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political s~ci;lization is ~ major factor,in ~xPlainih~'Conserva-

tivism' amtng rnanual work_ers. In addition; workers moving from 
" 

midd le c las s background s into the working c las~ bring new--support 

1 

into that class for Conservativism. The workers' relationship to 
, 

certat~ working class institutions, trade unions and couricil es- J 
/ 

tat~~ being two, play a role in reshaping the political socializa-

tion of workers. Workers' political socialization is ~ither s~s~ 

t~ined or undermined dependi~g upon their r~lationship to working 

class institutions. Workers outside of these ins ti tutions tended 

to be 
.fr 

rnoreflonservative than workers ernbedded in working cl~ss 

institutions. But ùther factors se'ern àlso to be s 19ni ficant. 
. 

One of these was the affluence of the worker. ' While workers 

inside working' ~la~s i,ns.titutions ~eerned, unaffected politically' 

by affluence, ,those outside 'Were more Conservative as a re,surt 
" 

,of increas~d affluence" 

, l ' 
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" RESUME 

Ce compte endutl~hl 'Con serva t i sme de la cla ss ouvrière 

démon't:re que 1a SOC1 lisation politique est un facteur majeur en 
, 1 

ex~liq~ant li C~nserJatisme au~ ouvriers. ~n plus, les ouvriers 
1 

- , 

changeant de la Bourgeoisie à la classe ouvrière apportent à 'cetto 
i -

classe un nouvel appui pour le Conservatisme. La relation des 

o'uvriérs, vers certaines institutions de la classe ouvrière, syndicat 

ouvrier, habitations à prix modiques subventionner par ,le gouv~Yne-

l, ment sont deux, joue un rôle à reformer la socialisation pol.fttique 

des ouvriers. La socia~isation politique des ouvriers est soit 

ioutenue ou affaib)ie d6pendant de leurs relations aux institutions 

d~ la classe ouvrières. Les ouvriers en dehors de ces institutions 

tènd~nt à être plus Conservatifs que les ouvriers enc~strer dans .. 
'les institutions de la classe ouvrière. Mais d'autres facteurs . 

semblent aussi être significatifs, un de ceux-ci était l:affluen.e 
, 

des ouvriers. Pendant que les ou~riers en dedans des institutions 

de classe ouvrière semblen't Inchangés politiquement par. l' afflu,ence, 
J 

~eux en·dehors étaient plus Conservatifs par sUIte de l'augmentation 

"de l'affluence. 
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PREFACE 

1 

re-examines the issùe of ~rking class Conservati vism. 

f years since the 'WOrking class Un~rVative debate was 0011-.. . 
\1 

sidered topical 'J the electoral successes of ~ Labour party and the various,. 

political ocrises that British . society .has passed through in the last deCérle , , " 

sean to h~ led to a decline 'of interest in this is~. But .toplcal or rot', . ~ ~ .. 

the \\oÇrking class çooservatïve debate raised sane iIrportant and inte1!esting 
\ 

questio~ for p:üitical sociologists .Which to this day ;renain un~red. . ~ , . , 

'!he mIe of poli tfcal social ization, political 'culture, and deference .in 
, 

genel;'ating CdnseLVativ~politics arrong workers, being such an issue •. ~, 

",at the d~.t has settled on, this debate, ~t l:efore ~ t i.s' releg~ted ta,. tte. . 
'.< "sociological gr~yard, it is perhaps tirre to rescue this issUe and pro~de 

~ SQTe much needed !:'jurrning up of tl"e debate and a way of reccnciling the oon­

~Ucting interpretations ,that have ~ Off:~ by way of an 'eXplanation of 

. " 

WJrking class Conservati vism. 

'I11ere are a nunber of people '1 WJuld like tô thank ~or their 

'assistance on this \\Ork. For his ir~a.l~ie as~istëince i.rl tenus of idea,sl, 

am suggestions, particularly with the analysis of the survey data, l W)uld, 

" 
like 'to ,thank, my advisor, Richard Hamilton. l \\Ould alse like. to thank 

. . . 
Sinon Ch:dak, Jose{:h Snucker and Ant:}x)ny synnott for th:?ir wann eno:>uragamnt 

, .,; . . 
and help, p:rrt{cularly during trose p;rio:ls, o(t.irœ wh€!! ,r nost needed en-. . 
cOuraganent .;md support. In addition, Lynn 'Boyle stv.Ned great skill arxi 

\ . 

• 
" 
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patienœ in typing tœ :nanuscript. 

'" ' ... " 
'!he data utilized in this research ~e made av:ailable by the inter-

. f . 
~i\1ersity COnsortiun for po1itical-r~search. The ,data ·was originally oouectéd 

.' 
by David Butler, Nuffleld College, and Dcnald -StoKes,' :rhe University of' , 

Michigan. " , 

, 
• 

t-X:Gill Un\ ~rsity, D::!r:e~t of Groouate Studies, provided financial 
4 

Sl.WJrt for one S'lIJIœr while this thesis was being written. '!heir assistance 
.. 

'is- appreciated. .. 

" 

Nei ther ,the original' oollectors, of the data, nor the inter-university 

conSortitItl, ~r ot!her perscns Md agencies bear any 1=esponsibUity '~r ~ 
an~Y5is or interpretations presented here: 
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CHAPTER l 

"INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE , 

From the time of' the first large-scale enfranchisement 

of the British working c1àis under ~he Second Reform Bill of 

1867, the po1itics' ~f the working c1ass has been a subject 
, , 

of considerable' interest and anxiety f~ both politicians and 

§?cia1 scientists. Of the various prob1ems raised by the emer-

gence of working class p~litics over the 1ast century the issue 

of working c1ass Conservativism has rernained a consistent concerne 

In fa ct as ear1y as 1868 Engels complained bitterly to Marx in 

h,is famous let~ 

What do you say to the e1ections Ln the f~ctory 
districts? Once again the proletariat has dis- , 
credited itse1~ terribly •... lt cannat be denied 
that the increase of working class voters has 
brought the Tories more than their simple per­
centage increase; it has improved their relative 
position. 1 -~ ! 

This concern with the Conservativism of the working class has ~ 
continued during the century since 1867. The prob1em has 

characterist ica 11y been seen 1 in term,s of, why in a 'society tradi-

tiona1ly as class and party conscious as B~itain should up to 

one-third of a11 manua1 workers~d thei;~ vote for the 

Conservative party, ~ party it has been s~ggested that does not 

~ 
L 
1 

1 
1 

1 
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:'1fL 
serve the ir intere st S;. The consequence s of what has been seen 

as cross-c1ass voting, has been to deny the Labour party, the 

party claiming to represent the interests of the working c1ass, 
" 

effective working rnajorities in -"Parliament on a Il but two 

occasions, 1945 and 1966, since the inception of the Labour party. 
1 

Traditiona1 exp1anations of working c1ass Con~ervativisrn 

had assurned that deference on the part of the working c1ass towards 

a socio-politica1 e1ite, 'or growing affluence on tlle part of 'the 

working c1ass, were responsib1e in large part for the great number 
2 

of ~rkers wh~ favoured~the Conservative party. Ho~ver, fol1ow-

" 
ing the third successive defeat of the Labour party in the 1959 

. 1 

genera1 e1ection, new research was initiated to analyse the pro-

b1em in more detail and the modern working class Conservative 
3 1 

• deba te emerged. Consequent1y within the last fifteen years a 

nurnber of competing interpretations of working class Conservativism 

have ap~eared~ None of these have been able to a~equately account 

for the phenomena. 

These interpretations can be dichotomized into two 

generaf categories, those that use sorne form of socialization 
(J 

mode1 â~d thos~ that appeal to various structural va~iables. 
\ 

\ 
The socia1ization mode! suggest~,thaF either primary'or secondary . . 
socia1ization is responsible for working class Conservativism. 

In terms of primary socialization it has been argued that the 
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3 

family,is responsible in 
.. 
r' 

great part for the political socialization 

of its new me~bers, ~hus in' thls' ac~unt working cla?s ~oIiserva-'( 
tivism is an intergenerational affair sustained by traditional 

4 
family voting habits. While account:s ~hich irnplicitly make use J 

~,~~ . 
of seco~dary socializatipn cl~irn ~~a~ British society has a Con-

1 ( 

servative p.rj)litic:91 culture and, that through latet. socia'~iza_tion 
. r .' '5' "-

members of the socitty ~nternali~e t~is Conservativism. Prdblems . 
of why political 'socialization is not always e~fective, ooly 48% 

of working ~lass.Cons~rvatives follow their fathers vo~e. ~nd why 

if the political cultur~ of Britain is Conservative everyone is' 

not Conservative, of course emerge, and have noc been adequately 

.;; 

dealt with in these interpreta-tians.' 

The structural pers~ective on the other hand attern ts 

to ascertain what st~uctures'in British society generate or t 

l~ntribute to the continuance of working clas~ Conservativism. 

He;e the emp~$is has. been on s.J.ICh things as the' "type' of housirig' 
1 1 

workers live in, trade ubionism, increasing affluence and how 

thè·~tructure of actual production conditions facilitate the 
6 ) ~~ 

Generally these-aècounts developrnent ~f politiç~l attitudes. 
1 f\. 

have igno~ed ~~~ior socia1ization of m~bers.and only con-

centrat~d upo~~nfluence of particÛlar structures on individ-

"uals, forgetti'ng that they arrive"in a situation possibly with a 
) 1 

, prio~political orientation. The interaction between prior 1 

. ~ f . , 

socfalization and th~ influence of ~tructural variables on that 
, ~ 

socia~ization. has then been largely -ignored in structural accounts. 

• 
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What l waht ta do iri this paper is critically review 
l , 

the literature and assess the value and limitations of the com~ 

petri,~g interpretations briefly mentioned by way of introduction. 

Secondly l want ta formulate the problem of working class Con-
~ - . 
~~ativism in such a way that it will be possible to reconcile 

, . 
the socialization and structural interpretations by showing the 

o .. 

interactions bétween these two sets of variables.-

This paper will then be'attempting to show the relation-'. -
.' 

Sh1P betweep soci~lization and structural variables in determining 

the extent of influenJe~hese variables have in shaping the atti-

tudes of manual workers and their families towards Conservativism. 

To this end l Will be re-examining survey data collected by Butler .., 

"and Stokes at the heigh~ of the worklng class Conservative debate 

in 1964, which is highl~) pertinent to the problem under cOAsidera­

~ tion and· still remains the bést d~ta collected on this prablem. , 
Review and Discussion of the Literature .. 

Within recent years, perhaps the most petsuasive • 
p,," '. 

, ' 

accounts of working class c~nservativism haye u1ed what has 
.. l , 

come ta be known, following Hyman, a~ the 'political socializ~tion' 

perspective. This perspective suggests that a pcrspn's politica1 

party affiliations ,and pÔlitical orientations are like aIl other 

social manifes~tions, learnt forms of b~aviourland th~t~arious 

agencies of socialization are' responsible for the development of 
7, 

political attitudep. P~haps the major study utilizing this 
~\ 
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approach in acco~~ting for working class Conservatiyi~m~been 
8 

Butler and Stokes, Politiëal Change in Britain. In "this work 

Butler rnd Stokes have argued that worki~g class Conservativisro 

, is an historical phenomena maintained through successful int~r­

generation~l political socialization~ai\t~e family level. They 

claim~at prior to the rise of the Labour party to major pa~ty 

.status, after the,First World War, those members of the working 

class who were qualified to vote were lim~te9 in~heir choice of 

parties to the Gonservatives and LiberaIs. Modern working class 
( 

~onservativism is then, for Butler and Stokes, She remnants of 

the original working class Gonservatives who upon gaining the 

" 

f~an~hise in 1867 and its fuller extension in 1884 were,~oed by 

the pat~rnalism offered by the Conservative party in their attempts 
9 

~'i' 
to appeal to tne newly enfranchised working class voter. Gonse-

quently, decad~s before the emergence of a party claiming to 

represent the\working class, a.generation and more had been 
10 

socialized into ,a Conservative ideologx and party affiliation. 

Modern working cl8'ss Conservé!t~vïsm 'was then for' Butler and Stokes 

a result of the success~ul tr~nsmission of inte~generational family 

party traditions. The weakening of this vO,ting tradition, Butler 
1 \ 

and ~tokes cl&im, is due to an increasing number of,voters coming 

to identify more with the claim of the Labour party to represent, 
, 

the interests of the working class, as bpposed to the Conseryatiye 

parties claim of representing aIl classes. This has led to what 

Butler and Stokes have called the "Decline of Working Glass 

1 
f 

1 
i 

1 
1 
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Conservativisrn". Thus this account suggests that working class 

Conservativisrn is largely the result of suceessful primary 

soeialization whieh is passed on over generations • 

While primary socialization has been the focal point 

of the Butler and Stokes account of working elass Conservativism, 

other accounts have focused on what seems to be another majbr 

area,'that of secondary or institutional soeialization. These 

aceounts have la~gely worked within what is otherwise known as 

the politieal cultur~ perspective. This ~lPNroach following the 

work of Almond and Verba claims tMat each society generates ~nd \ 

. maintains a distinét political culture that pervades the soc1ety, \ 
"" 

, 

Î , 

thus members of that society are socialized into th~ appropriate 

) political perspective through contact with the major institutions 

of the society. Jessop taking the idea of a political culture 

further has suggested that societies have a central value system 
t/II ' 

which, lI coJprises (of) those beliefs, values, syrpbols, idea's and 
1 

~ meanings thât are espoused by those with the most power in a given 
Il 

society". In' a similar vein Nordlinger in his açcount of workin~ 

class .Conservativism has argued that, "it is basically the Tory 

conception of the relationship between the government and the 
12 

electorate which is wide.ly diffused throughout the population". 

This conception Nordlinger argues is a hierarchical image of, society 

in which, "the marked upper class and aristocratie strains in the 

English political culture are strongly infus~d in the working 
13 

class political culture". The political cul~ure of Britain then 
\ 

! 
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is largely conceived of as favouring the Cons~~at~ve Party and one 

in which workers are Iikely to be socialized into this value orien-

tation, However, a major problem with this perspective is that it 

cannot expIa in why sorne workers become Conservative and others do 

not, nor does it 8uggest who i8 likely to become a Conservative 

within the working cl~ss. l intend to return ta this point a 

little late~ in the discussion. 

f 
..... ~ 

A corollary of the political cultu~ thesis has been~ 

the argument that because the political cul~;e of Britain accetts 

a hierarchical ~ibution of power then working class Conserva­

~es must a~cept this hierarchi~al and elitist arrangem~nt and 

defer to it in various ways. In fact most political culture 

stùdies have found it convenient to begin with the thesis of the 

deferential worker. As one recent commentator put it, "What is 

the basis of working class Conservativism? The most important 
14 

ingredient i8 social deference". Two recent studies, in particu-

lar, those'by Nordlinger and McKenzie and Silver, have shown ~ , 
relationship between deferential attitudes in the working class 

towards an upper class political elite and c~ervative working 

class voting. However, bath studies a1so report that the defer-

ence voter represênts a minprity of the working class Conservative 
15 

vote. Both accounts show a relationship between deference as 
~ 

measured on a number of questions designed to show a deferential 

t 
attitude and Conservative voting arnong the working class. These 

t4-
studies reveal that while a,relationship bet~een deference and 

Conservativism exists, not every worker who could be categorized 

as deferential voted Conservative; many were ~our voters. 

, 

~ 

1 

1 
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Furthermor~, not every Conservative voter was ~ deference voter, 
16 ,. 

in fact" the majority were not. This t'ends to suggest that the 

value of the deference variable might ~e limited in terms of its 

explanatory worth. At best, deference begs the question of the-

.causes of working class Conservativism and can be seen primarily ~ 

as an intervening variable,that by itself'can say little about 

the relationship of working class Conservatjvism to the social 

structure. In fact'o'Jessop has taken up this po~nt rece~ly and 
. , 

argued an extreme view against the deferenc~ thesi""s 'claiming that 

however important it may be in a small 
prhportlon of cases aIl 'the indications 
suggest that deference is unimportant 
in determining political behaviou:: .17 

What we don't know is if workers were socialized by famtly in-

fluence to be defer~ntials or if they have been exposed to specifie 

structural influ~nces that would create deference. It is on this 

point, that is the antecedents, of deference that the argument for 
6) 

deference has not been developed. 

11;\ 
Two interesting studies that have tried~to eKtend and 

go beyond deference and political culture have been offered by 
1 

Park in and Jessop. In, explaining deferenc~ and working class . 
1 

Conservativism, Parkin has suggested that it can be explained in 

~rms of'wo~ng class Conservatives being, isolated from the main-
18 .fi 

stream of working class life. Parkin in extendinz the political 

culture 'thesis suggests that the pervasive influence of the "dominant 

institutions associated with Conservativism has meant that only 

when working class enclaves 'are established, tha~ is trade unions 

f 
~ 
l 

. 
f 
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br working class communities, whereby a set of CQunter values to 

- li 
Conservativism is established, is ~he vast majority of the working 

1 • 

class population able to resist the influence ot Conservatiz1ng 

elements within the society. Thus those not within' sorne fonn of 
$ \ 

working class enclave tend to become Conservative sympath~ers, 

Parkin is, then suggesting that i.I; is at the point where workers 

are isolated in basically rnlddle-class dist;icts or donit belong 

to trade unions that working class Conservativism and deference 

will occur. 

. . . ' 
Jessop, in his own research, ,has, suggested that the 

.-' 
basic 'ôrientation in Britt"sh society i"s not deference, but what' 

. 
he ca Ils 'tradi t:ionalism' • That is, "deferencet.towards a tra-

ditional social and moral order". Taking over much of Parkin's 

argument Jessop has examined various structural tomponents that 

prevent the develop~ent of traditiona1 sentiments among the work-

ing class. Among the working c1ass structures that Jessop claims 

prevent the formation of traditionalist orientations are trade 

union organizations and council housing estates." Jessop goes on 

to suggest that the traditionalistic outlook df British political 

culture generates working class Conservativism ooly where people , 

are not exposed to other orientations. He thus claims that "within 

the working class it is again those most insulated from such con-

tacts or exposures who are least committed to Conservativism and, 
19 

the Conservative party." In the work of both Parkin and Jessop 

,/ 
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,then wei see the attemp't to mediate the political culture or 
• - l ,,0 

seconda.y socialization approach 
'. 

structural variables~that impede the development of 

soci'alization, and in f'~ct provide their own form o'f ulture and 

socializatioÎl. However, ,it should be noterf that, the in.fluence 
~ 

, 
of primary political socialization is largely ignored by tnose 

accounting for working class conservativism in 'terms of poll'tica.l 
, -

cul~re or secondary socialization.' Furthermore, whfie p~litical 

" ... 
'. socialization theori~ts, clearly identify th~ family as the'~in 

1 

transmitter of political ideas, the political èulture approach 

" 
has been much less specitic, more vague) about what

j 
exactly are 

1 

the agents that diffuse a set of Conservative political attitudes 

through the society. 

Turning to the structural perspective, a more dynamic 

(and articulated approach has been develoRed by Lock~ood, He i8 

concerned with the way in which the work situation a worker is in 
.. 

tends to create a particular 'image of society' and a. particular 

politicalorientation: Lockwood's approach avoids the defensive 

function seen by working class: institutions for the political 
l 

culture proponents and the pervasiveness of Conservative~political 

culture and s~ggests that the work situation a worker is involved 

in is dynamic and in fact generates its otm culture. 'Lockwood 

presents a cogent statement concerning the structural location 
20 

of working class Conservatives. For Loçkwood the, working class 
~ / , 

cannot be seen as having a homogeneous outlook. He argues that 

.. 

J 
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Il 

thr~e different perspectives have developed within the working 

class and that these perspectives are generated by the different 

type o~ conditions'under which production takes place. He char-
, -

'acterizes the three perspectives as belongi~g to: 
\l'~:~rh~ ..... 

a) Traditional proletariat: these included workers in 
l=(~b .. , 

of the oider heavy 'industries, rnining, shipbuilding, steelma~ing 

and are ~haracterized as closed communities with strong eornmunity 

ties with predominately hlgh labour votin, and a confliet model~ 

.of.societyo 

b) Deferentiai raditionalist: Lockwood suggests that 
, 

The typical work raIe of the deferential 
traditional\st will be ~ne that brings him 
into direct \association with his employer 
or other midMle'class influentials and hinders 

Il 

him from forming strong attaehments ta workers 
in a silmilar marke t situa tion to his 0Wl1.21 . ,. 

~ .. \ 

the type of occupation ta be found in smfii towns or in 

smaii industries with'weli differentiated occupational structures' • 

For Lockwood this type of situation will dispose the worker ta 
Jo, QI 

i\- 7 
a \lferarchical imag~ of s.?ciety and will predispose him towards 

Conservative vot1ng habits. 

c) Privatized worker: For _the Qrivatized worker "class 

divisions are se en mainly in terms of difi-hences in incorne-- and 
'" , 22" , ' 

material possessions". 
" 1 

'The p~tized worker for Lockwood is 
~ 

generally involved in modern lar~e Beale production ent~prises 
• ~ "'-lI -Il 

that involve assembly line work rather than in the traditional : ,. 
"---~,'tïêavj"indfl'trie's·, " He· has less established cormnunity ties than 

-", '. 

