more:  If you are interested in learning more about the problems of people from 

different social backgrounds, you may want to consult:  Dr. Laura Taylor, David Keir Building 18-30 

Malone Road, BT9 5BN Belfast, UK   School of Psychology, 0G.435  Phone: +44 (0)28 9097 4217  If 

you have any concerns about your rights as a participant in this experiment, please contact me 

(lhorstmeier01@qub.ac.uk) or my supervisor (l.taylor@qub.ac.uk).   Thank you very much for your 

participation (and see you soon)! 
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 Appendix 3.7. Participant study debriefing (T3) for the longitudinal questionnaire-based study 

concerning the influence of identity management scales (i.e. desire to change, experiences of 

assimilation, experiences of hiding the own class background, and expressions of categorization-

avoidance) on first year students’ university adaptation (Study 3T3). 

Participant Debrief (T3) 

This study wants to explore how your social background influences your expectations about your 

university experiences and the future value you expect university will give to you. Previous studies 

have found out that it is important to take into account that people from different social 

backgrounds vary in these expectations. Thus, the university policy should take these differences 

into account.   

How was it tested?  In this study, you have filled out a questionnaire with several distinct scales. 

Some of them measured your social background in different ways. Another scale was about your 

thoughts about how much you think people can change their social background. The other scale was 

intending to measure how much you expect to identify as a university student, or how much you 

expect to feel as an outsider.   Every person in the study got the same questionnaire. There was no 

right or wrong, and also no competition involved. 

Hypotheses and main questions:  We will compare the traditional ways of measuring social 

backgrounds with the new measurement scales in order to find which the most helpful way of 

measuring is. We expect to find evidence that a new scale turns out to be a better tool.  We also 

think you were more likely to expect to “fit in” at university and identify with your role as a student 

if you come from a rather middle class in comparison to a rather working class background. Further, 

we are interested to see how your expected “fit” is corresponding with your experiences and the 

peers you’ve met.   The idea for this research was that, students from working class backgrounds will 

expect to fit less into university than middle class students. Over the first semesters, this will lead for 

them to lower levels of identifying with the role of being a student. And then this will affect their 

expectancy to enhance social status through their university degree.   This all of course refers to an 

expected general trend among all people who have filled out the questionnaire and does not 

necessarily be true for you personally!  According to an important social psychological theory called 

Social Identity Theory, this negative trend could be stopped through believing in permeable social 

barriers and through peer group support. This study wanted to explore and measure, how strong 

these arguments are and at what time what kind of support would be helpful.     

Why is this study important?  Through our research, we hope to better understand what factors 

matter for young people from different social backgrounds and how the university can support 

students from different class backgrounds best. The findings may help the university administration, 

university support programs, researchers, and educators foster positive development.      

If you want to know more:  If you are interested in learning more about the problems of people from 

different social backgrounds, you may want to consult:  Dr. Laura Taylor, David Keir Building 18-30 

Malone Road, BT9 5BN Belfast, UK   School of Psychology, 0G.435  Phone: +44 (0)28 9097 4217  If 

you have any concerns about your rights as a participant in this experiment, please contact me 

(lhorstmeier01@qub.ac.uk) or my supervisor (l.taylor@qub.ac.uk).      Thank you very much for your 

participation - I highly appreciate it! 
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