-- ,. -
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the tradi.tional proletarian work~~ He i5 likely to have an . / . / 1\ 
, 

instrumental attitude towards pol~~ics, 
: 

be a Conservative voter if it seems the can 
. 

do more to advance his economic interests. He is not then 

emotionally attached' in term~ of work or political attitudes to 
1 

a party as Lockwood suggests the Deferential traditiùnalist and 

Tradittonal proletariat are. 

The type of imagery that Lockwood has developed would -

s'eem to offer sorne useful' insights about the location of working 

class Conservatives in the social structur~ and the type ~f 

str~ctural conditions that can èreate this political orientatiop. 

Lockwood's approach'seems to overcome to sorne extent the ètatic 

model that the political culture pe~spective presents. l have , .. 

presented Lockwood's thesis in sorne detail as l want to make use 

of part of his ~rlalysis later in this paper. 

'While traditionally thG!~rnbourgeoisernent the sis was . . 
offered as the account of working class,Conservativism, the pro- " 

posaI that incieasing affluence was creating mitldle class values 

and voting habits amongst manual workers has in recent years been 
23 

largely rejected. But-the thesis retains much of its appeal still. 
~ 

Goldthorpe and Lockwood have in particular suggested,the difficul-

ties involved in rnanual workers moving from a working class to a 
g 

middle class reference group. Their "Affluent Worker'" study de ... 
~ 

signed specifically to test the embourgeoisement the sis found no 
/' 

, < 

1 
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evidence that affluence was-IDoving~anùa1 workers towqrds 
24 

Conserva t ivi sm. 

about their study. 

However, serious questions have been raised 
25 

If they did not find affluence creating 

13 

Conservativism, they ·did find Conservative voting amongst manual 
1 

workers to~e·related to 'white colla~ affiliation', that is 

having a white collar father or in-law or having had a white 

cbllar' job in the past clearly disposed the manuai worker in 
26 ~ 

their study towards Conservativism. In explaining.the phenomena 

Goldthorpe et al, suggest t~at working class Conserv8tivism is a 

consequence of the convergence Qf the upper-working class and the 

lower middle'classes. Both groups they suggest having similar 
27 ' 

1 

aspirations and l~~estyles. For Goldtho~pe then if not through 

~ffluence, then throu~'affi~iation a segment of the working class 

becomes middle class. 

Finally another area of research that could be investi­
\:.. 

gated for its in~luence'on creating or sustaining worki~g class 
~ . 

Conservativi~m is the role of issues. However, this is a large 

area and one which is beyond the limits of' this present study ta 
28 

investigate. " 
c"' 

" From our review of L literature it can be sean that 

~ nurober of competing explanations exist, aIl seem to tell but a 

part of the story.~ cleaily primary socialization is of sorne 
.~ 

importance, its extent though iSbopen ta quest~on and a number of 
, -

objections to the pol.itical socialization approach have been 

< , 

f 
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raised. The precise sources of working c1ass Conservative 

support has never been systernatically examined in terms of the 
"'IV • 

party that working class Conservatives were socialized to.~e 
,..,-

want to know the source of working class Conservative support in 

terms 01 the original family voting traditio~. Thus we want to 

know how many had Conservative fathers, Labour fathers or LiberaI-
t 1> 

f{'l ther's. We also want tà know the proportion of those with Con- Jj) 

serv~tive fathers who remained with their f~thers' party, and 

much of the present Conservative support in the w<:rk,ing class 
. 
represents. 

The evidence of Goldthorpe and Lockwood that working 
. 

how 

this 

class Conserv9tives have sorne form of affiliation with the white 
fil, 

collar world or in other words have middle class affiliations 
l' 

suggests that given the political socialization t~esis and the 

fact that middle class voters are ove~helmingly Conservative 

supporters, downward mobility is a factor in explaining working 

class Conservativism. ~n fact it has been suggested that much 

~f the Conservativismccan be explained through the downward 

mobility o~' th1 offspring of middle class 'Conservative electors 

who rnaintain their familial voting ;raditiop in their move to the 
30 

manual classes. This claim'must be investigated o Butle~ and 
6> 

Stokes have suggested à decline in'working class Conservativism 

that the young are not getting socialized into Conservativism and 0 

that working class Conservatives are oider than the rest of the 

, 
" 

i 
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population..,. 

ascertained o 

15 

f' 

, Again the \'7alidity of this assertion should be 
l ~ 

r 

Further~ore, it is noe known how stable the total work-. i 
ing class Conservative vote is. Pe~haps, over time, working 

, 
c1ass Conservatives leave the party faster than hew recruits with 

either a Liberal or Labour pasto . Jhese then are fundamental 
~---

questions concerning sorne basic characteristics about the sources 

of working class ~onservative 'support that any political socializa-

tion the~is must investigate if this the sis is to be supported. 

A further set of problems involves the interpenetration 

of socialization and structural variables. Jessop, in particular, 

has investigated the w~ in which major structural variables modi-

fy the influence of secondary socialization into political culture. 

But he has virtually ignored the influence of family socialization 
32 

and in fact suggested that it is relatively unimportant. Yet 

decisions about the degre~ of involvement with the type of struc-

. 1 

tural ~ariables that both Jessop and Parkin discuss, i;e., trade 

unions and type and loca~ion of dwelling, may be predicted upon 
1 

prior primary~ocialization sa that the element of self selection 

enters into many situations that Jessop suggests are a result of 
l' 

political culture i~posing itself upon individuals. Yet this is 

to lose sight of the fact that family socialization is prior ta 

other forms of socialization and the social str'~ctures that workers 

D~corne involved in. What it ~eems ~hould be analysed is the manner 
" 

) 
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in which structures support or. weaken primary socialization 

patterns. 

If we accept'that the po~~t~cal,culture of Britain is 

Conser~five;for those people or groups outside of the political 

culture created by the working class world, what we have then 

is two competing cultures that socialize persons who fall into 

those particular structures that influence politically. We can 

postulate a set of Labour structures, working class districts, 

council house, t~ade union, large factory,that it'has been claimed 
, ' 

are aIl asso~iated with high Labour voting. A set of variables 

supportin~nservative political culture would seem to b~, 

small' factory, middle class neighbourhood, own home" non-membership 

of a trade union, these structures it is claimed aIl are associated 

with low Labour voting and high levels of working class Conservativ­
"-z,... 

ism. 

" 
Our problem is to show what effect being in a set of 

La~r structures or Conservative structures has on the original 

family socialization. These structures it is argued are'contexts 

J.. r 'l' t' luoes reSOCla lza lon in which a particular culture is located. 
. ( 

tàke place if one is cross pressured in terms of family voting 

tradition and la ter contact with the opposite set of supporting .. 
structures. The problem of self selection will of course arise, 

and clearly take place. What must be done then is to show what 

structures specifically liberate or retard movements from family 

i 
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voting traditions. C1~t1r1y, however, the background that a "voter 

has in'" terms of family 'voting tradition means that the variables 

that retain Conservative voting traditions may not be the variables 

th~t first ~berate voters from either a Labour or Liberal tradi-

• h 

t10n and "the move towards Conservativism. Many of the prob1ems '. . -
~ 

or accounting for working class Conservativism Stem from this 

~ basic misconception in terms of using single variables to account 

.. 

, fot working c1a6s Conservativism. The factor that maintains 

working clas~ Conserva(i~es allegiance may not be the bne that 

attracts the ex-Labour voter towards Conservativism. ., Thus the 

prob1em of embou~geoisement ,has often been ~redi~at~d upon single 

variable exp1anations, i.e., income. While high income does not 

appear to attract Labour offspring to Conservativism, high in corne 

maY keep the Conservative offspring with their family party. This 

is ~s' yet ,unc1ear, and studies have not dealt wi'th this iSSUê. ,. 

f 
By considering the sources of Conservative" support 

• amongst working class eleétors in terms of the p~litical and 

·socia1 origins of that support, and by observing the modification 

of prirnary socialization by both secondar} socialization and what '. " ~ have chosen to -dall structural variables, l hope to prrive at 
r 

a more s~ti;fying and comprehensive account of working Iclass 
, . ...",,.' '\ 

Conseryativism than has previously been offered. 
\ l' , , 

( 
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FOOTNOTES 

'1 Ka'FI Marx Bnd Frederich Engels, On Britainl.. Moscow, 
1953, ~p. 499-500. 

Z Fr~~ the ti~e of Walter Bagehot, the great 'Victorian 
constitutionalist, deferenc~ has been seen as a key factor in 
explaintng the attachment of large numbers of working c1ass voters 
to the 'Conservative party. For an intere~ting discu~sion of the 
deference issue, see Robert T: McKenzie and Allen Silver, J,\nge ls 
in Marb le (Chicago : Univers ity of Chicago Press, 1968).' C'Ràpter 
1 is extremely use~ul. Simi1arly, the theme of embourgeoisement 
is not new. For an interesting discussion of its history, seè 
John H. Go1dthorpe et. aL, "The Affluent Worker and,tl~Thesis 
of Embour geoise,ment: Sorne Pre1iminary Research Findings", 
Socio10gy l (January 1967) PP. 12-14. He points ollt among other 
things that Engels had noted a trend to Conservativ.ism on the 
part of the working class, and had suggested that this was 
related to embourgeoisement and Britain's exceptionally stro~g 
economic positi~n at that time . 

o 

3> For sorne ini tia l' formu1ationsr of this ,de bate, see 
David k. Butler and Richard Rose, British General Election 
of 1959, (London: Macmillan, 1960 pp. 15-16, R. Samuels, "The 
Deference Voter", New Left Review 1 (Ja"nuary jFebruary 1960) 
PP. 9-13 and Mark Abrams, Mus t Labour Lose? (Ha.rmondsworth: 
P~nguin 1960). 

ri> J' 

1 4 The mai or work uti~izirig this- perspective to account 
for working class Conservati~ism i8 David A. Butle~, and Donald 
Stokes, ·Polit ical Change in Britain (London: Macmi\11an, 1969) 
PP. 104-1.15. \ \ J 

\ 

5 Most of the work us}ng the secondary sotializa~ion 
thesis as an imp1icit assumption is usually known as the Political 
Culture perspective. Much of it 8eems ~o follow the theoretbcal 
position put for~ard by Gabriel Almond and Sidney Verba in The 
Civic Culture (N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1963). They 
have suggested that Britain can be characterized as a "De.~ential 
Civic Culture" in which the dominant institutions.. work to create " 
deference. ThMs working cléiss Conservativism occurs when workers 
are socialized into this deferentia1 attitude. More recently see 
Bob Jessop, Traditionalism; Conservativism and British Political 

, Culture (London: George, 'Allen and Unwin, 1974). This represents 

J 
r 

, .. 

Bn in;:eresting and usefub ~elopmen~ of the Almond and Verba thesis. 

, ~,6]he môst significant work done in this respect has 
been by yav,id Lockwood. His approach has given J."ise to much subse­
quent research. The arti~le that best summarizes the structural 
approach i5 David Lockwood, "Sources and Variations in Working 

(7 ,r l ' 
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ClasS\. Images of Society" 
" 

Sociological Review 14, (November 1966) 
l PP. 241e"267. " 

~ 7 See Herbert Hyman Po1itica1 Socialization (N.Y.: Free 
Press 1969)" for what ,is perhaps still the mose intelligent dis­
cussion on the very comp1ex use of po1itica1 socializatio~, parti­
cu1arly useful for this discussion is Chap. 4; more recenttly the 
following work has been relevant, Kenneth p. Langton Political 
Socialization (N.Y.: Oxford University Press, 1969). 

f 8 David Butler and Donald Stokes, 01>. cit., especially 
PP. 104-115. 

\~ , 1'- ~--.. 

r--~(O' 

9 For an interesting discussion on the type of ideologi­
cal appeals that the Conservative p~~ty made to the working class 
following and subsequent to the passing of the 2nd Reform Bill 0 

of'1867, see McKenzie a~ Silver op. cit., PP. 18-73. 

10 Butler and StoRes, op. cit., PP. 107-108 •• A similar 
qrgument is a1so found in Richard Rose, "Cl}l.ss and Pà'rty Divisions: 
Britain as a Test Case", Sociology 2 (May t968), PP. 129-162. 
For a ,more detai1ed account of this perio~ of BritisD Electoral 
history, see H. F. Mearhouse, "The Politica1 Incorporation of the 
British Working Class: an Interpretation", Socio1ogy 7 (September 
1973), PP. 341-359, and Chris Chamb~rlain, "The Growth of Support 
for the Labour Party", British Journal offSoci010gy, 24 (December 
1973), PP. 474-489. 

• )), Bob Je88op, Traditionalism ••• , op. cit. '. Pol 22. 
'- .• ~ .. ç , 

, 12 In ais discussion of working c1ass Conservativism, 
Eric Nordlinger, Working Clas8 Tories (Berkeley: University of 
Ca1ifornia, 1968), P. 17, goes on to deve16p r consensus model 
of British P01itics that suggests that working class Conservativism 

1 " 

is an essential component of stable democracy in B~~tain. Howev~, 
the concern with stable democracy and the foundations of st.ble 
democracy tends to 1imit the scope of Nord1inger's analysis as it 
has 1imited the scope of rany studies working within the po1itica1 
~u1ture ,framework. 

;' , 
13 f 

Ibid., #1. 31. 

14 p.G.J. Pu1zer, Politica1 Representation and Elections 
in Britain (London, George Allen and Unw,in, 1972)", 2nd editiqn, 
P. 111. Again as in the Po1itic'al Culture model" deference 
theorists have, been .. unable to say who will be a deferential work­
ing class Conservative. 

15 Following the rise of interest in working çlass con­
servativism the resultsC of two major studies were published, see 
Nor91inger~op. cit., and McKenzie and Silver, op. cit. Both 
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"-
studies dea1t in detail with the deference voter and contrQsted 
him with another type of working class Conservative who was 
characterizedps non-deferentiar and saw the Conservative party 
as, better able to bring about prosperity than Labour. Nordlinger 
called this type of voter the "Praginatic Conservative" whi1e 
McKenzie and Silver cal1ed their voter the "Seeular Conservative". 
In both cases they outnumber the deferentia1 voter. 

16 Recalcu1ating the figure presented by the McKénzie 
and Si1ver study, we can note that,only 27% of their sample of' 
working class Conservatïves were pure deference voters, another 
28% were in ,part deference voters but had not scored as highly . 
as deferential voters on aIl the seales to be cl~ssified as pure 
deferential voters. McKenzie and Silver op. cit., figures recal­
cu1ated from table reported on P. 188. 

" , 
17 See Bob Jessop, Traditionalism ••• , op. cit~, p. 104. 

In addition see an earlier paper by Jessop on much the same theme 
of deference in which he_delineàtes a nurnber of different forms 
of defe~ence, Bob JessolY,'; "Civi1ity and Traditionalism in English 
Political Culture", British Journal of Po] itical Science 1, (JaJluary 
1971), PPo 1-24. 1 Also of interest is an article by D. Kavanagh, 
"The Deferent~' Eng1ish: A Comparative Critique", Government and 
Opposition 6 urnmer, 1971) PP. 333-360, where he argues that the 
term deferenc is sa loosely applied that it has outlined its use­
fu1ness-, and that defereO:ce has camé ta mean having a sense of 
trust in governrnenta1 processes. If this i5 the case then Kavanagh 
argues rightly about the 1imited use of the concept. Fina11y, it 
is int·eresting ta note that on1y in Britain has the-,issue of 
deference and voting behaviour b~en raised. 

18 Frank Parkin ~'Working Class Conservatives: A Theory 
of Political Deviance", B~ish Joum al of Socio10gy 18 (September 
1967) PP. 278-290. In this very inf1uentia1 article without seem­
ing ta acknowledge it, Parkin who has been known for 'his Marxian 

lorientation, borrows heavi1y from, and takes over much of the 
political culture tradition. This is done ta such an extent that 
his account i8 1argely within the po1itical~culture tradition 
but with Marxian overtones in the sense"of analysing the "struc-,.. 
tures that prevent the development of a working class conscious-
ness on the part of working class Conservatives. 

1 19 See Bob Jessop, Traditionalism ••• , op. cit o , P. 141. 
Jessop in this very interesting book tries ta deve10p sorne of 
the'insights o~Parkin in ter~of the specifie structures that 
either facilitate or retard the àèv~swment of working class 
consciousness. 
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20 See Lockwood-, "Sources and Variations in Working 
Class Images of Society", Sociological Review, op. cit. For a 
work that has effectively used his distinctions of the like1y 
locations of the various types of wor~ing ç1ass political attitudes 
in term~ of city'size and indus trial composition of cities, see 
A. Piepe, R. Prior and A. Box, "The Location of the pr~~rian 

(> and Deferential Worker", Sociology 3 (May 1969), PP. 23 4. 
With regard to the issue of plant sLze which has also been raised, 
see Nordlinger op. cit., chapter 8 an~ G. K. Ingham "Plant Size: 
Political Attitudes and Behaviour", Sociological Review 17 (July 
1969), PP. 235-249. 

21 Lockwood, op. cit., P. 253. 

22 Ibid., P. 256. 

23 The literature on embouriepisement is too extensive 
to be listed in any detai1 here. References that have been useful 
include Ferdinand Zweig, The Worke~in an Affluent Societ~ (London: 
Heinemann, 1961), John H. Go1dthorpe, Do' Lockwood et al, The 
Afpuent Worker: sorne pre1iminary research ,findings" op. cit., 
PP. 11-3 and: "Affluence and the British Class Structure", Socio­
logical Review, Il (July 1963), PP. 133-163. A study that relates 
'embourgeoisement to changing class identity is W.G. Runciman 
"Embourgeoisement: self rated class and party preference", 
Sociologiea1 Review, 12 (Ju1y 1964), PP. 137-154. For a compre­
hensive analysis of the French case but one whieh is high"ly 
suggestive for the analysis that this study takes, see Richard 
Fo Hamilton, Affluence and the French Worker in the Fourth Republic 
.(N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1967). Finally, for a recent 
comprehensive discussion on the state of the embourgeoisement debate 
see Michael J. Piva, "The Aristocracy of the English working Class: 
Help for a Historica1 Debate in Difficulties", Social History 7 
(November 1974), PP. 270-292. 

24 John H. Goldthorpe, David Lockwood et al, The 
Affluent Worker: Political Attitudes and Behaviour, (Cambridge: 

, University Press, 1968), PP. 33-49. 

25 l intend to fully discuss the critique of the 
'affluent worker' resear'ch later in this pape~. 

26 Goldthorpe, The Affluent Worker: Political Attitudes, 
op. eit o , PP. 11-59. 

27 See John H. Goldthorpe, David Lockwood, et al, The 
Affluent Worker in the C1ass Structure (CambriGge: University 
Press, 1968).0 This book contains many inte~:festing discussions 
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of what the authors caU '~normative convergence". TRey suggest 
that the lower middle clas~ is accepting more readify the idea of 
collective action, while the working class ls becoming 1ess 
collectivistic. In addition, the authors note changes in working 
class fami1y attitudes that they suggest are further drawing the 
lower midd1e class and the upper working class together; 

28 Butler and Stokes in their study do innfact raise th~ 
subject of the influence of issues and suggest that issues have 
little impact on the electoral decisions of voters. However, 
others notably V.O. Key have claimed a far 1arger role for issues 
than Butler and Stokes seem prepared to accepte See Butler and 
Stokes, op. cit., Ch~ 15 and V.O. Key, The Responsible Electorate, 
Mass o , Belknap press, 1966. 

, 29 See Ivor Crewe, "Do Butler and Stokes Real1y Explain 
Political Change in Britain", European Journal of Poli tical ,Re­
search 2,' (March 1974) PP. 47-92. Crewe criticizes the Butler 
and Stokes study on the grounds that "partisanship is best under­
stood ~s something rooted and nurtured in social milieux. It is 
more than a mere learning process", see P • .78. Crewe further 
criticizes Michigan type studies for being too socio-psychological 
and for ignoring face-to-face primary group felations. He also 
claims that young voters who a!"~ot rooted as. deeply into a 
mili~u as the older voters ar~more likely to be influenced by 
issues. Another critique of the political so~ialization approach 
is D. Marsh, "Politica1 Socia1ization: The Implicit A'ssumptions 
Questioned", British Journal of Political ScienGe (October 1971), 
PPo 453-~6. He claims t~t studies have only c9nsidered youthful 
political socialization and have ignored adult socialization. He 
further .asks ~w ~table are attitudes that were learnt during 
childhood socialization. 

30 See Paul R. Abramso~, "Intergenerational Social 
MObility-and Partis1an Choice", Americ!m Political Science Review, 
66 (December 1972), PP. 1291-1294. This issue will be taken up 
and discussed in more detai1 1ater. 

31 
Butler and Stokes, op. cit., PP. 115-118. 

32 Bob Jessop, TraOditiona1ism ••• , op. cit., PP.'. 156-157 
and PP. 203-205. Jessop, in fact, seems so intent upon promoting 
the modified version of the po1itical culture thesis he presents, 
that primary socialfzation see~s for Jessop~ncompatib1e or unim­
portant in relation to secondàry processes of socia1ization. 
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CHAPTER II 

l"~ 

SOURCE, USE AND SELECTION OF DATA 

The data used for this analysis i8 that collected by 

Butler and Stokes in their 1964 national survey of British men 

and women aged 21 and over_ The survey was based on a random 

sample of Great Britain exceptingNorthern Ireland. In terms of 

the characteristics of the sample Butler and Stokes used, it was 

selected, they state, as 

a r self weighting, ~ulti-stage, stratified 
sample of the adult population ••• living in 
private h04seholds or institutions. l 

. 
In aIl eighty constituencies were selected for sampling on the 

basis of region, strength of Conservative support in the 1959 
. ~ 

election, presence of a ~iberal candidate in 1959 and a possible 

Liberal candidate in the forthcoming election, urban or rural 

character and the unemp10yment lev,el. The selected constituencies i 
t 

were chosen from a stratum of fort y constituenfies ranked on the ~ 

basis of the above criteria. Two constituencies from each stratum 
1 

were selected thus giving eighty eonstitueneies. In terms of the' 

actua1 sampling àt the eonstituency level, t;LhOS as dep~ndent upon 

the density of the population within that con itueney. This 
/ 

-rat 
process resu1ted in 1769 comp1eted interviews being,collected to 
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an extensive questionnaire 

( 
on the political atCl~udes and social 

backgrounds of the res~ondentso It rernains th~ rnost adequate 

data to be gathered to date that is relevant for rny analys1s of 
. 

British working~class conserva~ivism. Its extensive use by other 
_/ 

researèhers is pethaps the best att~station to the qua lit y and 

reliability of the data that Butler and Stokes have collected. 

In the analysis undertaken following this discussion 

only married males and fernales between the ages of 21 and 65 were 

selected from the Butler and Stokes sample. Although this obvious-

ly cuts down on the sample size, it does allow us to be more 

specific' in dealing only with the active labour force, who can be ' 

easily defined in terrns of class through occupations. The retired, 

unmarried, separated, widowed or divorcdd have also been dropped 

from our sample as they can add major complications to an analysis. 

The occupation of th~ head of the household has been used in de­

termining the status ~r class of the family. We are then dealing 

with the class of households in terms of the occupation of the 

head of the household. By including wive~working class 'heads 

of house~olds as members of the working c~ th~ sample size is 
, 

thereby doubled. This allows a more complex type of analysis than 
/ 3 

would have~een possible with a smaller sample. 
fI 

With regard to the problern of the criteria for deterrnin-

ing a working class Conservative, l have taken those who voted for 
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the Conservative party in the 1964 general e1ection or in the 

case of thosé who di~n' t vote, t'hase who wou1d have voted Conser-

vative had they voted. Both the poli tics of the voters and the 

non-voters in the 1964' general election were investigated in the 

Butler and Stokes study. The respondents who reported voting 

were asked theIr party choice in ~he 1964 election, while the 
) 

non-voters were asked what party they would have voted for had 
'-. 

they, gone to the polIs. Thus it is the real or imagined voting 
~ 

behaviour, as in the case of the con-voters that is being used 

as the ~iteria for se1ecting worl<ing è'lass Conservatives. 

Simi1arly, the same criteria are used ta istablish the po1itics' 
" 

of the rest of the working class. The measure of working class 

Conservativism, in terms of ~arty choice rather that party 

identification frns been selected because in this election which 

witnessed a swing ta Labour of 3.5%, presumably only the more 
, 

committed working class Conservatives are likely ta have voted 
. 

for that party. 

A major problem remains - this concerns the definition 

of workillg class. For as Kahan;, Butler and Stokes have pointed 
1 

out, "Research into the political effects of class is particularly 
1 4 

dependent upon the way in which classes are detined empirically". 

cIn our case, the way c:ass is defined a~d ~ ~p~s of occupations 

included within that definition of working class hâs an effect 

upon the amount of Conservativism ta be accounted for within' the 
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working class. Whil~~.A~~ following the standard practice of 

~ 
using occupation as the defini~g variable for social 1lass, the 

Butler. and Stokes data prese~t a problem. They have included 

various occupations that seem to fall outside of traditiona1 , 
definition of working class and this influences the amount of 

. 

26 

working class Conservativism to be explained. Most major studies 

have focused upon the manuai and~ non-manual distinction as the 

major means of separating the population into working and middle 
5 

classes. Butler and Stokes have been the majGr exception. They 

claim that the major division occurs "not between the manual and 

non-manual but between skilled and supervisory non-manual and 
6 

..... lower non-manual". In addition to this gr'oup of non-manual 

,.workers being inc luded in the 'i'1ork~ng c la ss, a number of other 

categori~s are included, as weIl as those generally accepted. 

..... -,;, 
The question that should be"raised at thi~ point. 

con~erns the qualification of these various groups in~luded with-

in the worki.pg class as mernbers of the wor:king class. Despite 

Butler and Stokes, ta include sorne of them within the working class 
\ 0 

would make the interpretation of tables more complex, particularly 

as sorne of these groups are strongly· Con~ervative. F~r the purpose 

of this analysis, it has been decided to delete the non-manual 

~hite collar ';~~~rs:, /Mo~t studies have inc1uded this group with 

the middle class, and we will follow this convention. One problem 
r 

that arises by' avoid'ing this convention ds that the working class 

and what~as traditionally been kno:U as the lower middle class 

" 1 

r , 

1 
l 
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are compounded. The lower middle class have in so~e sociologiçal 
" . 

-,~~\l 

theorie? a special significance in terms of their reactionary 

attit~deso This group is close'to the working elass but not a 

part of it, yet close enough ta fal1 into it, thus a fear of the 

working class and a concern with status, it has been suggested, 

creates reactionary polities within this group. Combining the 

lower mi9dle class with the working class prevents a meaningful 

ana1ysis by combining a so-c~11ed reactionary group with the / 
7 

working class. 
... . .. 

Other groups that, should be excluded from the analysis 

are manual self-employed workers, self-employed farmers and per-. . 
sonal service workers. The self-employed groups, in particular, 

·have a different market situation from the employed manuai worker. 

Their residual occupations are highly Conservative - the 27 

persans in these occupations are 63% C~nservative supporters. 

Brifish studies have included forernen in the working class as 

weIl as farm labourers'. We will follow this convelltion but also 

it is hoped 

category ~ 
l to p~esent foremen at times as a separa te manual 

order ta compare them with other manual workers; The 
8f 

fa~that there are (N=109) Joremen makes this possible. The 

small number of agriçultural labourers (~16) makes any aralysis 

of them questionable, and they will be ïncluded within the general 
\ '. 

body of unskilled manuai worker. However, contrary to popular 

belief, they are not the reactiQnary To~ies sometimes thought 0$ 

~(' . '''' - ..... -
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as being'. On1y five of their number voted for the Conservative 
". 

_ 9 ~ 

party in 1964. The voting of Butler and Stokes' working c1ass, 

the groups that are excluded in this study, and the working c1ass 
10 

used in this study are shown in Table 2-1. 

This study will then focus on the 749 manual worker 

and their wives and, in particular, the 189 Conservatives 

fulfill the requirements discussed previously. 

Finally a word about previous working class Conservative 

research. This will be the first time that an analysis of working 

c1ass Conservativism has been carried out using a national sample. ~ 

G 
The two major previous studies, those of Nordlinger, and McKenzie 

1 • . 
and ~ilver, were not national studi~s. Both Nordlinger and 

McKenzie and Silver chose to study the English urJan working class. 
. \ 

For Nordlinger, this meant that he took his workers from cities 

of over 70,000 population and, in fact, noted "the vast majority 
l , 

4 
f the workers in the samp1e live in cities greatly in excess of 

11 
t . s figure". In fact, Nordlinger suggests that !' In the rural 

o~ England, where the traditional social~tructure is, 

still prevalent, Conservative voting within the working class is' 

more.easily understandpble than in the cities". He goes on "It 
1 . 

may well he that a majority of those worke~s living in rural 
. , 12 

districts y,ote Conservative". No evidence is supplied by. 

Nordlinger ta support this claim. In their selection of urban 

~ 
, 
1 
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working c1ass, McKenzie and Si1ver note that they se1ected their 
. 

workers from "s[x constituencies in large urban centers in 
13 

England" . ~Th~ study of Butler and Stokes, h~wever, was a 

1 
nattona1 survey of England, Scotland and Wales and representative 

of the working class of Britain as a who1e rather than the re: 

str~cted sample that the two studies cited above have unclertaken. 

What can be said about working class Conservativism in this st~dy 

th en app1ies to the entire working class and not'a part of it. 

in fact, roughly 4~-% (N=J61) of the"' worki~g class electors in 

,the Butler and Stokes study lived in towns of less than 50,000 
~ 

peopl~, while oVlY,26% (N=194) of the working class live in the 

eight largest urban centers in Britain. Neither Nordlinger's 

nor McKenzie and Silver's studies are represen~ative of the 

'working class. 
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l Butler and Stokes, op., cit.~ P. 449 •. 

2 For more detail of ·-the s~ple design, see ibid., 
PP. 449-451. 
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3 A number of researchers have discussed differences in. 
husband and wlfe voting. , Nordlinger' s conclusion would seem to 
be fairly typica1. He suggests that "there is good reason to 
suppose that in many instances the women's political attitudes 

" ' are simply those of their husbands' as reflected in a fema1e. 
mirror". See Nordlinger, op. cit., P. 58. Our own (lata does 
not allow a comparison of husband and wife voting differences. 

4 MiGhael Kahan, David Butler and Donald Stokes, "On 
the Analytical Division of Social Glass", British Journal of' 
Socio10gy, (17), 1966, P. 122. r 

5 See among others, the following major studies that 
have used ~nd discussed this distinction, McKenzie and Silver, 
op. cit., who in their study, equate skilled manual workers with 
the-upper working class and semi-skilled and unskilled as the 
lower working class, see particularly Appendix A, "'PP. 265-270 
~for a discussion of this issue. Nordlinger, op. cit., similarly 
has seen that "working clas s is taken to mean manual workers", 
see PP. 55-58. S~milarly Runciman, op. cit. Appendix 3, PP. 
372-375 has an interesting discussion of the manual, non-manual 
distinction, and '«the types of occupations' defined as m~nual. 
Fina lly Goldthorpe and Lockwood et. al., "The Affluent Worker: 
Political At~itudes and Behaviour", op. cit. Appendix D, PP. 89-

~ ~ 

90 relate manual work to working class, but place foremen unlike 
the studies above as an intermediate group and relate "white 
collar" workers includin\ accounts or wages clerks as middle 
class. 

As far as occupational categories are concerned, 
most studies including Butler and Stokes have used the occupational 

" class categories developed by the Inst itute of Practitioners in 
advertising (I.P.A.). In this' classification scheme, category A 
refers ta higher managerial or professional, B to lower managerial 
or administrative, Cl to ski11ed ~or supervisory and 10wer non­
manual, C2 to skilled m~nual; D to unskilled manual. Cdteg~r~es 
A, B and Cl then in most studies have been considered middle ~ass 
and C2 and D working class. 

6 Butler and Stokes, op. cit., P. 71. In seeking to 
make this dist!pction Butler and Stokes have divided the I.P.A. 

/' 
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Cl category into C1a, skilled or supervisory non-m9nual and 
10wer non-manual. Thus A, B, C1a are middle class and Clb, 

-~and D are working class o Their working class thus includes 

\ .. 
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Clb 
C2 

10wer non-manual, ski11ed manual and unskilled manua1. For a 
discussion of this division, see Kahan et. al., op. cit., PP. 126-
127. ,,0 l 

1 7 See, in particu1ar, C. Wr~ght Mills, White Collar: 
, The Americàn Middle Classes, New York~ Oxford University Press, 
195~, for the classic formulation by an American,sociQlogist. 
Mil!ts stressed tria t "sta tus p,nic" on the par t, of the lower 
middle clasS would 1ead them tO adopt reactionary po1itical 

Il~ Il 

~ 8 The on1y study to examine the attitudes of fore~en 
as a specifie occupational group argued strongly for the foremen's 
inclusion within the working class. This same study found that 
foremen were stro~gly for Labour and exhibited a st~ong sense of 
working class io~~arity. In fairness it must be p~inted ovt 
that trre group DE' foremen studied were in sorne ways atypical. See 

~ Theo Nichols, ~Labourism and Class Consciousness: The Clas~ ~ 
Ideology df Sorne"" Northern Foremen", The Sociological Review, (~2) 
(November 1974), PP. 483-502. Ou~-data on the voting habits of 
foremen show them tq be more Conservative than other types of 
manual workers o Whi+e 36% of the foremen repbrted Conservatïve 
voting, on1y 23% of the rest of the manual population reported 
~onservative affiliation. However, in terms of overall c1ass 
voting, the proportion of the working class voting Conservative 

~ in,1964 was 27%. If Eoremen are ex~luded ~he nurnber voting 
Conservative falls tb' 24%. By exc1~ding foremen from·the analysis 

.., of working class Conservat-ivism, th~ problem of explainiI!g working 
class C~nservativism i8 not made ~ch easier. 

, \ 

9 For the purposes of thils study' the folldtling is a 
'Selection of the occupations that have bee;} included as manua1 
workers; foremen, coal, miners, ceramié' make~p, furnace and 
foundry operatives, workers in e1ectrical trades, wood workers, 
textile and clothing workers t unski11ed factory and process 
wo~kers, agricultural~labourers, craftsmen and apprentices. For 
an interest1ng di scu's',iion on the occupation campo si tion of the 
working 011ass, see Runciman, op. cit., Appendix 3, "'PP.' -):"2-375. 

1"'" \ 1 

10 While these are not great differences between Butler 
and Stoke's',working class and the woldking class used in this study, 
they do: however, poipt to ,a problem. Th~ lower ~on~~anua1 and 
peripheral manual'workers constitute 22% of the' wof~ing class 
çon'fiiervative vofe. Given these d,ifferent market a1)d status 
situations and quite possibly the differences in milieu between 
the~ and manual voters; they could'present, serious difficulties 
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for ana1ysis. By inc1uding them in their study as the working 

-- - ~-- ----- --class.~ Butler and. Stokes could have introduced a considerable 
d"egree--;tulil:"é1Tâh1-ti:ty-i-:t.tt'!!-What they, had to say about the 

~,éonservative working class. 

\ 

,1 

, : 
11 Nordlinger, 0I;.~it.,-·p: '58. 

~ Ty 

12 Î. l:b i cl., P • 5 • 

13 McKenzie and Silver, ~04P~.~c~i_t~., p. 265. 
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PpLITICAL SOCIA4IZATION AS AN EXPLANATION 
OF WORKING CLASS CONSERVATtVIS~ - THE T~SIS TESTED 

Whi1é most studies have ignored the influence of po1iti-

cal socia1ization in accdunting for working c1~ss Conservativism, 

our data indicates that ear1y ~01itica1 socia1ization does have 

a considerable impact upon those members of the working class who 
\ i ,Il: 

. report~ that their fathers we.re supporters of the Con&ervative 
1 ' 

party when the respondent was young. . Roughly half, 48% of those 
.Ab 

with Conservative fathers voted or wou1d have voted for the Con­

'servative party .~n the 1964 genera1 election.(Tab1e 3-1). Thus, 

in a working 'class mflieu in which three-quarters of the e1ectorate 

vote Labour, nearly ,~ne-ha~~of those with Conservative fathers 
• • remained loyal to !;fe party of their f_ather. Of those who moved 

from a conservativé family affiliation, the great bu1k of that 

support, 37%, went to Labour • 

.. 
In cornparison to the Conservatives, Labour iseven 

~or~successful at holding onto ics traditionsl working c1ass 

$upporters. Just over four-fifths of those who reported Labour 

fathers, stayed with~ the fami1y party. A mere 11% of thos~ with 

a Labour background were drawn to the Conservatives in 1964 whi1e 

~T'I~I .... " .. " ~I"., .,., ""1 ,,~ltl Il l.l 
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another 7% went,to the LiberaIs. It would seern that sorné strbng 

forces are operating to keep the L}bour traditionals with the 

Labour party, while at the sa~me 

Conservative past towards the ùaiour 

moving many of those with a 

party. Concurrently, though, 

other influences, albeit weaker ones, appear to be rnoving Labour 

traditionals away from Labour and towards the Conservative party 

while keeping large nurnbers of the Conservative traditionals with 

their party of origine 

What the' typical pressures or influe~ces experienced 

• 1 
within the working class might be i8 suggested by the voting of 

those who were not socialized, or do not recall. being socialized 
.. 1 1 

into one of the two major parties. Here social and environmental ., 
influences, or even issues rnight be expected to play a far more 

important role than seerns ta be the case of those soc~lized to 
'<! 

a major party •. 1r~/" those with Liberal fathers,. and those who 

~ could not ~ecall their fathers preference, or whose father had 

no preference, or sbme otqer party preference, have no recall of 

socialization into one of the now dominant parties, i.e., Labour 

or conservative.~acking 

perhaps be free to be more 

working class milieu. 

major party "anchorage" they would 

influenced by other factors in the .,' 

1< 

• In fact ~he Labour influence of the working class 

. ' 
milieu is evident; 53% of those with Libe'rà,J.. fathers and 58% 

of those who donlt recall their fathersl vote or whose father had 

• 
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another party preference were -for Labour in 1964. This figure 
. 

for Labour support is weIl below the 81% of those with Labour 

fathers, but weIl above the 37% of those with Conservative fathers. 
/' 

We can see that these types of voters were immunized to sorne ex­• 
'tent from the Labour influence but not to the extent of those who 

.... 

report having Conservative fathers. Still as we see without the 

Labour background, a considerable amount of would-be Labour support 

i5 lost. In fact, it is the Conservatives who seem to ptck up 

this support. 29% and 26~ respectively of these two types of 

voters were Conservative supporters i~ 196~. Working class voters 

not socialized to one of the major parties can give us sorne idea 

then of the types of pressure voters not socialized to a major 

party are exposed to. 

The overall dominance of Labour within the working class 
~ 

is then evident, for both groups who were not socialized into one 

of the majO~rties. Labour was able ta a~tract twice as many 

workers as the Conservative party. Th~ fa,:tors moving working 

class electors with no major party socialization towards Conserva-

tivism are then not as strong as th~se moving th/m to Labour. 

We have seen from the discussion above,that the effects 

of political socialization are significant for those socialized 

to a major party within the working class. Although the working 
110 

class milieu seemsl to sustàin and' support Labour party socialization 

far more st10ngly than Conservative socialization. The political 

~ 
~ 

t • , 
{ 

i 
~ 

1 • ~ 
} 

·1 

l 
'" 

1 

1 
~ 



\ 

36 

soc~alization thesis then certainly explains much about the nature 

of working class Conservative support, however, there are sizeable 

defections from fathers' party among those who reported Conserva-

tive fathers. Clearly Labour has been more successfu1 at re9aining 

its traditional support. Butler and Stokes in their, reading of ~ 
,~ 

this situation have prophesised "the decline of working c1ass 

Conservativism", which 'On this evidence would seem. to be so. 

However, as Table 3-1 suggests, as weIl as losing members who 

backgrounds as weil. Factors are at work within the wo~king 

class not on1y to sustain traditiona1 Conservative support but to 
r' 

draw those from other parties to Conservativism. 
o ~ 

The importance,of these other sources of support for 

working class Conservativism can best be seen; by the fact t~at 

on1y 39% of Conservative suppor within the working c1ass; actua1ly 

com~s from those with Conser fathers.(Table 3-1). Nearly 

three-fifths of Conservative party support within the working 

class, the , cornes from outside of the traditional base of 

The significance of P9litical socialization as 

(the sole fac or exp1aini~g working c1ass Conservativism, as 
3 

suggested by Butler and Stokes, has been somewhat overstated. 
-

However, close to two-fifths of working c1ass-Conservativism does 

have this source of support, and obviou~ly political socialization 
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is a major source of working c1ass Conservative support. But it 

is not the.on1y factor creating widespread Conservative support, 

within the working c1ass. 

The si~nificance of other sOurces of support for working 

c1ass Conservativisrn can be seen from the fact that a~hough on1y 

11% of those 'reP9rting L~bour fat~ers moved ta the Conservatives 

in 1964, this in fact represents 20% of the total working class 

Conservative support. For Conservativism to survive within the 

working class therefore depends upon the ability of the Conserva-

tive party to retain a large proportion of those socialized to 

Conservativism and upon the IConservative party being able to 

attract· a percentage of those socialized to Labour, and those 

socia1ized to no major party. 
;r.. 

The issue of sources of support raises.a number of key 

questions about the factors.~nfluencing family sociali~ation. In 

"­particu1ar, two major questions can be raised. What factors 

operate to move those socialized to Conservativism within the 

working class away.from their fathers' party. Secondly, what 

factors are operating to move voters towards the Conservative 

party from either the workers socialized to Labour or those mem-

bers of the working class who received no major party socialization. 

, It is these two groups we will be in part ~oncentrating upon in 

our analysis. In most of the tables that follow aIl those who did 

not have Conservative fathers will be combined as a group and the 
1 

, 
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factors ~oving this total, group towards Conservativism examined~ .. 
This will be èompared with the movement of those socialized to 

/ 

Conservativism away from their fathers' party. The fact that they 1 

voted or would have voted for a party other than their fathers 

in the 1964 election will be considered as mo~~ from the _ ement ~\ 

family party. In the remaining tables which consider workers' 

" politics' separately from fathers, those not socialized to a ,ajor 

party, t at is those with'Liberal fathers or whose fathers were 

supp,or other parties, or no party or who cann9t recall 

their fathers' vote will be combined as our control group for social t 
influences. group, then, with respect to political socializa-

tion will those working class electors whose fathers 

supported no major party, and who consequently have had no major 

party family socialization. 

The literature suggests a nurnber of variables that could 

be influential in moving workers away from or towards the Conser-

vative party: social and geographical mobility, the workers', 

location within the working class, the size and type of community 

and the region the worker lives in, as well as trade union member~ 

ship. All these factors could be at play eroding the Conservative 

partisanship of those with Conservative fathers or drawing workers 

towards Conservativism who had fathers who were not Conservatives. 

It ~ay well be that factors very different from those that erode 

the Conservative support of those with Conservative fathers, 

• 
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builds uP. çonservBtive support ~mong those workers who did not have 

con\ervative fathers. In the following section, we will be 

elaborating upon the political socialization thesis in detail 

and seeing precisely what va.ria~ are important in sustaini~g 
or liberating workers from family political socialization. 

Social Mobility 
'1<;" 

/1 

The literat~re on the influence of downward mobility 

on a worker's politics has, in the past, turned up sorne contra-

dictory findings. In sorne early studies, Bendix and Lipset and 

later Lipset and Thompson had found that downwardly mobile workers 

were more likely to be Conservative than the non-mobile ~orking 
4 

class. However, more recently Abramson has challenged this view, 

and has c1laimed that in fact downwardly mobile manual workers lose 
5 

their Conservativism when they enter #he working class. 

Our data unambiguous1y inpicates that there is a clear .• -
difference in the politics of those workers with middle class 

social origins and who are downwardly mobile into the working 

class', from those workers who had working class fathers and have 
"\ 

themse1ves remained manual workers. Of those workers who report . 
a Conservative father of rniddle class social origins, only 42% 

had moved away from their ~thers' party. While of those non-
~ 1 

mobile workers with Conser~ative fathers, 61% had moved away from' 

the Conservative party. This represents a fairly large~differenceJ 
< 

19% in facto This can be compared with the rest of the working 

/ 
/ 
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class electorate where clos~ ta one-third, '31%, of the downwardly 
*- , 

mobile in this group, whose fathers were something other than 

Conserv~tive have moved ta CQnservativism, but only 15% of the 

non-mobile had moved towards the Conservative party in 1964. 

Coming from the middle class and/or having a Conservative father 
1 

does tend to dispose a worker towards Conservativism. Whi1e 

having no Conservative or middle class background tends to lead 

few workers towards Conservativism, in fact only 15% of this 

group move towards the Conservative party. Here we can see that 

the effects of downward mobility on political socialization seem 
1 

considerable. The downwardly mobile toth ~old onto father's 

Conservativism but also move towards Con,servativism from other 

parties more strongly than do the non-mobile, 

Sorne factors in the midd1e clas~ background of the down-

wardly mobile would seem to be operating to keep the downwardly 

mobile worker more strongly committed to Conservativism than the 

non-mobile worker. The factors that create stronger Conservative 

support amongst the downwardly mobile seem to in effect irnmunize 

them against the strong pressures pushing working class electors ~ 

towards Labour that we prev.iously noted. In terms of the in-

fluences wor~ing on the downwardly mobile creating strong Conser-

vatite support, it may weIl be that downwardly mobile workers 

select milieu that do not challenge their Conservative orientat~on. 

They may quite possibly maintain their middle class ~es and 
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~ 

support system. Presumably kinship and friendship networks will 

continue in part to root the downwardly mobile manual worker 

within the middle class world. 

One problem remains, that is, what is it about~iddle 

~lass background that would tend to move even the downwardly 

mobile workers with non-Conservative fathers towards the Conserva-

tive party. In part, the answer lies with those who do not recall 

their fathers' party. It is quite possible'that the members of 

this group who were downwardly mobile from the middle class, in 

fact, had fathers who voted for the Conservative party, but that 

it was not overtly obvious to the offspring or simply not dis-

cussed. But the children internalized the Conservative orientation 

of the family without ever being fully conscious of it. This might 

explain sorne of the larger Conservative vote for the downwardly 

mobile who were not ~vertly c~scious of their fathers' 
6 , 

Conservative polit~cs. 1 

( 
The contribution that politieal socialization and mobility 

when taken together make to the support among the working class 

for Conservativism is considerable as Table 3-3 suggests. In aIl, 

58% of working class Conservatives either had Conservative fathers 

or were of middle class origins or both. Less than half the Con-

servative suppo.w within the working class cornes from other sources. 

~ 

These two factors alone would seem to account for much'of the 

, q 
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present day workipg elass Conservativisrn. -
In more detail we see that the extent to whieh the Con-

-servative party depends upon the support of the downwardly mobile 

is suggested by the fact that 38% of the Conservative support in 

the working el~ss is from that source. Only 14% of Labour support 

on the othe~ hand is from the dOwllwardly mobil~ worker. In view 

of the discussion by Butler and Stokes about the inteigenerational 
( 

nature of working class Conservativisrn, it is perhaps surprising 

to note that only 20%, only one-fifth of working class Conserva-

tive support originates within that milieu, that i8 within the 

working class Conservative world. lt is hardly the intergenera-. . 
tional and historieal affair that it is purported to be. Labour 

support within the working class ean elaim with far more legitimacy 

to be an historical and intergenerational phenomena. 52% of Labour 

lo 
support cornes from a Labour working class backg~ound. It i8 the 

. ~, 
diverse nature of the sources of Conservativisrn within the work-

, 
'II ing class at least with respect to the social and political 

origins of that support that.has~made working elass Conservativism 

sueh a difficult phenornena to explain. Particularly ~f we accept 

the view that these sources of support are rooted in different 

milieu and will respond {n very different ways to the forces at , 
work in their section ?f the wO"ing ,class environment. It 

suggests that few specifie generalizations can in ,fact be made 
{ 

about working class Conservativisrn pe~ se, and that the type of 
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analysis undertaken in this paper is perha~s the only way to get 
1 

at and isolate the various factors generating or sustaining Con-

servative ~oting withfn tué working class. 

",,-----.-.- \ 
( The movemez:tt from farm background to manual worker is, 

of cour~e, another form of social mobility. British studies have 

largely neglected the issue of farming background on worker's 
l, 

v 

politics, unlike political sociology in the United States which 
7 , 

has devoted sorne time to this concerne This could be because 

of the largely urban nature of Britain, which even by 1900 was 

70% urban, while the United States did not approach this figure 

until much later in the century. Cons~quently, Britain has ndt 

been thought of as having an agricultural vote. Little hard 
,.,. 

evidence has been produced in Britain with respect to the influence 

" .,,; of a farming background on a worker's politics. Jessop's remark 

that "It is almost redundant to ?rgue that a farming background 

predisposes one ta think andlvote in certain ways rather than­

others", is· a rare comment on the 'farm vote and politics but he 
8 

does not support his claim. While Newby has noted that "the 

agricultural worker i5' located at the heart of the deferential 
\ 9 

category", Williams in his stady'·of Gosforth, an English farming 

community with a large agricultural labour fotce, 'finds that the 

people of Gosfort~ "are almost entirely supporters of the Conser-
10 ... /') , 

vative partyH. Although this Sug~~,/.fiat Conservativism i8 
-;~ 

related to farming and a farm back~ound, no hard evide~ce in 
~ 
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B~itain has been produced either way. 

~able 3-4 then takes up the issue of farming background 

compares the infl~ence of a farming past aga~nst a middle 

class or a working class b~cfground on the politics of the working ~ 

class o What is'the comparative contribution from bath these 
• 

sources on working c)ass Conservativism. When this the sis of 
1 

farm backgro,und and Conservati'\(ism is put to the test it fails 

miserably. We note that of those who reported that their,fathers 

owned or managed a farm, only 19% voted Conservative in 1964, 
<' -" 

while of thosJ'with agricultural labourers for fathers, few;r 

still (only 24%) reported~that they votea Conservative in 1964. 
\ 

We can,compare this with the 42% of those with uon-manual back-

ground and the 19% with manual backgrounds who report~d to vote 

Consrrvative in 1964. Ai farm background then clearly does not dis-' 

pose workers towards Conservativism aoy more than a manual back-, ~ ~ 

ground. In fact the offspring of farm 9wners and managers are 

far less Conserv.ative than~thd~e ~orkers with non-manual fathers. 

The sample size of 62 persons of course makes an analysis by 

fathers' party impossible: Even among those 'who reported their 
, 1 

1:1 

present occupation to be agricultural labourer, only 27% supporte~ 
,~ "'" 

the Conservative party (N=15). Clearly, the working class is not 
... 

gettin~ its Conservativism from a farming or agricult~~J pasto 

• 
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Social Location Within the Working Clasls 

We have seen that the success of political cialization 

is mediated ~~th respéct to the continued survival of Conservativ-

fsm within the wo~king class by the social location and origins of 

the wor~er's father. McKe~zie ~nd Silver have suggested that the 
., 

working class is itself far from homogenous and have claimed that 

<:"differences ~xfst b;tween skilled and unskilled manual workers, 

if! 01; ~s"~hey have also' put it, d;i.fferences between an '.'upper working . 
. ) 12 

classJY and a "lower working clas,s". Within these two c'ategories 

of upper and lower,working class, we can~also separa te workers in 
/ 

responsibility a~' skill. The ~pper workiig class as we 
~1 ~~ 1 

• 
terms of 
,~ 

suggested consi,sts of foreme~nd" skilled wprkers, while the lower 
, . 'l. _-

working Cl~~S consisted of semi-skilled and unskill~ workers. We 

will begin ,by analysing them separately. "~ ~ 

f 1/ , 

The differences between thes~ types ~wor~~rs are quite 

sharp in respect ta their' politics in 1964.(s~. Table 3-5). The 

extent of Conservati~e affiliatipn is related to location w1thin 

'the working class. ' In faQ.t a 17% difference in the level of Con­

servative voting separat~s the top and bottom groups within the· 

~o.rking class. Whi1e 36% ~f 'the foremen who are members of the ~ 
• • 

u~per working class were Conservative in 1964, only. 19% o~ ~he 

1 

Î 

!' \ • 

unskilled workers who are ~he bottom section/of the lower'worki~g ~ 
, ,., . rt.... ( , 

clélSr were Conservative in 1964. \ Clear1y,'the experiences of ctie\ 
;l' <- ..... "1 

ext~eme upper and lower working GIa sses would se~ 'td be very 
~'"'' ~ . \ . 

different to give these types of voting diffeFences. The exten~~ 

of their different commitment to the ~90U~. p~rt: .is even gr~atè~ • 

• 

f 

• 
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- ~e~e a 25% differenjce sepc'trates the two groups. Less th~n half 

t~e fore,mên voted Labour, in 1964, '47%, wh~e, near1: three~qua,t~s 
of the unskilled workers did so, 72%. The ~emen are also muih 

more likely than :ny of the other groups to support the Li~~ 
party, in fact l5%'hlid 50 in 1964. 

1 

We can perhaps argue that the-foremen's closeness to the 
[ 

''i 

middle-class world, h~s contacts with~is middle class 
'\JI 

and'his working class subordinates as weIl as perhaps 

superiors 
r-

is social 

... 
backgroun~are an influence on his politics. The fore en is 

'li 

close to the middle class, and Conservative voting is 'neway of 
~ .. 

identifying with that cla~s. The fact that only 36% of the fore-
1 

1 

men supported the Conserva~ves in 1964 is sugges~ive Ff the f~ct 

that thé foremen, doe~ not fully experience himself as 

I~ fact t~eir,high. Liberal vote suggest/thiE they, if 

would like ta avoid t~issue of clas~a~d class-based 

Given their ambiguous position, this i/'understandable. 

anything, 

olitics. 

T~ smal1 differences reported for the semi-sKilled and 
• 

1 
f~ 

, ,1 , , 

l , 
unskilled suggest the great similarities in experience b tween 

these two groups. ' Scarcely 3# separate 'their level OE Cans7rvative 1 
voting. Both groups are fairly str~ngly cùmmitted to Labour. 

Again there is no ambiguity about their belonging to the working 

classa The solidaristic norms have not been seriously challenged 
~ . 

at least as a 'group. This is even more evident from the case of 
1 

the unsk,illed,o 

1 

1 

,1 
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What can we say about the workers' location in· the work-

ing class, his polit~cal socialization and his father's social 

origins? Here we will be collapsing the categoriës usep in Table 

3-5 simp1y into,upper and lower working c1ass, otherwise the ce11 

sizes become too smaii to be re1iable. As we wou1d expect some 
~ \ 

differences appear in terms of ~he workers' location within the 

working c1ass, his father's class and the extent that the Pdlitical 

socialization the worker has received is~uccessfU\lY main~ined 

(sèe Table 3-6). l 

Both fathers' class oKgins and the locatio'n of -the 

worker within the working cla~~nfluence the poli tics of working 

c1ass Conservatives. For the downwardty mobile worker, the extent 
l' 

of his drop into the working class has an effect on his movement 

awa~ from ~is father's party. 
i 

For those with Conser."v,ative fathers" 

a 15% difference separates the wo~kers who had upper working c1ass 

occupations from those workers who had lower workinf class occupa-

tions. While 38% of the upper working cIass~ad Ieft their ... 
d 1 

fathers' Conservative party in 1964, 53% of the lower working 

class voters did sO" This finding is repeated for workers who 
1 

reported that their fathers were not Conservative but of m~d~le 

cl~ss social origins. 
/ . 

Of ~hose who were located 1n the upper 
--.. -~ 
, working cta-s-s,~ voted Conservâtive iifl 1964, while 24% of 

those workers in the lower working c~ass did so. Here'a 12% 

difference separates upper ftom lower wor~ing c1ass. .he extent 
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of the fall,into the working class then is another factor affect-

ing the movement of workers who are downwardly mobile into the 

working class. 

'~ The downwardly mobile workers re$pond to their relative 

locations within the workini class to a much gr~ater extent than 

do workers who are non-mobile. Although sorne differences in the 
1 

voting of the upper and lower working class is noticeable, it is 
t# 
not on the scale of the downwardly mobile. The difference of 

. 
separating upper and lower working class wfo had Conservative 1 

fathers is 7%. In a11 47% of those with Conservative fathers .. " 

and who were located within the upper,working class left their 

fathers f party in 1964, while 54% of those 10cated in the 10wer 
. 1 

working class did so. Even less of a difference, in fact 3%, 

separa tes upper and lower working class for those'whose fathers 

were not reported to be Conservative. For this group 16% of 

those loca~ed within the upper working c1ass and 13% o~ those 

'" 1 

locat~ in the 19wer working class had moved towards the Conser-

vative party in 1964. A final point to be noted with this table 

Âs that in te~ms of those workers reporting a Conservative father 

who are located in the lower working class, no difference exists 

in ~erms of class origins between those with middle class and 
, 

those who report working class sociaL origins. The experience 

of 10wer working class status seems to wipe out any trace of 
--'~ . 

middle class past as., far as poittics is concerned. 
1 

1 

1 



( 

/ 

,., 

( 

49 

, 
~ move away from their fathers' 'party to the same extent.' Lower 

working class milieu seem to lead' to a ~trong movement away 

from Conservativism. On the other hand, the worker located in 

" 

the upper working class seems far more able to rresist the influence' 

of the milieu if he i8 downwardly mobile, than the non-mobile upper 

working class. 

The Influence of. the Neighbourhood 

We have been arguing that the different locations and 

milieu found,within the working class can in part explain sorne 

of the differences in working cla8s poli~ic~. A, major milieu we 

have not yet explored is the influence of the type of neighbour- ' 

" hood that the worker liv~in. Although in their survey Butler 

and Stokes did not directly as~. anything about the type o~igh­

bourhood the respondent resided in, ~omething about the type of 
, 

milieu that the worker dwells in can be ~athered_from the char-

acteristics of the type of Ihousing the respondent inhabits. IVastly 

diff.erlnt worlds exist for those who live in council housing and 
---, .. <' -_ .... 

those workers who own ~heir own homes. Vsing the type of housing 

the worker dwelled in, we can in fact say something about the in-
, 

fluence of~nei~hboùrhood upon the worker and his wife. 

One of the outstanding features of British life is the 
, 

" 

council estate, that is. housing built by local au!=h6rTt'ies -and -
-----:-

" 
rented at a subsidized rent to those unable ta afford any other 

form of housing. Council houses as they are called are usually 
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10cated near industrial sites and forro large estates of manual 

workers. A study of one estate, Dagenham by Wilmott, revealed 

that in 1958 89% of the sample of male residents of Dagenham wer~ 
13 

manua 1 worker s. Council estates are the "working class enclaves" 

that Parkin rnentioned as sustaining a working elass politieal 
~ 

culture and that as we sha1l s,ee has apparently sustairted Labour 
~"' 

party ?ffiliations. These self-contained estates form their own 

separate and distinct wo~king c1ass wor1ds. 

A report published in 1967 on housing elaLmed that of 

the over 17 million dwellings in Britain exeluding Northern Ireland 

"over one house in four is owned by public authorities (in Scotland 

the figure is one in two), nearly half are in owner occupation and 

most of the remainder (rnainly older houses) are rented from private 
14 

1and10rds". The extent of eouneil housing then represents in 

excess of 4 million dwell±rlgs. In fact sinde 1945, 53% of aIl 
15 

dwe11ings bullt have been built for local authorities o In addition 

much of this has been as part of the "overspill" policY. Workers 

moving from.old city centres have be&n moved onto recently built 

coune!l estates. Couneil nousin&_-_t1"!enl!epresAs a formidable 

part of working elass lives. ' What aetuàlly is the influence of 

, ' 
the type of dwelling that one lives on working elass politics? 

:c:-=--- _ Wi1mott in his study of the large council estate at Dagenham 
_________ .~I ________________________ __ 

could on1y find three Conservatives arnongst the fifty wozking 

class married males he interviewed, as weIl as three who did not 
-'l 
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16 
vote in the 1955 genera1 election.' The rernaining 44 voted Labo~. 

This was an election with a national swing to the Conservatives, 

of 1. 8%. , 

We h~ already suggested that many of the rented dwell-
~ , 1 

ings tend to be older homes, many of which ~e marked for sIum , 

clearance in sIum cleara'nce programmes. This aga in could be 

cheaper working class housing, for the older or less affluent 

members,of the working class, although obviously sorne rented 

dwellings are new modern nomes. It is far more difficult to be 
, 

precise about the type of milieu those who rent live within. 

-.... 
Consequenbly little will be said about this type of dwelling 

( , 

although it will be included in the tables for comparative pur-

poses. With regard to those mernbers of the working class who 

own their own homes, they are likely to find themselves in pre-

dominantly middle class neighbourhoods. In the study by Wtlmott 
JI6' , 

and Young of the middle class suburb of Woodford, it was found 
1 

that the workin'g clas~ voter is m1l:ch more likely to think of him-
17 

self as middle class if he owned a home. 

,A strong relationship exists between working claas 
1 

politics and the type of milieu in which manual workers live 

(see Table 3-7). Of those with Conservative fathers, 64% who 

live on council estates have moved away from their father's party, 

while ,only 44% of'th~se who- 'dwn'-th~{r- own 'hoines--have-:-- -The-miii.eu"-----
1 

of the council est.te seems ~e a power fuI force rnoving workers 

i , 

1 

1 
1 
! 

- --- --- - ---------'---
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away from Conservativism. The homeowner living in a more middle 

class milieu seems te sus tain his Conservativ{sm to a far greater 

extent. In terms of those from other family backgrounds, we note 

a sirnilar type of pattern. Only 12% of those workers living on 

a council estate showed a movement towards Conservativism in 1964. 

On the other hand, 25% of those living in middle class districts 

owning their own homes had moved towards Conservativism. Agaia 

the different milieu opera te to create sorne political differences. 

~ However, sorne of these differences could result from 

the social class background of the worker. The fact that sorne 

have maddle class social origin could be a factor here. They 

coAtd perhaps be more disposed to horneownership than the non-

. ID?bile working class. As we see frorn Table 3-8, social origin 
1 

plays a mixed role with respect to the type of home and milieu 

the worker is in and its impact on his polities. The couneil 

estate clearly moves those with Conservative fathers away from 

the Conservative party irrespeetive of elass origins. {n aIl, 

60% of those with middle class fathers and 66% of those with 

working class fathers who lived on a council estate moved away 

from the Conservative party. Clearly this milieu for these groups 

erodes Conservativism, even for those from the middle class. How-

ever, a word of caution should be sounded because of the extremely 

-~----,----small sample size __ Homeownership.on the other hand presents a 

different view. The middle class homeowner seems no~ ta be drawn 
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away from Conservativism. Only 26% in fact are, a very low per-

( centage, while of the working class ~omeowners, 55% have moved 

away from their family tradition. However, for the non-mobile 

worker with a Conservative father, homeowning and the type of 

milieu this implies tends not to sustain Conservativism in the 

way that Table 3-7 had suggested. A~ 11% difference only 

separates the non-mobile council house dwe11er and the homeowner, 

not a large figure. 
~~) 

We note sorne surprlses when we examine those workers 

moving towards Conservativism from other family backgrounds. 

Virtually no difference exists between council tenants, renters 
, ~ .. 

( 
and homeowners for those with a middle class background. in aIl, 

30% of council tenants moved ta' Conservativism while 32% of the 

homeowners did so. A mere 2% difference. For those who report 

their background ta be working class, we can note sorne differences. 

With this group the Council milieu aperates ta limit the movement 

towards Conservativism. On1y 10% of this group voted for the Con-

servative party in 1964. Homeownership and the rnqre middle class 

milieu this implies moves 23% of this group towards Conservativism, 

and this is a relatively large figure. Here sorne influence is in 

evidence. 

Sorne relationship between fathers' party, social origins 

( and type of milieu seems to exista Hawever, it is not a consistent 
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relationship. By and large, it seems that the council milieu 
, . ....-

liberates those workers both with middle and working class origins 
1 

from their father's Conservativism. The council milieu is a 
, 

powerful influence here. It is equally ~owerful in restraining 

those with working class origins and non-Conservative fathers. 

However, it does not restrain the movement of the downwardly 

mo.bile worker wit:h a non-Conservative father from moving towards 

') Conservativisrn. The influences on this group moving thern towards 

Conservativisrn are such as to overcome the largely restraining 

role played by the council milieu. 

<1> 
The case of homeownership is again slightly ambiguous. 

The worker with a rniddle class background and Conservative father 

remains with his father's party if he is a homeowner. However, 

homeownership has less impact on the homeowner who had B ConservBtive 

father but a working c'lass background. It would seem that home-

ownership with middle class background çombined limit mdvement 

away from the Conservative party, but alone homeownership is less 

~effective in restraining workers leaving their father's party. 

In the case of those with non-Conservative fathers, a different 

'situa/i.ion emerges. 
1 

A middle class background and homeownership 
[ 

1 

has lit~( influence in .. moving workers towards Conservativism. 

Homeowners'hip does not seem to influence this group's politics at 
;) 

aIl compared to those on council estates. However, it does in-

fluence the non-mobile worker, homeownership tends to move thern 

/ 
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towards _~he Conservative party. ~ut it should be noted that in 
(' 

aIl cases the downwardly mobile worker with a non-Conservative ,. 
father showed a strong move towards Conserva~ivism in 1964 

irrespective of milieu, while among the non-mobile only the home-

owners tended towards Conservativism~ Again, the movement: towards 
, 

Conservativism was 11% more for the downwardly mobile homeowner ' 

than for1the non-mobile homeowner. 

Since the issue of the local milieu does seem somewhat 

éonfused, l would like to pursue it in more detail by considering 
. 

the influence of time in present home and see if this makes clearer 1 . 
the relationship between milieu and working class politics. It 

may weIl be that the length of time a working class family has 

lived in its present milieu is going to significantly effect the 

amount of working class Conservativism that exists in that milieu. 

The small cell sizes unfortunately makes it impossible to consider 

family politics and social origins, so we must rely on time in 

house and respondents' politics only. 

In part the thesis concerning the influence of the neigh-

1 

1 
bourhood milieu i~ confirmed. With respect to thps~ who live on 

local authority housing projects, the degree of Conservativism 

does decline from 20% 'for recent arrivaIs down to 12% for those· 

who have lived in this milieu for a number of years (see Table 3-9). 
'JI> 1 

( This would seem to be a small b~t significant decrease, and does 

suggest that envirorunental factors are at work he,re. The Labour 
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proportion, on the other hand, remains fairly steady, presumably 

workers are not made more Labour by the environment but less 

Conservative. What seems to occur is a move to Liberalism, 1 

possibly as a way of showing dissent from the dominant values of 

the community rather th an high 1evels of Tory voting. A 10% 

,difference separates the.(~ecent arrivals frJm 'the long term 

members of e couneil estates with regard ta Liberal voting. 

The inf1uence~of the milieu on those who rent or own their dwell-

ambiguous. For those who rent t4eir homes, time , , 

in the community seems to play litt le importance. They become & 

a little more Conservative. But a number of trends cou1d be at 
~" 

'" work, those who have lived in fhei~~ome many years cou1d be liv-

ing in old run-down homes in central eities, those whe_hav~ moved 

in recently might be moving to new, more recently built homes. 

The issue with respect ta rented homes i8 mu ch more am~iguous 

than counci1 homeownership. 

Those who own their homes seem ta become less Conserva-

tive. The recent arrivals 'are 36% Conservative and those who 

are long-standing members of the community are 29% Conservative. 

The milieu rather than supporting Conservative v,bting erodes ~ 
with time. It may weIl be that the higher level of Conservative 

voting with time could reflect rather than the influence of the 

milieu a forp1 of pros'perity voting or embourgeoisement. This 

embourgeoisement is'a short-lived affair once the realities of 

J ' 
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being rnembers of the working class and living in ~ ~iddle class 

neighbourhood become apparent. "Wilrnott and Young in their study 

of Woodford have suggested that the working elass finds itself 
18 , 

rejected by rnembers of the middle class. Thas workers eould 

come to see class csnf1ict more e1early as a ~onsequence of their 

rejection and isolation and vote Labour as a result of heightened 

awareness of elass conflict:,~, Stacey also talks of confliet be­

tween recent working elass arriva1s in middle class Banbury, 
19 ....--'" «fi4> 

Londoners typically felt rejected. " Again Wilrnott has stressed 

that even in middle class areas the working class tend tç form 

\ . 
enclaves that isolate them from the middle class wor1d around 

, . '" them. But clear~y the basically middle class world of the home-

owner is not influencing the werking class and pushing them to-

wards Conservativisrn. It seerns that the deciSion to vote Conser-
\ 1 " 

yative wa~ either rn~de as a -di,rect consequence of the purchase or .. 

prior to it. In fact being Conservative could have oriented the# 

worker to homeowning. We ~ill)fnvestigate this in more, detail 

when we examine the'whole debate of the embourgeoisement of the 

working c1ass. ' 

, 1 
The evidence for those who own their own home,whicq we 

r~ ~ , , , 

have sugge~ted would be in largely rniddle class areas is ambig~ous, .. 

~s 15 the evidence for those who rente However, it i5 apparent 
~ \ ,/ , 

thâ~ouncil tenants living in a 1a~gely wotking class and Labour 

supporting milie~, becomes less conservat~e with the length of 
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time spent in this type of milieu. He i5 also far less likely te 

hold, onto his father' 5 party in the case of ,those wlw claim a 

• 
Conservative father, than those workers ~n other environments. 

Some evidènce then seems te exist ~ claiming th~~ working class 

Conservativism is ~xtremely limited, or its chances for develop- ~ 

ment aie neutralized for council tenants. At the same time the \ 
, 

dat~does not show that homeownership gives rise ta working class 
, . 

Conservativism. At best in the. case of those with Consérvative 

fathers who are downwardly mobile, it sustains Conservativism. 

1 

Region dnd City Size 
\' ::r-

i Much of the literature in political sociolqgy h~ 
suggested that con~iderable differencei in v~ting c~n exist bath 

by region and by city size. Lipset suggests that 

In many c;~~trie/s rçe~'; n regions have developed ' · 
historic loyaltie~ t~~~'another political 
party, which have-been maintpined long after the 
specific event which gave rise to the allegiance 
has lost its relevance. 20 

Hamilton has, in,parti:7Cla , shown wide regional differences in 
21 ' 

,politics between the S h and, the non- Soutq in the· United States. 

" ' 

1 

In Britain, it may well be that such regional differences exist '~, 
t 

between Northern and Southern Britatn. In·their survey of British 

towns, Moser and Scott writing. in 1961 were able ta claim ~hat 

: \ 
1 - / 

ofor â la4ge range of characteristics it appears 
almost as if there were two universes of towns _ 
within the narrow confines of the covntry, 
divided hy'a line running approximate1y from 
the Wash in the East ta the Bristol Channel 
in ~he West, leaving the industr~el towns of 
Durham, Yorkshire and,Lancashire~on one side, 

, ( 

. -'''''~'''lt>' ..... ~~, .... Ii l tl' -~7'-'-.. ---~ . , 

l ' 
! 

,,' 
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~ and the market towps, London subui:'b~ and , seaside resorts of Southern Engl4nd on 
the other. 22 

In fact, for over a century now, nurnerous writers have 
' \ 

pointed 

, '-"1-
to the great differences that seem to separate North from South. 

~ 
b J 1 

The North was the home of the industrial revolution while the 
24 

South hastbeen identified as the more rural .and commercial. 

23 . 

These differences, although only of degrees, woùld seem to pe,rsis!: 

n 
tqd,ay in terms <l't, the occupational structure of Britain. In the 

" 1 
l , 

f 

' \ 

f 

North, 53% of employees are involved in manufacturing, in the' Mid-
. -' , ~----, ~ '- '" "", '- 2~, __ ' __ 

lapps 50% aré, and iTh the South 33% are involved in manufacturing. 

The working 'class then is ~orè heaviirrlresented in t'he North 
~, , 

and Midlands ,than Southern Britain. Although these diffel;ences 

• j 
'aFe not great, they do suggest sorne differences regionally that 

,) '. 
might get translated'into political te~s. If the North has a 

l 
'\ 

heavier concentration ?f industry~ this impli'es a larger working 

class compared to the middle class than the more commercial South. 

The"Id'ifferences in degrees of concentration may have an impact ,on 
r \, 

working clas,s Conservativism. Hpwever'lbef?re investigating this 

" ('1 

( 

point, the issue of the influencé of è\ty shoula aiso be discu~ 
/ -'-

(.~ , 
Influence of ~ity Size 

; , 
\ 

The factor of city size:has been investigated in' a 

num,her of studies of the socia'l ihfluen;es acting upon a person' s 
"r ' r 

pol:l"tiC.S. Bath Lipset 'and Hamilton have shown a relationship l' 

) . 26 . 

thts aspect o~ social in- . 
1 f 

between politics and city size. But .. ' " 
st~~ies. ferhaps it h~~ 

- l, \ 

./ --4 _, 

fluences, has béen neglected. in Br;f?ish 

i " 
1,\ 

;) 
) 
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been thought that Britain is too highly ur~anized, tao densely 

populated, that the communit~of Britain are aIl fairly 
\ , 

homogenous and close to each other to be inf1uenced politica1ly 

by city size in the ~ay t~at American research in part~cular f 

" . 
suggests. However, Just ~s Britain is diverse regionally, so it 

is a1so in terms of the size of cornlunitY. In a rare pie ce of 
\ 

',; research, Moser and S~tt have shawn that sorne differences exist 

between t""owns a~~~)cities of v:ariou~ sizes. T~ey Ïlit~'~~' ·re;~tlon-' -.:-> 

ship between social c1ass composition and 9ïey;~ile apd between 
27 

the ecanomic chf~cter o~ a town.a,nd its size. -However, they 
-- -- -- .- __ o· - - \ ,;1 

did not.investigate the issue ~ term-s-of--"politics. ~ , 

If differences do exist in Britain, both regionally. 

~nd by city size, the ïriëeraétiori between t~se_two factors,~ay 
L ~'. .\t.~, j, 1""" 

weIl hide ~ny relationshi~ exists. Hamilton ~as, for" 

~:x;amp1e, found àlfferent po.liticaJ. response\ b~ city~iz, ,to_~_e 
-'''-- .2.8_ ' 

regiona 1 iy--iuf-l:\.l@.Ç~. ____ Ii i s thi s· re lat:-ionsh-i,p ... thai: l want ta 
• " .~, <-'-~.-;------,-,.:;: -~--. _ 1. ~_-.~ _______ _ 

consider in the followihg table: that is by c~~si'd~"ring region 
, l' 

L. , ~ ... _ 

/ and city size jointly. Thus city size-~ariâtions if they exist , . 

can be detected. 1 
\ 

~ , 
The data pYesented .. .ill .. :r'able 3-10 s~ppo.rts the thesis 

29 
that' working class -P~-itics_ v~ries by region "and cit1' size. 

However, the differences are more closely linked to city size 

~( :''' ',~ ... : t -than- r.egioriP 'l.g Britj.pin with the exception of the rural areas. 
~~w~:~~_~--. __ ~ ~----.........-.___ ~ __ _ ,\ . ......: 

• \ ~ r rtI. ~ c(..:'" tHZ"H .. ,,_~ 

----~I--:::::::::_~- .... ::L1:tJ_Y-"' ... - _ _ l 
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Br~tain, 'those 
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-. 

In the ~rger cities ~f both No~th'and South 
~/ ) 

with-Cohservative fathers tended to leave their 

-----------~ father's party in fewer numbers than those workers living in 

... 

medium sized towns. 

" '\\, 
tion in the North. 

The rural area~ present an ambiguous situa-, 
, 

The workers leave their'father's'party, at the 

same rate they do in the medium sized ~owns, in,the South they 

largely remain with the Conservative party. In the North, then, 

the workers living in the medium sized towns and rural areas tend 

" 
to leave their father"s Conservative party with greater frequenc~ 

t 

than in the large cities, 60% compared to 46% - a 14% difference. 

In the South, we have a similar situation with respect to the 
\ 1 

relationshi~ between large and ~edium sized cities, except that 
/ 

- there is little moveme~t away from fat~ér's party.in the rural 
\ 

areas. I~all 42% of workers in large cities, 64% in medium 
\ . , 

/ ~ 

sized and 14% in rural are~s rnoved away from their fathe~'s party 

Tiis reptes~nts a 22% difference between large and small 
.... . 

cities. However, the cell sizes are rather sm~ll and~certainly . 
with the rural areds, this finding should be treated with caution. 1 

The types of city size ditf~ence! found amon~ those 

workers who reported having a father wlio w~ Conse1rvative are 

~ot repeated for those workers who reported that~t~eir fathers 

were other than Conservat~ve party supporters. The ASovernent 

towards the Conservative party ;or this group seems un,..r~,late~ to 

region or city size with the exception of the rural South. In 

.--
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~ 

the South a large 41% had moved towards Conservativism from other 

family traditions. This suggests sorne powerf~l influences 
~ 

tonservatizing workers in this type of milieu; Only 4% separates 
( 

th,e large city "i.n the North from the medium ~ized city. In the 
1 

Soutb, a mere 2% sepqrates large and medium sized cities. What­
.." 

1 
ever influences are at wo~k_e~~ing the Co~servative support of 

those wor~ers reporting Conseiative fathers in the medium sized 

cities and sus~aining it in the large ~tie~ does not, at the 

same time, seem to be rnoving voters towards Conservativism in any 

consistent way. The influence felt i5 more to the erosion of ~ 

Conservative ~up~r~, particularly in the medium sized ~ities and
l 

. 7nt to the moving of voters towards Conservativism. 

, 
With respect to regional,differences, these are negligible 

except in the rural areas. There, a 46% difference exists between· 

North and South in terrns of those reporting Conservative fathers, 
~ 

.but again the cell sizes are small. " ~oes suggest sorne con-

siderabie differences in milieu between rural NfFth and rural 

\ Sout~. These diff~rences reflect a1so in the w~rkers moving towards 

Conservativism. There, 'a 25% difference exists a~d we see the 

cell sizes are somewhat larger and more relia~le. But this ls 
\ " 

\ ~ 

the only major di~erence between North and South. The overall 
J 

~ifferences in industrial structur~ do not translate significantly 

into'political terms. 

r 
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• 
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In accounting for these differences in terms of both 

city size and regionally in rural areas, we ean note sorne 

differenees between the rural North and the rural South. Much 
-

of the rural South consists of areas cO~~~~Jn.itÎgfew mini.QfS or 

m~nufacturing industries. The areas close ta London which Butler" 

and Stokes surveyed, Basinstoke, Sevenoaks, etc., are'largely 

residential areas for London eornffi~ters. Other parts of the rural 

South aré agrieultural, market towns, and resort areas. Any manu-

fac-turing in these areas would be on a small seJale, although 

i 
exceptions do exist - Winchester is an airera ft e~nter. It is 

'" precise ly in ,tr'iS type of fiN. lieu tha t the tradi tiona l social 

---, -- ---

struc~e of Brita~n would be likely to remain ,intact and where 

Lockwood's deferentia1 traditionalist type of voter who defers 
30 

to the traditional norm~and status system would existe This 

type or worker ~thin this context is likely to be a working,elass 

Conservative, experiencing strong pressure to become one or stay 
",. 

one. ,Our data suggests strong movements towards Conservativisfu 

from' other fa mi ly vot ing traditions and a lthough the cell sizes 
" 1 

ar~ small, a strong tendency for Conservqtives to remain Conser-

vative. The working class here is isolatéd and probably does 
Ir JO 

not form itself into working class communities, in the w\y that 
) , 

might occur in other parts of the country. They"are probably 

~tegrated into' traditional (status systems, that support conser-' 

vative voting on the par~ of the working class. 

1 

-----

, . 
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In the North on the other hand, fewer rural communities 

are either resort, agricultural, or residential areas for big 

cities. This suggests a different type of basis upon which the 
i 

rural working class is formed. Many of the rural areas in the 

North are fairly industrialized. \ In Wales, bath Caernavon and 

Carmathen, in addition ta sheep farrning, are also centers for 

slate quarrying, various forms of mining, rnetallury industries 

and flour rnills. The rural area of Sou~h Northants, ls a center 

for ironstone rnining and quarrying,.rnetal working and leather 
-

mànufacturing. Rural Britain, at Least in the North, is rarely 

rural, but usually close to sorne industrial center. Even the 

small market towns of the North, such as Thirsk in Scot land, has 
31 

agricultural machin.ery manufacturing, and flour mills close by. 

Having indicated the nature of the differences between 

rural,North of Britain and rural South, let us turn to the differ-

ences between large anq medium sized cities in bath the North and 

South. 

First, we should look at the general character of the 

large city-to see w.hat is sustaining support tb the extent that 

it is cornpared to the medium sized cities of both North and South. 

o Most large cities in both North and South Britain are not great 

manufacturing centers. They are rather commercial centers. 

London, Birmingham, Manchester and Edinburgh are aIl regional 

commercial centers. Sorne other large centers are parts, Liverpool 
J 

and Cardiff in.the North and Southampton, London and Portsmouth 
Il 

~f 
1 
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~ 
in the South. Many of the Northern cities are involved in the 

textile trade which in z::..ecent years has become· highly mechanized 

-
and is no longer reminiscent of the heavy ind~stry of earlier 

phases of the industrial revolution~ These cities, then, are 

not of a kind to.create large concentrations of workers. They 

are largely middle class 4in character and probably hospitable 

environments for sustaining working class Conservativism. 

'" It is in the middle sizecl towns and cities that we note 

a steady erosion of working class Conservativism, and in these 

milieu we have'large concentrations of workers. In the North, 

such coal towns as South~h1elds~ Durham and Barnsley, the ship-

building center,'at Birkenhe~ or the engineering and auto works 

" at Luton (the city the 'Affluent Worker' study focused on) are 

places not likely to be hospitable ta Conservativism. These 

cities are largely working class cities Wi~ small middle classes. 

While Northern middle ~zed cities have a hlghly indus-

trial character, the South~rn towps.tend.not to be as industrialized. 
1 

1 

The large defections from the Conservative party in 1964 in the 

'" S6uth i5 then some~hing of a puzzle~ 1 Many of the Southern medium 

sized town5 are resorts, residential and market~ng towns. 
~ 

A 

number, however, are manufacturing c~nters. 
1 

1 

) 
Guilford, as weIl 

as being a residential town for commuters to London, has a knitting 

mill. Folkstone and roole, while bath being resorts, are ports. 

1 
\ 
\ , 
1 

• 1 

1 

Poole is a naval supply base. Torquay, a resort in South West 
'\ 1: 

1 
1 
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Englanq, ls a pharmaceutical, manufacturing and pottery center. 

However, the heavy industry of the type associated with the North 

is often Iacking. How do we then e~plain the large movement away 

from the Conservatives. We must not forget our cell size i5 

smail. This may, in part, be an answer. Sorne force other than 

the industrial nature of the community would seem to be moving 

workers away from Conservativism. It is, in fact, Southern towns 

of this type that a Liberal revival appeared in the early slxties. 

Orpington, the big surprise in by-elections during the period of 
'V , 

Conservative ru1e between 1959 and 1964 which fell to the LiberaIs 

in 1962, is a town in this group. At Orpington, the LiberaIs took 

the seat from the Canservatives with a 30% increase in their , . 

support at the same time Labour support dropped by 10% and Conser-

vative support by over 20%. Clearly sorne sort of protest was 
, , 

being mounted in medium sized Southern towns during this period, 
1 

1+ 
particularly in the midd1e class communities of Southern England 

in which the working class was also affected and perhaps experienc-

ing the same~pressure. This might account for the strong movement 
~ 

away from the Conservatives experienced by t~se middle sized 
~ 

Southern communities. 
( , 

We "see" then, that while regional influences are negli-' 

gib1e despite what appears to be differences in the s,ocial struc-

ture of Northern and Southern Britain, the major differences 

oçcur in the ,size of communities and this might be influenced by 

" 

the absence or presence of a concentrated working class, and in\ , 

-----_.- ,. 

, .. 
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the Southern middle sized eommunities b~ a protest vote of sorne 

kind against the Conservative government. 
1: 

Geographieal Mobility, 

Geographieal mobility or ,igr~ti~n i8 one of the key 

factors in the ~ndustrializatio~process. The transformation 

from rural community to urban society is a consequence of indus-

trialization. The amazing growth of such nineteenth eentury towns 

as Manchester, whietf grew by 45% in the' decade from '1821 and 1831, 

and Leeds whieh in the same period grew by 47%, and Bradford whieh 

grew between 1841 and 1851 by an amazing 200%, from 34,560 to 
\. 

103,778 inhabitants, aIl attest to the re1ationship between the 
, 32 

ear1y phases of industria1izati~n and migration. These cities, 

it shàuld be noted, were a11 located in the indus trial heartland 
..fr~). 

of England, the North. Simi~arry, London grew from three million 

in the early 1860's to four and a half million at the close of. 
, "'" 33 

the century, just fort y years l~ter. Migration was not just 

i into the eities pf the north from the rural areas but in the 
, 

South as' weIl. 

,Whi le migration has been associated with the early phases 

of industrtalization, it is still an important factor in British 

life. Rather surprisingly, we learn in the "Affluent Worker" '. ,. 
st~dy that 71% of the random sample of workers in Luton "were not 

natives of Luton or the Luton district; and in 56% of· cases their 
34 

.parents- were .living entire1y outside of the Luton area". In 

the new restu'dy of Banbury, Stacey et al note that 54% of the 

1 
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25,000 people living in Banbury at the time of the survey were 
35 "-

immigrants. The over~helmingly majority were not, it was 

out, Commonwealth immigrants, but the resuit of internaI 

!lOver 40 per cent", it was reported, "had arrived 

during the firs t seven years pf the sixties". InternaI migra-
i 

tion would seem then to still be an important factor in Britisn 

society. 

The process of geographical mobility involv~ the up-

rooting of persons from stable communities that they had been a 

part of and relocation in another community. Often this i5 

planned relocation., The Young and Wilmott study Family and 

Kinship in East London exarnined the influence of the planned 
11\ 

movement of members of a stable London community into a new 
36 

community twenty ,miles away just outside of London. Private 
.. 

migration has also occurred on a wide sc~le. Cullingworth, in a 

"'" "'sJ;udy of housing needs in London and Manchester, estimated that 
1ft " " . ," , 

while 250,006 people had bean relocated in planned rnoves or "over-
J, _ 

spili lf programmes as they are knowtl • . About 150,000 people had 
\il 37 

, moved privately in \ the sarne periode . , 

It ls the effect of leaving stable communities qnd mov­

ing to co~unities that' are new and different and the politieal 
1Ii... <1 

effects of this type ~f movement that Table 3-11 is conc~rned 
J 

with. Only two ca'tegories are used., those that have stayed in 

,the reglQn thèy were brought ~p in and those that have left that 

, , 

1 
1 
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38 
region. It was decided'to use regions as our criteria of geo-

" 

graphical mobility because the movement from a region i8 a far 
~ ~, 

more uprooting experience than movement from the town one is 
!S" 

brought up in into another town in the same region. As the Young 

and Wilmott study of Greenleigh showed, people who have been. re-

located still return to their place of origin and keep roots in 
38 

that place with the people, they knew. Moving out of a region, 

it is much more difficult to do this • 

. , 
The experience of being uprooted does have sorne political 

, consequences both for those moving away from the Conservative party 

and those moving towards the Conservative party. While 50% of 

those who remain in their region of upbringing have left their 

father's Conservative party, 58% of those who have ~t the region 

of uebringing have 1eft the Conservative party of t~5 father. 

Similar}y, while 16% of ,those who stayed in their region of up­

bringing have le ft their family party for the Conservatives, 27% 
Il 

of those who have left their region of upbringing did so. Clearly, 

being uprooted moves workers away from their family party. It ~is 
• 

1 not really a' question of there being a move towards or away from 

the Conservatiyes. Rather, the exp~rience of uprootedness is more 
- . 

likely to rnean a loss of the support system that had kept the 
~ . 

~ 

political attitudes of the worker and his family.in place. 'By 

moving to a different milieu, he is then likely to be moved 

politically by the milieu and by the new community that he finds 

.. 
1 
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himse~f in. Uprootedness then both erodes and creates working' 

----class conse'fvativ:sm. In fact, the Conservatives do not gain,at 
..? 

least in terms of the data collected ~ Butler and. Stokes., In 

the exch~nge of voter~' allegianèes fo~)those who have left their 

region, the Conservatives lose 18 voters while as' a resu1t lof 

movernent in the exchange, they gain only 16. 50 a fairly even 

exchange seems to take place as a result of the political effects 
,. 

of geographical ~obility. Geogr~phical mobility is not a factor 
1 t 

in sustaining working 'class Conservativism, although it does 
1 

generate movement away from family voting traditions. But, as . 
we can note, w~rkers seem to settle into another party tradition 

readily. .. 
\ . 

! 

Trade Union Influence on Political 50cialization 

Many claims have been made regarding the influence~f 
i ,. ." 

trade union rnembership on voting. A consistent relationship has 

invariably been fouqd between Labour voting and trade unioR 

membership. However, a nurnber of cornmentators have questioned the 
, 

actual influence of unions on voting. Nord~inger has suggested 

that 
/ 

J 

Labour supporters are origlnally led to 
join trade unions (while the Conservatives 
tend to pre fer non-mernbership) because of 
the ideological affinities, cornmon aims and 
organizational interconnections between the 
Labour party and the trade union movement-. 40 

'"" 

. Nordlinger is then suggesting an element of free choice as to 

trade union rnernbership, that sorne people select themselves into 
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unions while others dépending upon their background do note 

Nordlinger, in fact, presents evidence that sons of Conservat1ve 

fathers are less like1y to join trade unions than sons of Labour 
) . 

fathers. Background here then seems crucial.~ But1er'and S~okes 

have sim~larlY'suggested that 

the factors' which incline people to be 
Labour can ~lso ~ncline th~ ta join ~ 
unions and ~hat this self~selection is 
deeply involved in the greater propensity 
of union members to vote Labour.41 

~ The influ~;ce of trade unions t,hemselves 'are thus being calle~ 

, "\. 
into.question. It is. proposed that self-selection, Labour people 

going to ~mi~ns, Conservatives not,' is actu~ the major factor. 

But what ",of the p0ùy-cal socialization thesis? Are thùse with a 

Cons~vative background (J) 1ess 1ikely to enter trade unions 

(b) does being in 
(' 

direction 

in terms of their political socialization. 

c 

Lmmediately, we can note that those with Conservative 

backgrounas ~re far less 1ike1y to join trade unions. (See Table 

3-120") In fact, wh~le on1y ~56% of those having Conservative 

fathers joined unions, 73% of those with other family traditions 

report that they are members of trade unions, while for workers 
... 

reporting a :tàbour father, 80% are ~rade union members (~128). 

" 

An element of seff-selection would seem to be at work here ~shing 

those with a non-Conservative past towards membership of a traQe 

union, and restraining workers from Conservat5ve backgfounds • ... 
The comments of bot~ No~d1inger and Butler and Stokes would seem , \ 
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to be borne out by this data, Self-selection does seem to be 

a factor in union'membership, It may weIl be that while those 

with a Labour background, are active joiners of u~ions, workers ~ 

from COJ'lservative fârnilies may be hostiJe apd not Imerely pas~ive 

towards the question of trade union membershlip,-

In terms of the"effects of u~ioy member~ip ~n workers' 

::::::::: :h:::s:::a::::t:;:~:r:::::·~::h::::~:::b::::::Sdoes 
seem fo liberate them somewhat from th~~st. in fact, a 17% J 

i 

difference separates unionis'ts trom non-unionists reporti?g ,a 

Conservative father, 61% of the unio~ists ~ing ,away from Con-
, 

III , ' 
servativislU and 44% of non-unionists, doing so. At the same time, 

movement away from Conservativism is facilitated tbrough trade 
" ,,- ,,1 

union membership, movement towards Conservativism is also in~ 
o • t 

hibited by union 

separa tes 
A 

does hide the 

nificant, 

membership, However, 

ts from non-u~sts 

. 
only at.sma Il 8% ~ifference,-

here. This table, however, 
~ , 

qf downward 'm9bility whicn could be sig-

propensity for those with B 
1 

Conservative past to avoid trade unions. Many of these,workers 
~ 1 

could be downwardly mobile with a tendency to hold onto their 

Conservativism with more tenacity than the non-mobile worker .., 
with a Conservative past, 
'\ ,.r 

~ C When the, issue of the iry:lu:,~ce of d:-ade unions i;1 
eXBmined by the social class of the worker's father, the t~nacitY,~ 

( 
" 

! 

) 

.1 
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\ 'il 
worker becornes appa!\ent. (sèl Tab le' 

~I ~ ------------------

, 
1. 

1 

of the downwardly mobile 

3-1~. ~ 
.) 

Both the downwardly mobile~trade'uni~nist and-non~trade 
;,'-- ____ _ 

r 
unionist are fairly solid Consèrvative suppo~ters. 40%-and 44%· 

~~~----- -- .. _J .~_:' 

of their support went" to the Conservative pa-~ty' ,in 196~. This 
'. .-. ~;.-~~~ " '. ~-=--

suggests ,thar irrespectîve of union membership i-the,,-do.wnwardly 
t.Jf ' -' '-". '--

~obile hold on to1their Co~servativism at ~bo&t the same rate. 
'f • 

• 

Trade unionism does not force downwardly 

~th~ C9~serva;ive pa~ty any more than the 
- / 

mobi le 'members awa:y from ):'~>~C~.1 

non-unionists .. ~n- . 
--;:::'~-~-: .. - (\ 

'liard mobility influence s a worke~ Î s poli tics far more.·s tron~.tY 
1 . ..,. , 

thatiJ whether or not, he belongs 
" U 1 • 

to a trade 'union. 
.. 

Having said 
/ 

th\6,. Q.owever, to note that those workers support- ( 
\ 

{, . 

.. 
iI)g either the Liberal 0r the Labour party are moved by union 

J 

! 
status. A 25% dieference separa~es the downwardly mobile trade 

i < 

unionist from the nQn-unionist in the e~tent of his support for 
\ .. . 

t~Labour party. Unionists are much more likely to vote for 

'thJL~abour ~arty' •. but no~-unionists 'are m~r~ lik~ly to vote (f, < 

for the ~iberals .• Here there is'~ l7%"gap between unionists 
~ 

and non-unioniis.t s. i~ lrioks a~ i~ ~he'trade' union movemeht i8 . ~ . , 
, ' ' 

• 1 

Qble to hold on ta or ,draw people tE> "the Labo,ur party, 'while 
1 ~ \ - ,,",, 

" . \ 
for t!te rl"on-unionist who ls ljIot tied into, Labour: the Liberals 

~ 
-' , " 

perceived as an attractive party. 
<. 

'" ".,), 
T.he c,ase of 'union 

. ' 
1 0 .~" 

": fathers 18 less am~iguous. . ~ 

- , 
less .likèly to 'support the 

-" 

.unioni~~st a ~2% différence 

01 • l • 
.' . .~ 

Il 

and non-union workers who had manual 

-Here ~emb~s' of trade unions were , ~ 

l 0 1 

Conservative party~ in 1964 than non-
t ,. 

separates th~se two groups& Trade 
< 

1 

.! t; 

, 

.,' 

;~ 
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upionis,ts were far mor:el likely to give their support to the 

Labour party, In ,fact, a_24% difference separates unionists 
\f Il, 

from pon-unionists in terms of their support for the Labôur 
7 

l?arty. 'A smaller but signific'ant di:f~ence of 10% in the 
~ 

level of Liberal vàti~g hetween unionists,and non-l,mionis ts 
lII.' , 

"-

T~ evidence 50 far seems to suggest that there is 
... \ -1, 

l . 
some influence on working class politics as a result of trade 

un~on membership or the lack of it, and that thi. influence 1. 
1 < 

,not merely a result of self-selection. Unionists both with a 
-~, , .. 1 1 

~ 

non-manual and manual background seem far more likely to support 
~ 1 "'.,.., 

the Labour party, while no~membership- ~n a union seems to free 
1 

i , ' 
workers ,from the influence of 

\ . Labour and move them either towards 
/ -'-

) 
~ Liberalis~ or Conservativism. The non-manual, n,n-unionists are. 

here the ~~ception and it seems that here both unionists and non-
\ 

unionists are fairly immune, frOl~ any movement a'way ;rom the C~n­

sefvative Pî.rty. Presumably middle class s"tatus immul'lizes them 

to the Labour influence of the trade union. 

( ---
1 

. A final point concerns the combiQed aff~ct\o~ the 

_'father' s class and party on trade unionl§tt s politics. ' 'n1e cel1 ~ 

~:-;~es are' ' too small ,to warrant a com'PI"ete., table but this h,a{) been 
, \ . . 

U11.\mari~ed. (See footnote 42.) This table shows that the non-
t ., ;)' -----, .. 

.. 
" 

tnanual with èonservati:ve fat hers ai;e' u influenced - ïn ~e_ rms of 
, 1. e l' __ L~ 

sny tnovemen,t,/away from the father's party -as a-resulé 6,f u~ion 
i) 
i "', 

\ 
"1 ___ .1. _ \. 

, . 
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, 
i 
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membership. 
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'" f ' 
But~ by the same token, movement towards the Con-

75 

., servative party in 1964 was also ~imited, both n~n-untontsts 

and unionists having about thè same level of support., It would 
'''" 

seem that this table indicates~ although the cell sizes are too 
'l 

small to be taken as firm evidence, that workers from middle 
-'" ; 

class homes are not influenced by membership in a trade union. 

They do not move a'way ~rom or towards the Conservative party j.n 
• 1 1" .' \ '" 

any s!gnitic~ntly different way than the non-members. This inter-
1 

pre~ation seems in line with th~' evidence from Table 3-13. For 

workers from manual homes, som~ differences ~o exist that sugge?st " '. ( 

that membership in a ~nionldoes act to move ~orkers from Canser­

vative families away from the Conservative party. Similarly, 

union membership seems to inhibit movement towards Conservativism 
• ", 1 > 

for those 'from non-ConServative homes. It seems that a middle 
f) 

class backgr0l!nd successfvlly/ itnmun~zes worken~ from trade union 
1 

or La'bourising ihfluence, but that those from manual backgrounds, 
1 • • 

., 

even with ~onservative fathers, are influepced, particularly, 

~ ... with respect to trade unibnists joining the Labour ~arty. - Con­

servative political socializatiqn then is not enough of a bul-
~ 

wark~ against trade unionism., 
J ,. 

But downward mobility, particularly, 
, .~ ,-

co~bined Witj Conserwa.t~ve ~oc:ralization e:tfectively ~imits the t· 
Labouri~ing influenc't of the' trade ~nions., Q 

Thus the Nord~inger 
, , 

and Butler and Stokes' position must be revised slightly to show 

that manual workers from non-.JQiddle class, non-Conservative homes' 

are subject to pressures inducing them to support Labour. , 

o 'iJ ... 
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1 
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FOOTNOTES 

1 Whi1e MeKerizt? and Silver and Nordlinger tend to 
ignore politica1 sociB1iz~tion as a factor determining the 
polities of ~he Conservative manua1 worker, others have taken a 
negative view. In a recent study based on a survey ~f,only thre~ 
English constituencies, Jessopafter reporting the Butler and 
Stokes finding that, "three fifths of those whose parents suppo~ted 
the party not dominant in their class continued to support that 
party themselves", went on rather ironical1y ta claim that, "this 
suggests ~hat inherited~party loyalties may not be so importan~ in 
exp1aining wdrking, class Conservativism". Despi~ Jessop r s claim 

p • ~ 

to the contra~y, three fifths of an electorate following their 
pa'rents r party is still a sizeable figure, and if true would be 
of considera·ble importance in explaining wqrking class Conservativ­
ism., See Jessop, op. cit.~~. ~56. For other works critical of 
the political socialization perspective s~e E.R. Tapper and-a.R. 
Butler, "Continuity and Change in Adolescent Polit;ica 1 Party Pre­
fe1='ences",~Political Studies, (Septe"mber 1972, PP. 390-394, and 

1 

D. Marsh~. cit. 

2 The actual numbers r~cruited into Conservativism trom, 
other patties in fa&t makes up fdr the losses sustained through 
movernent away f~the Conservative party by those who were 
socia lized intO> ths.,t party. According to the But 1er an,d Stokes 
figures, the Conservatives lost 75 -of th~se who claimed'to h~veJ 
had Conservative fathers but th~ gained 107 new voters in 1964 
from those who r~port other politieal backg~ound~. Conservativism 
with respect to this study might be dee1ining in terms of political 
socializati~n but'it is picking up suppor-t elsewhere. 

1 • i 
3 In their discussion on working tlass Co~servativ1sm, \ 

the only variable that Butler apd Stokes serio~sly introduce is 
-polit iea 1 socialization. With tespect .to fnother variab le, we 
will discuss shortly.,.. they suggest that " s8cial rriobili~y can make 1 

only a small contribution to the fact that ,a quarter of British 
electors fail t.o vote in accord with their class". In fact,38% 
of 'Working cla,s~ Conservativism can be-explained by ~his source. 
See Butler and ~tokes, 'op. cit., PP ... 10,4,.1115. ' 

- - t-" ~- -- ~ -- -------~- ---
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,4 In one of the elassic st'udies of social mobility, 
Bendix and Lipset after reviewing the ~vailable studies on the 
polities of the downwardly mobile noted thàt "downward mobile 

'persqns are iéss likel-y tl? identify with the polj..tical and economic"',·· .. 
organization~of the working, class thah manual workers who inherit 

.. , , 
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f. their class status". See Seymour Martin Lipset and Reinhardt 
Bendix, Social Mobility in Industrial Society, Berkeley, University 
of California Pr~s, 1959, PP. 69-70. I~ a later review of'the 
relevant literature on the political af(ects of downward mobility, 
Lipset suggested of downward mbbility that "thèse rather extensive 
mQvements into the industr~al proletaria~ are one of the major 
sQurcès of Conservative pù4itics within that c1ass". S,ee Seymour 
Martîn--Lipse~ Political Man,. Garden City, N. Y., Doubfêday Anchor, 
1963,' p*" 272. Finally, in anotlier'-'study of ,the effects of mobility 
on voting Thompson using British data found t.hat 37% of the down-

--wardiy -mobire working class ~upported the Cans~rvatives, while 21'70 
of the non-mobile working class did so. See Kenneth H. Thompson 
"Cross National Analysis of Intergenerationa1 Social Mobility and 
P~itical Orientation", Comparative Political Studies (4), April, 
t97l, PP. 3-20 • . On tqjs evidence, the downward1y mobile not onlr __ ~~ 
retain their Conservatïve po1itjcs, but a1so according to 
Lipset represent a large source.of working class Conservativ~m. 

5 The vie'w portrayed in footnote 4, tha t the downward ly mo­
. bile retain their Conservative partisansh~p ta a greater extent than. 
----tnàigenous working c1ass Conservatives has been recently challenge& 

by Paul ~. Abramson. Using British data, Abramson has found that 
when fath~r' s party was controlled for, 50% ~f the, pon-mohile, and 
50% ~f the downwardly mobile into the working c1ass, who,had. Con~­
servative f~ther~ continued ta support the Conservative ~arty •. 
H@wever, in a more recent study Abramson again usi~g ~ti~h-~----
has shown that while 48% of the no.n-mobi1tt working '1class' '\\I1th'"''' j " 

~>, Conservative father~ continued to gi"e their preference- as.,Con"" __ """'"""'~""" 
servative, only 41% of the downward1y mobile with Conser-VB-t-i~--_____ -L , • .., , ' 
fathers did sa, AbramS"On is suggesting that considerable re- ,~- --- ---
socia1ization is taking place.' Abramson' s data thus sugge'sts '", < """: 0"" , : 

that, do~~ard socia~ mobility-is a barrie~ to conti~~éd support 
for the Con,servative party unlike the non-mobile working c1ass 
who remain more strongly committed ter their father' s party. See---;-~­

Paul R. Abramson, op. cit., 1972 and Paul R. Abramson "Inter­
generation'al Social Mobility and Partisan Preference in Brita~n'­
and- Italy" , Comparative Po li tica 1 Stud~s (6), July 1973, PP. 221-
234. 
) 6~' 

/, ," Sorne support for the idea that large numbers' of the 
dowrtwardly mobile were socij1ized to Cori'servative party po'Iitics 
put were not conscious of/ft c?mes, from those workers who were ~ 
downward.1y mobile and r7.1a1-1 thetr father's politics as beipg , 
Labour. This downwarcU'y mobile g't"oùp from the middle class 
rt:;sisted any move' tqwards Conservativism. ...On1y 12% voted Conser­
vative in 196~ (N~2)). See Table 3-3. 

1 1 
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7 ' 
See for ~ftance Angus Campbell et al, The American 

Vbter, New York, John Wiley & Sons,].960, Ch. 16, and Richard F. 
Hamilton, Class and Politics i~ the~ited States, New York, 
John Wi1ey and Sons, 1972, PP. 308-319. 

8 K 
Jessop, op. cit., P. 178. 

9 cl 
H~ward Newby, IIAgricultural Workers in the Class 

Structure", The Sociologic,al, Review (20), August 1972. Despite 
his remarks on 'the deference 'of the agricultural labourer, Newhy 
who has carried out research on farro workers in East Anglia, a 
large farming 'ârea in Eastern England, reports'with r€7spect ta 
polttics that "there ls evidence to suggest that agricultura1 
workers in Egst Ang1ia at least vote Labour more than is genera11y' 
recognized"" Ne'lr1by, op. cH., P. 433. For a work that perhaps 
suggests the origin ot situations that could give rise to the 
Labour y~ting of agricultural labourers, see Colin Bell and ,Howard 
Newby;/IIThe Sources of Variation in Agricultural .Workers Images 
of Soc 1ety", The Sociolpgical Review (21), Mayi' 1972, PP. 229- 253. 

10 W. Williams, The Sociology of an Erig1ish Village, 
Gosforth, London, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1956, P. 43. 

~l The finding of the limited~upport for the Conserva­
tive party amongst~hose'with a farmingoackground,but support 
for leftist parties is consistent with data reported for France-·:~· 

and Italy on the politiœs of agricultural workers. In bath 
socie:ies, t~e left vote of this group was high. ~See L1pset, 
op. C1t., PP. 234-238. ' 

, 12 We have followed the distinction that McKenzie and 
- ---~- r-st1ver hav€'-made regarding the division 'Of the 'working" cl~ss in 

" .. , ,:",·,,,,-ot,t"r!ns·of-"skilled and unskilled,workers. Foremen and skilled 
,-- - --workers are therr--the ski1led working class or upper working class 

while 'semi- -and \ülski11ed workers are the unskil1ed or lower 
working c1ass.' In the ,Mo-Kenzie éJnd Si1~er study an 8% difference, 
was reported between the upper and lowe~working c1ass in the~r 
support for the two major parties. In the upper working c1ass 
32% ~upported the Conservative par~whi1e 24% of the 10wer 
working class did 50. These figures ar~ f,or the two major parties 
only. See'McKenzie and Si1~e~, op. cit., PP. 92-93 and PP. 265-
269. ' 

.13 Peter Wilmott, The Evolution of a Community, London, 
Rout 1e~dge and Kegan Paul,' 1963: 

. . 
~ 14 Housing in Britain: a short account, Reference 

Division, Ceqtral Office of Information, London ffR5687 /67, P. i 1. 
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15 Britain an Official Handbook, London, Her Majesty's 
Stationary Office, 1966 edition, PP, 187-189, 

16 Wilmott, op, cit., 1963, p. 164. 

17 See Peter_ Wilmott 'and Michael foun'g, Family anel. 
C1ass in a London Suburb, London, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1960, 
p, 116. In fact 56% of their working class homeowners reported 
that they thought of themselves as "middle class", while iH the 
Wilmott study of the couneil estate at Dagenham, that is of non­
homeowners, it was reported that only 13% of the manual workers 

... ascribed a "middle class" identification ta themse1ves, Wilmott, 
OP. cit" 1963, P. 102. 

18 1; their study Wilmott and Young suggest that -many~ 
of their working c1ass homeowners reported feeling resented and 
réjected by the middle class residents of Woodford. \, It was 
Wilmbtt and Yçmng who fir\t talked of working class "enclaves" 
within midd1e class area~. Thu~ rejected by the midd1e class. 
the working c(~ss may weIl formtits own community within the 
middle class world. Being close t~ this wor1d and not a part 

.of it may crystalize the c1ass conflict for these workers and in 
time bring thern back to the Labour ,party. See Wilmott and Young 
(1960), op. cit., PP. 117-~22. • , 

1 

19 Margaret Stacey et al, Power, Persîstence and Change, 
London, Routledge and .Kegan Paul, 1975, PP. 15-16. 

r$.O Lipset, op, cit., P. 231. 

~/ 
Hamilton, op. cit., Ch. 6 and 7. 

22 C.A. Moser and Wolf Scott, British Towns, London, 
Oliver and Boyd. 1961: This is a pioneering s~udy that attempted 

~ ~ to analyse a10ng a number of dimensions, e~onomic characteristics 
and social class being'two of·the~, the 157 British towns of over 
50,000 inhabitants. 

, . 
23 A number of" sèudies have shown that considerable 

regional variation on a number of dimensions exists'in Britain, 
~artkcularly, with respett to the differences between North and \' 
South. See B.E. Coates and E.M. Rawstroll, Regional Variatioll in 
Britain, London, Batsford, 1971, Moser and Scott, op. cH.-, il 1 \. 

PP. 42-45, Michael Hechter, If The Persistence of Regiona1ism in' ,1 

~he British IsleS,', 1885-1966", Amer1.can Jour al of Sociolo y 
Vo1.",,79 (t, September 1973, PP. 319::.'3 aqd ohn and Anne-Marie 
H~kett, The Br~tish Economy.: Prob1ems and ospects, London, 
p'eorge Al en an Unwin, 19 7, PP. 7 ':'97'. For\ a novel ,which catches 1 

the emerging "difference between Northern and outhern 'Britain in l: 1 

the Victorian era, see Eliza~eth Gaskell, Nor h and South, London, _ : 
Oxford University Press, .1973. 0 -

• .' \ . 



r 
1 

i 

(, 

( 

/ 
/ 

\ 

/ 
/ 

'~ , 80 

24 The extent to which the North, and this includes 
Wales and Scotland, emerged as the dominant indus trial region 
during the revolution in manufac~uring can be seen,from the 
following sets of figures. As early as 1788, NortherqoEngland 
possessedl 63% of the spinning mules that had helped revolutionize 
the textile industry, ,Southern England posses~~d\3io of the total 
number of spinning mules in production. In the ~e of steam 
engines in use between the years 1775-1800 the North possessed 
40% of aIl steam engines, the Midlands 32% and the South 28%. 
Again in the case of the power loom in 1835 the Nor'th used 72% 
'and, the Midlands the remaining 28%, the South had no power looms. 
Siml1ar1y with}coal production, which once the steam engine was 
introduced and large-sca1e iron production began laid the founda­
t~ons for the industrial revolution, the North produced 79% of 
the 64 million tons produced in 1855, the South 2% of that pro­
duction. By 1847 the two main producers of pig iron were Scot1and 
and South Wales antl tbgether with the West Midlands, they produced 
86% of the total production. Southern England' at the time had 
no iron furnaces. The above sets of figures are al1 taken from 
Wilfred Smith, An Historical Intrpductian the Economie Geo ra 
of Great Britain, New York, Praeger Publi s, 1968, Chapter 2, 
PP. '111-159. In addition, Paul Mantoux, The lndustrial Revolution 
in the Eighteenth Century, London, Jonathan Cape, 1961, has much 
of interest with respect to this issue • 

. ~~ The above figures are taken from The Mtnistry of 
La'bou~.G~te, Vol. 73, 1965, PP •. 62-63. ""In fact, of the 

___ twenty-five English towns that have the highest proportion of 
workers'involved in manual occupations, 68% of these towns were 
Northern towns, while"16% each are located in the Midlands and 
South. Only 34% of the 157 towns M~ser 4nd Scott studied were 
located in the North. The Southern towns dominated -in the white , 
collar categories, 84% of the top twenty-five towns ~ith the 
highest proportion of white collar workers were locatéd in Southern 
England. See Moser, op. cit.,'Appendix B, PP. 112-151. 

26 Lipset presents data from Germany ~nd Australia' that 
suggests that theœlarger the city size the ~ore likely workers 
were td'vote for,left parties. Thus the 'work~~!class Conserva- \ 
tives on this evidence would he likely to be found in the smaller 
towns and rural areas. See Lipset, op. cit., PP. 264-2Q7. Hamilton 
found on the bther hand that manual workers in the non-South of 
the United Sta'tes were more, Democratie in middle- sized and small 
towns and rural areas than they were in the large cities. Although 
when the suburban workers who were most Republican were separated 

'...... . from the big city workers, the level of Democrat voting rose to 
the level' found in ~sma1l towns ;md rural areas; I~ this ca se, 
Conservativism within the working class is more likely to be 
found "in the suburbs than the big cities and smal1 towns and 
rural areas. This is a sâmewhat different finding from Lipset. 

" " 
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However, in the South, Hamilton reports that among manual workers 
right-wing voting i8 more 1ike1y ta be found in the midd1e-sized 
cities rather than the large citi~s and smaii towns. This is 
rather different from the càse in the non-South and again different 
from Lipset's data from Germany and Australia. See Hamilton, Class ... 
op. cit., pp; 224-245 and PP. 288-289. 

~7 In their study Moser and Scott divided th~ir 157 
towns of over 50,000 population i~~o five size categ~ies, cities, 
o~~(l) 500,000 and over (2) 250,000~nd up, (3) between 100,000 
and 250,000 (4) ùb~ween 65,000 and lOO,OOO (5) between 50,000 
and 65,000. The smallest city s,ize had the least percentage 
of the Labour force involved ïn manufacturing, this percentage 
increased and'reached a peak for the towns between 250,000 and 
500,000, and de~linèd again with cities of over 500,000. It is 
unfortunate 'that they weren't able to consider towns of 1ess than 
50,000 which could have glven SOMe idea of the nature of these 
smal1er towns a1so. See Moser and Scott, oP.' cit., PP. 47-52. 
What i8 a1so of interest is !hat they suggest that those towns 
whose po~lation was stable +15% for the years 1931-1951 have a 

'~ far higher proporti.n of· the labour force in manufaGturing.' 

- 28 This point w~s discussed in footnote 26 where voting 
differences between manual workers living in different size 
communlties were noted between the' non-'~$i)uth and the Southen? 
United States. -

29 Fbr the purposes of this analysis, North will include 
as weIl as North~rn England, the Midlands, WaYes and Scotland 
a1so. The South includes both London and South East and South 
West Eng1and. The North inc1udes the Eng1ish counties of Cheshire, 
Cumberland, Durham', Lancashire, Northumberland, Westmorlànd, York­
shire, Bedfordshire,'Cam~ridgeshire, Derbyshire, Heiefordshire, 
Huntingdonshire, Lsle of Ely, Leicestershire, Lincolnshire/ Norfolk, 
North?mptonshire, Nottinghamshire, Shropshire, Oxfordshire, ~ 

Staffordshire, Suffolk, Warw~kshire, Worcestershire, as weIl as 
the counties of Wales and Scotland. Southern England includes 
the counties of Berkshire, Buckinghamshire, Corn~a1l, Devo~shire, 
Dorset, Essex, Gloucestershire, Hampshire. Hertfordshire, Isle 
of Wight, Kent, London, Mi-ddlesex;o ~omerset, Surrey, Sussex and 
Wiltshire. In terms oE city size, in their research Butler and 
Stokes,when discussing city size refer'to an urban-rural continuum, 
going from London as a separa te value, 'to the ,.other major conurbâ­
tions, through ta multi-member cities and single-member cities, 
urban areas, mixed~areas and rural reginns. Being bound b~the 
values they have chosen, l have combined the major conurbations 
and multi-member cities to form large cities. These are centres 
wit~ a population ~n excess of ~50,900 people. Other smaller 
cities and tdwns that range in tize from 5,000 t~ough ta 150,000 
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-~ . -----make up the second value and finalTj--the rural areas are those 
with less than 5,000 people in a particular borough. This way 
of dividing city size was selecte?-partly because '1 was forced 
to use Butler and Stokes' categories, but largely because these 
divisions represent the major percentage breaks in working class 
poli tics by city size. ~--

30 This type of voter Lockwood suggests would be located 
in "S~all relatively isolated and economically autonomous cornrnuni­
ties, pa~ticularly those with well-differentiated occupational 
structures and stable populations "in ~s milieu Lockwood maiI)-' .. 
tains local status sytems develop and workers accept their status 
within the community. However, it is the lack of large old style 
industry~which forms the character of the traditional proletariat 
cornrnunities that make the communities that the defei8ntial tradi­
tionalist live in different.and gives rise to diffe~t perspect­
ive on class for the deferential traditionalist. In such cornrnuni­
ties, little manufacturing takeç place, where it does plants are 
small. The community is then not polarized between workers and 
managers, them and us, but takes on the form of an elaborate 
system 'of statuses, sorne of which involve occupation but others 
involve outside activities as a mernber of the cornmunit~. It is 
in such milieu that Lockwood argues that deferèntial traditional 
attitudes will emerge, that is attitudes of respect towards the 
local status system that the work~r is an integral part of. 
Lockwood furthermore suggests that high rates·of Conservative 
voting can be expected from deferential traditionalists\since 
they may get many of their basic values and orientations from 
the basically Conservative. cornrnunity they are attached to. See 
Lockwood "Sources •••• ", op. cit., partictIlarly,PP. 256-257 • 

31 In terms of the descriptions offered of the areas 
and cities in Britain, l have examined in detail aIl the areas 
in Britain that Butler and Stokes report that were surveyed. 
The areas surveyed by Butler and Stokes were then looked up in' 
the Columbia Lippincot~ Gazetteer and the information of types of 
industry in that ar~a noted. See Columbia Lippincott Gazatteer 
of the World, ed. L. E. Seltzer, New York, Columbia- Univer-sity 
Press, 1962. . 

,j2 # 

Asa Briggs, Vicèorian Cities, London, Odhams Press, 
1963, p. "8l. 

33 Ibid. I
,. P. 324. 

34~Goldtho;rpe-et-al, The Affluent Worker ••• , Vol. 2, op •. 
cit., - I;>. 9. ' .... 
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35 Stacey et al, Op. cit., PP. 14-15. 

36 • In fact Young and. Wi1mott report that "between 1931 
and 1955 near1y 11,000 famil\es, containing ovêr 40,000 people 
were rehoused from Bethnal Green on L. C.,C. estates, many of them 
outside the county". See Michael Young and Peter Wilmott, Family 
and Kinship in East London, Penguin Books, Hàrmondsworth, Middlesex, 
1957, P. 124. 

~ 

37 The "overspil1" policy originated in 1945 involved 
the creation of a series of "new" towns ta hand le the excess\ 
population from the major conurbations. See J. B. Cu11ingworth, 
Housing Needs and Pl~nning Policy, London, Rout1edge and Kegan 
Paul, 1960, P. 92. 

38 The regions of Britain were broken up by Butler and 
~Stokes into Scotland, Wales, Northern England, Midlands'and 
Eastern England, Southwestern England, London and Southe~tern 
~ngland. For more precise details of this ~ivision, see Inter­
university Consortium for Political R~arch; Ann Arbor, Michigan, 
Study of ~olit ieal Change in BritairL.l%~J-= 3,970, VolUll)«ê 1 ~- ,_. '-
Codebook, P. 14. 

The 
ment 
from 

39 See Youn~ and Wilmott, oP. cit. (1957), PP. 121-199. 
latter part of this c1assic work is concerne~ with the move­
to a new counci1 estate, just outside' of London,' of fpmilies 
Bethnal Green. ~ 

40 Nord1ing~r, op. cit., P. 199. 

41 Butler and Stokes: op. cit., PP. 159-160. 

42 
~ 

" Trade Union Status, Father' f! Class Background ~ 
And Percentage Movement From Fa ther' s Party, 

, (Males Only) 
.4 .... 

Father's €lass Non Manual Manual , 

" 

Trade Union Sta tus Member Non-Member Member Non-Member 

~ 
"Percentage not 50% 45 68 36 
supporting the Con- " servative Part,. of ' 
those with Conser-
vative fathers 
Total (N), {' (14) (11) (19) . (11) , 
Perb~ntage supp'orting 35% 36 14 22 . ~ 

Conservatfçvés of those j ,without'Conserva tive 1 . \".. 
4. fathers 

1 

Tota 2,_ (~). ( (20) (14) (168) (55' 
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PHAPTER IV 

THE ISSUE OF EMBOURGEOISEMENT 

In this section l want to discuss the embourgeoisement 

thesis and try ~o salvage at least a part of it. The thesis that ~ 
" 
the growing affluence of the working class,was changing sorne funda-

~ ',,,';.li 

mental working class values, including pb1iticaï~attitudes, was 

seriously proposëd in the wake of the third succe~sive electoral .' ~. 

defeat of the Labour ,part~ in 1959. , "Traditional w~rking class 

va lues had been eroded" reported Butler and Rose in their study 
l ~' 

of the 1959 e lection, "b'y the steady growth of pr?sperity". liow-

evel , they provided no data to 'Qupport tris c1aim. "Similarly, '.' 

Zweig had noted that "working class life finds itself on the move 
2 

towards new middle class values and midd~e class existence ll
• 

" '1 ' 
While Runciman in his stu'dy reported that in terms of his sample 

" . 
of manual workers "thé frequency of middle cl~s self-rating rises 

3 , 
witn income", although he doesn't say whether these workers had 

middle class fathers, which is a possible explanation. A number 

'" of researchers wer~then s~gesting that increasing afflue~e 

among manual workers was leading to the1r abandoning working 

class ~ues and becoming em\ourgeoised. 'Tt~s, it was suggested,# 

was a factor in th~ poor electoral performance of the Labour party. 

. - If..--"' __ .&I!:>tloo" ___ '_' ___ .....--.-. ~_ _. _ eh, 
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Affluen~ workrfs, it was imagined, were leaving Labour, their 
, " ~ 1 \ 
traditional pa~ty, and voting for the Conservative party. 

-
The first maj9r.piece of researcH to investigate the 

questions arïsing from t~ discussion on the consequ~nces of 

affluence effectively showed that the affluent worker was not 

" 
being embourgeoised. The "Affluent Wo:cl<er" project was under-

... 
taken in the earl~ sixties by a team,from Cambridge University 

4 
• led by John Goldthorpe and Da~id ~ckwood. This research was 

", 

designed to g'ather data on the effectS of affluenc9n a}l aspects 
,../ 

of working class life. The selection of three large manufactur-

r ' 
ing plants' in and around Luton, a post-~ar industrial town ,just 

- , \ , 
1 i 

south of the Midlands~ was initially predicated upon. the decision 

to find a site where the affluent worker was likely to ~e found. 

The Luton site approximated the most modern type of indus trial 

development where conditions, it was thought, would giv~ ri se 
1 

ta' the "privatized worker". The majority of i~s workers having 
,4 

left their traditional working class communities, and the 

s~ppoftive and restraining enviroùment this provided and moved 

td Luton. It was thought that in this milieu the embourgeoise-

ment and the privatized worker thesis could best be·tested. 

A's is weIl known, the results of the "Aff1uent Worker
1

" 

study indicated that at Luton the.affluent worker,was mor~ 
II> 

" ' 
~ 

. .,. 

-

') j. 
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strong1y for Labour than most oth~r areas in the country. 
i 

86 ' 
~ 

The 

affluent worker then, despite his ! presumed 1eaning. toward Con-
1 
1 ~ 
1 • 

servati.vism, .was, in fact, not Cotlservative 'at aIl but a strong, 
, ,_ 1 

" J, 
1 

The embourgeolsemept thesis had 
'1 

if instrumepta+,~LabQur voter. 
1 ) 

thus fai1ed its crucial test. 1 

5 
study. 

j 
A nurnbe{ of critiques ~ave 

, ' 1 
Crewe has suggested tha~ ·the 

1 

i 

\ 
1 

since ~e~n made df this 

resBar~ was undertaken 
-/ " ~ 

during a par~icu1arly go~d peri01, for ,Labour 
11 l , 

and that this was 

, , 

thus a bap year to test for the }nfluence of affluence on workers. 
1 1 

The study Crewe "Suggests was de~!igned to reject the ,affluence 
\c:-. [ l ' 

" flfj 1 

thesis but support" the instrumenta 1 voting of 0 the Luton 'workers, 

since a number of factors were at work to generate instrumenta 1 

voting but at the same time prevent the aff1uk worker from 
. , 

voting Consetvative. Two of the factdrs' mentioned by Crewe as 
, ~ 

",retar~ing jonservat~ ~oting wou1~ 'seem to' be crucial, the in-

~}uence of plant size and trade unionisme 

A nurnber of studies have reporte'd a very strong re-

latiotlship between the size of plant and the extent of Labour 
\. 6 

voting. They su&gest that the IJore workérs employed i,n a plant, 

the greater the extent of Labour"-voting among'st those workers. 

The three plants at Luton aIl emp10yed well in exc,ess lof 2,000 
... . 

workers. In fact, Vauxha11 MotolbS in its two plants at, Luton 
-7 . 

and ~r~y Dunstable was employing 28,0'00 men in i960~ Corn-, 

bined, aIl th~e 'plants emp\.oyed 'about 30% of LutO,n' s estimated 

''-

.' 
--:a _. 
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labour force of 74,000. Whil~ Goldtho~pe al set ...-:: 
et out to fincj " . 

,., \'" ,. 

t Site wheFe ~he embourgeoisement thesi~ couid be tested, the fact 
~ ~ 

....----~/ 

-that plant size was not considered .,s a test 'factor must bring --.... . 
their f~ndin~s of the lack of emb~urge~isement, at le~st wi~h 

'~,' . 
resptfct tôt thè low 'Cons~~yativè vote, into qu.estion. " Cte~rly, 

plant fize must have'a~ inhibiting effect on the amount o~ Çon-

, servative support affluent workers ~o~'give to the Co~~e~vat1ve 

party. 
1 

~ . 
, l 

Hqwever, where afflûent workers might 
n 

live and wo'r~ has 

not been considered within the.general embourgeoisement theory. . .. 
Î y-, ' 

A ;imilar àrgument~ c~n ~ made' for 'the influ~ncè of 

.,') . 

(iJJ .. ' 

trade unionism, a factor which ha,s ,Blso not been taken açcouht of 

in most presentations of the embourgeoisement, thesis. ln the p~e-
• 

v:t,>us chapter, we discussed the' ways in which trad,e ~niqns inhibit . ' 

(' t~e development of conserv~tive ,voting a~ongst trade. union mem~ers., 

Given the fac~ that 87% of ,thè'~~al sample at Luton' ~ere union: 
. . . \, . 

ize,d, it would be' surprising if &:'ldthorpe et al had not found 
o 9" "~. ~ 

strong Labour voting. The trade union influence would seem ta 
/ , 

" .. t ' prevent the development of'Conservative voti~g'among,affluent 

workers in much the sarne way that plant size tn~gh:t-. ~~n" the 

embourgeoisement the ory has assumed that Brfluence would over-
~. l " 

come th~ influence of trade unionism on workeis' politics " . " -
and tt/ls factor has also been ignore.d. We must conclude 

_J , 
then that the "Affluent Worker" study by choosing Luton as 

a site, whilst clearly yossessing the c~t"acterfstics that 
, ,1· , 

,~ , ",-

'1 '. 

, , 

, , 

> ' 

• î 
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wou1d givè rise"to embourgeoisement and instr~m"tal voting, if 

1 " 

--88 

as ,s~c~"~he~ ~xl'6.ted, W8~ una~le: t'o disprove the embourgeoise... -/ 

ment thesis be~ause other facitors acted te prevent' the develop-

ment/of èmbourgeoisement. Clearly given these facts, the ~m-". .",.. , 

b0':1~geqisem~nt . th"~sis_~a'~ not ,been very pre~isely stated and 

'is oyersimplifie4," s~ce tl;1t1Ibiting",'faéto~s à~e_ not: consitlered. 

to,te~t for embourg~o{sement controls of sorne form wouid have to 

-
-. be iritroduced.' , , 

" ' '., 

Conseque~tly,., we' must"co.nc.lude~ t;hat with~ut ,apPropriate 

~ontrolf a test of the et!'bourgeoi'semellt thesis cannot be Tade 
. ' 

an" that the "Affluent Wqrl<,er ll study, by not intr.oducing the -, 

approprie te con'trols, ~~d not . r1so1V~' th~ is~ue of ~ffluence 
• ~ \ 1> 

, 
'and ConservativeJ..votin,g. Using the Butlel; and StQkes dat"a, we 

;. 'L t • 

will re-examine 'this- issué. ',It should JJe.noted that in aIl the' 
) ~ 

following table~ the income. r~'fe:rré~, to is .,al~a~'S. t~e/~c'o~e of 

the ma le ~ead of the house')lo.ld .. 

", 

, . 

- ... 

1 ~ • " 

, There is a weak bùt apparent' rêlation~h:Lp 
.. ~ '1 

" . 
afflu~nce and yoUng impliecl in oùr data- (see T ' 
~ , , ......... \ 

the- lowèst pa'td. group, those èa;-ning under f550 pe.t-' year, 20% 
, , 

, 

vot:ed Conservative in 1964. ~,!.$ must be contrasted, with the 

highest paid ~orkÊ!l:'s earning ~ore .~han Il;,200, 38t of \'Thom .'~ 
~ere Conservative 'supporters in ~964., An 18% differeQce then . . 

" separa tes '~iglre~t, .from 1~WèS't paid. workers.' The other ~~o 
" ". 

income categor-ies fall in between and âre ptubably more 
, v • 

• , , 

"1'" ' 
,- ft .... "'~-<r~~_~~ .... 

•• , l~" '. 
. ~ 

'ft' .,.!. ,' . .' -.. '''' ' 
,,, .. 1' ' ~ ~ , 

J (} ,~...,,, :","'1 .. 

" . , 
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, 1 

tepresentatlve of. the working cla~s 
1 ! 

(note, the smBll ce1l size'. ' 

for those é8rning, 'over fI, 200 per Y,.,ea~). For those esrning " / 

between 1850,~r;d fl,200 per year only a 7% difference separates tl).em . / 
,} ~ 

,from th~ lowest paid -group. This 7% differe.n'ce ,.(27% to /20%) in 

thè level of -Conserva tiv~ support sqggest S Sp'me ~ embourgeoisement, 
, ' , 

". 

but' of a limit~r . nature. From tlii s 'can we imp ~Y that we h~ve 

disproved the thesis of embourgeoisement as .Goldthorpe, and 

Lockwood did. Clearly, as we suggest~d previou~ly, other factors 

~ , ~ 
, must be 'éontrolled for that are not considered ir'! this. taDle. 

6 In ,@ddressing the problem of affluence, ~ crucial point 

woul-4,. seem to have been con'si~tently overlooked. "At ,it,s simplest, 

~ .p 
the ëmbourg'eois~ment: thesis fi~sumes th~t the worker becpmes a 

. . - { , 

Conse~vative supporter·tHrough his growing affluence. Yet, as 
, > -., 

, we have seen, mâny working.class Conse,rvat::ives have',had a Con-
\:' 

servative family ~ocialization; can they be considered as having 

._' • J beeil. embourgeoised because they voted for the· Conservative party 

Similarly, much·of the Conserva~ive ~arty'suppo~t within 

the wo~kin~çlass cornés from those with middle class parents. 

\ 

Because ~any remain Canservative voters ,whilst becoming down-
1 

'\> 

,ward 1 y. mobi le, can 1 we c la im tha t, they.,re being embourgeoised? 

In fact. those with Conservative backgr9unds and/or middle class 

social origins may be already embQurgeoised. This suggests , 
that to make any sense of the embourgeoisement thesis, a number 

of factors dealing with, sl~al background must be controUed for. 

, . 

1 . ' 

1 
" 
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Th,e reaction, to dit'ferences in income' could be a factor of the 

type of working class voters' background ra ther than any speéific 
-/ 

embourgeois'ement. 
" 

The political soc~alization and social class origins 

of our manual workers may be a ctucial factor in,any differential 

te,sponses t~ afU\Jence tltat is, found. The factors tqat keep the 
\ '. . t? , 
w~kerl~ith a Conservative,past and/or a middle class background 

attached to the Conservative party,may be very different frOm 

those that draw the worker with a Labour party en- no maJor party' 

past towards Conservativisrrr. , . 
... 

Their responses ta affluence may 

be very different. Thus divergent approaches and a number of 
• 

controls must 'b~ introduced in order to fully test the affluent 

,~r thesis. It could weIl ofrthat the failure ta take aocount 

of political socialization and downward mobility could be ,a maior 
" . 

factor in the failure to not find embourgeoisement. Clearly, 

then, workers can react to high and' low incarnes very differently 

depending upon fàctors in their bàckgrounds . 

. ) 
. Other factors may a1so be influentiàl ~n detect-ing, 

. / 
inhibiting or creating embourgeoisement. Workers may respond 

differentially also because of r~g,onal influences or because 

r -- i • of the type of 40me they live in, or becaqse a, family has two 
, 

• 

incomes (bath husband and wife). Final1y~ we have already raised 

the issue of differential response- to income a~ a consequence 'of 

~ 

trade ,union affiliation. Unfortunately, the-issue of plant size 

" i 

C> 
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cannot be raised ~s Butler a~djStokes askeQ no questions about 
; \. 

the work milieu of théir informants. ln aIl of .these'" cases 
. , 

differantial responses to income because of backgro~nd or milieu . . , .. 

may exi'st~ thus by controlling each of the factor.s mentioned above, 
, • ,_ \ .' l' , , . 

it may be possibl~~to test the ,embourgeofsemeQt thesis adequately at 
( ~ 

1 • 

le~st in ~.er~s ot\me~suring the .extent of Con~ervàtive support 

wi'th income difference,fI. 

, . 
As with incorne alone, ,'ihen "we consider the issue of . 

the worker 1 g; politica 1 background a consistent but weak relation-
~ 10 

ship be~ween income and Conservative voting emerges. F.or those 
" , 1 . 

with a Conservative father, 45% who earned under [850 a year 
. , 

supported the ConservB,tive party iri 1964, whilst 50~ of those 

who earned o~er IS50 did 80 (see TBble 4-2), Thase who'earn 

\ m9re are thèn 5% more l~kely. to st,ay wJ.th t~ei: fa.ther' s .party. 

A 7% difference separa~es the high and l~w earners tlth a ~Labour 

father. Of tho~~ who e<;ir)ed under E850' pèr year 9% supported " 

the Conservative party in' 1964. 'On the o,ther hand, '16% of. those 

who earned over,f850 per year supported the Tories ln 196~.' . 
# 

... . 
Those w~th no ma30r party socializat!on a180 showed some tendency 

towards. embo9rgeoisement, but again on1y 6%' separates the hig~ 
.. 

and low owners. Although, in aIl cases, the differences are in 
" 

the correct' di~ection - the y are aIl consfstently small. 

What is in.teresting i5 tne .stabi~it.y of th~· Labour 

votirig for high and low earners. There seems to be little 
1 
• 

r 

.. 

1 
1 

-i , 
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movement away from Labdu~ assoèiated wit~ 'higher inc,~~r.. Also 
,~.. ~ li- • 

, the LibéraIs ·seém to l?e',c'Onsistênt1y ,,,~~pporteq by th~SET i~ the 

lower incorne group; particularly for those workers' repor.tirig a 1 

/ . " , ~ 

Conservative or no major party. !aé~ér. In eacQ c~se: irrespectlvé 

of the father' s politïcs, working class voters were le,SB l.ikÉny '. 
~ .. '" ." ,; . ,. 1 r.. ' " .. 

to support the Liberal partY'if they earned an above avèra$~ in-' 
"..". , ".. 1" 

4 -1 1 ' t. l 

come. Olle re,ading of. tl)is. is that working.class ,,?ot~rs wiih p~$h 
~ ... J,. ~ J. .. .. 

ç. ~ (,... 1 

inc.offies, Se'em slightly. 'm'ore likely to mpve' towar.cfs the Conserva- ' 
_ .... _',' , '!O> ,). ~ .. • 1. 

\ ' 

ti:ves while t:hose with a lowèr inC~~v.~ to the J..lbersls.", . ~ , 

.'" 
• •• 1, 

We . èa~ cbné'tuae' ths t income a 10ne: doe's' nob m9ve v'o'ièr~ '-
• , -

<' ~" l 

to ~Î1y gre'at extent towards the Conserv~tive"p~rty for those ' 
• Q t- ' ~, , , 

'with La,bour 'or no major party .backg,r~und/ t~ also' -do~s 'not~.. . "> 

• , , I~" ,{ : ( ~ 

t~iJl' Conservatiye party .s,upport ~ny .great exteat, But o'ther 
,? , 

" ." ' factors may &tilI be at work'wnich'we will ~ow examine, and.which, 
II " If ~ 1" ~ ;: ... ~,., " 1 

. this' ,type of table" hides. 'It, may well, ,be th~ 'downwar~ mobil:lty 
,r ..... 

o~ ntm-mobility of a wotker 1$ an importa,nt· fSlctO! here. 
, ' 

i1' , thoâ~. with ',l'ow..:tncomes, who moV'e towar~s .Liberarism $re non-mobile 
• ,Of ..., '\ • 

" ii' . ~ -#, 

. and those with. higher incomes ,who move to the" Conser~à'tives are . 

downws'rçl.).y mobile. 
(" 

• 1 

, ~ ~ .. • ,." • ' • t> 
~ . " .,. , . 

• f' Som~ interesting differences emerge when we consider 
• r' .. .,. ... .'-

.' the issu~ -of, dOWnward' ~olÙ.lity· (s~e Tab1e 4-3 )" By controlling . 
for iather' s occupation, we note/ differentia 1 respo~~' to' " 

", , , " 
, .. 

incres~~d income 'for thO':~ 1ittl non.-manusl fathers compared to 

those ~orkèrs w.jth manus!' f~theDrs .. ,Oe·those Workers who r'eported 
'f!i " '" ".. ~ 
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• that théir fether was a non~manual worker and who were themselv~s 

downwardiy'mobile, the higher paid ~o~kers wer~ stronger supporters 
, , t; -". 

\ 

o~~ both'. th,e Conservative and Libera l parties in 1964. A 1'2% 
II ~ ., ,f t 

d~ffejence separ~t~s the ,high and' low ~arning Conservative votera • 

• f 34% ,if those with a non-manua~ father who earned 1ess than 1850' , . 

per/\&nnum were Conservative supporters in 1964 compared .to 46% 
,~ > f 

o;i'tho~e .srning over k850 pOr yoar. Si~ila;lY, a 7% differ.~;e 
4~pqrates Liberal supporters in this group; the higher paid 

l' ,Y, ,,' , ' 

l being s.lightly rn_ore strongly Liberal than the lower paid. By 

" . 
the sarne token, those workers with non-manual fathers are mu~h 

Iess lik~ly to support the' Labour party with intreasing incomes. 
(I Tt ) " 

j , 0 1"- \. 

Whi1e 57% of those earn~ng ~é,SS than 1859 voted Labour in, 1964, 

oq1y 36% ot those paid over 1850 per year supported Labour,~ a 
41' 

21% difference. 

Those workers c1aim~ng to have had manual fathers' are 

on the other hand far less likely to be influenced by differ~ntial 
r . 

1 

income, A 1% d'iff4i!rence separates the ~ow ànd high paid Conse~-

vative supporters 20% to 21%, while a 6% differ~en'ce seJ;?arat.es, . 

the Labour supporters. InterestinglY,· higher incornes for this' 

group is related to a slightly stfonger level' of Labour support. 

Liberal support, however, declines with incorne, the low paid - ( 
workers are 11% I.;ibera1, the higher paid o'nly 6%, a 5% differerice •. 

\ 

This data suggests. that downward mobility ls a real 

'.factor in ~mbourgeoise~ent, both Gonse~vativeand ~iberal supPQrt 
, l, ~ • 

increase with. higher wages, and the decline in 'Labour support of 
, '" . ~ 

, ; 

, 
, 1 
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L}% is certainly ?C5Î::, insign~fic:ant. It ma}" weIl :be .that hi.gher 

than average incorne: a 11~ws the dQWI1o/ardly mopfle to ~ltng 'to· 
• • ~ , ,1 

.. t ' .. 

", 

~ ... d .. ~ ~ 

their middle 'class' ~ta'tus by 'suppqrtïng either the Co.nservative . ... ~ ~ ~ 

1 ~ f l ' 

or L'iberar prart;ies. 'j Coming, frot:ri ~ middle c1ass, b~ckg~ot:md, 'we . . . 
rt: .. , ': 

can per,~~p~ c~~Sider them ~s a Ire~ây' embDur~eofseçJ b~f~re" ~.heY 

e~t~r~j ',e'h~:" rAnks of. t~e ,working cl~'s'S .. He~ce" ~t ~s ~fgh, ~n~~.m.e, 

thaè arlows ~ them:' to remain bourgeois. ,Lo"{ incomé ,may, "in fact, 
\ 

l'ea,d: ti?" the ir proletàriaPl,izat ion and to their sU;pporting ,r~.e 
~ ~ t : ," JO _ • '.. ' ~\ • " f'" 

, Labour ,par,~y in th~ large number-s they do (57%).' Thase workeri 
~ l', " '1' ~ . 

'W,ith',8 :rna nu'a1 !background, 'h9WeV,erj seern iargely' ~'rilnf1uenced by ,f 
, _... ... ~ ~ . 

J • 

increasing incorne. 

the di~ect{on of their class party ~s'a resul~ of in~reas(~g 
. 

,~tri~otne. 'ri:'mi,ght b~ 'a ~ood {des at this point" to,èonsider ,He.. 
.. 

'", issue al ,'embou~geois,ement [rom, the point of:vie~' o"f regfàn 
~ ~ .' 

QI") l " , " .. ~ 

'. and c it:y' 'size, ànd' try ~nd locate where Jour embourgeoised workers 
, ,J ~. f '," ~ ~ • 

~ight 'be l:i ying,' 'and, 'à Î'Sb where' the Li:~~ra"l suppo;ters: are 706a~ed.: 
-.. 1.., 1 40" • , ... 

'Unfdrtunat~ly, W~ cannùt con~rol for d~wnward mobi li,ty 'as the 
, 1 ,t' ~, (./ l' r;., 

cel'l sizes become too sma11. " ' " , ,1 

\' 
t. If. • 1 

• " When we consider regibnal and:towrt size variations 
i, -, 

1 ~,~ 

with, affluence, 6Çlm~ interesting resul,ts .emerge. The large 
, • " r .. ' 

.. \ 'l' 'y. • 

- • ' 1 f. 
c: itïes'· in, both, regions show a çonsid~ra,ble agtount of- Conservstive " 

t ~ , • 

,~ ... l' l, \. , ~ 

voting .as ~oclat·é'd wl th, hi'gher' fnc'ornes" 'in .che North, a- 15% 

,difference in 

. wag~ ep:rl}'eJ"5 • 

Conse,rvatiVe yoÙng. 'exists between high 
.- J ,1 

• ,1 • l, 1 <;. ~ 

In die SoUth, this diff.e.rence is again , . , 

and lo~ 

! 1 

'. / . . 
large ,. I~'% \~e.p'ara'ti~g those conser~ative' ~upporters ea,rr'li'ng over 

ol" ~I .. 

... .... ~ 

") 1 • /~~ 

~ 1 /, ... ., 
\ 6 ~ 1 

~ ~-. - .... ,.......!-"""-~-....... ---r.-"'"'7 ...... -, , 
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f850 fr"t>rn those earning 1850 per' yeaf. From our previous) dis-
, ' 

, ' 

eussion 0: regional and eitr .size ,variations (see Ta~lle 3.10), 

we know that largé eities in'" the 's~mpie, both in North Émd South 
, ( 

Brit~in, reeorded'fairly high levels of working claes Conservativ-
.. ~ ~ ~ 

ism. We also know tha't aIl hav~ ,large mid,dle classes and a work.l. 
\ 

, 

ing class ,that i5 not based around the older heavy industries 
o . 

that initially gave fise to the working class. It is here that 
" 

we ~ould expeet to find our dOWnwardly mobile workers who as we 

ssw from th~o previous table à-re far more likely ta pe Conservs­

tive supporters wfth, increased i~come. ' The large 'middle class . '\ 
.-

in these cities bei~g a ~reater pool {f ~otential ~labour 'than 

'., 1 # medium sized towns and rural areas where the middle class ls ... -
,likely to be rnuch smaller and dOWnward mobility, consêquently 

• • 

.. 

less .likely to ~e found. But also in large eities, we can pl!r- (' 

hap~ expect more interaction<between classes thàn in smaller 
/' 

towns where one class may dominate . 
. \ 

An interesting set of findtngs can be seen for the 

, medium f?ized towns. Absolutely no form of prosperity '~.ioting . 

,emerg.es in the Norther'n meoium sized towns and eities. : 18% of 
. , 

the lower paid and 19~ of the higher paid workers voted Conser-

vatiye in 1964. A large part of this area, ~cotl~nd, South Wales 
w , 

____ .... and-No-l"'the-rn---E-ng-l-afld-,-l·.!n-~ge_l-y--~e~s of working -cla-ss-cofŒDunt-
1 

ties in whieh the workers are ·involved in many of the older heavy 

industries, where strong tra~itionalistic working clasft eommu~i­

Lies eXist:. - The nOmS ~f tliése worRing clélss commurtiJiè,s-are 
!, 
1 

. \ 
1 

, , 
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probably 'very strongl~ against workers moving towards Conservativ-
~ .' ~, , . 

- ism in the form of affluencè voting. ~imilarly, the ~dlands 
.. " 

~ which i8 the Southern part. of the regian defined a~ No;rth 18 . ~ . , 
~. ,~' ri' , 

heavily 'industr!al with many work'in,g C,~Ss communities, much 
.." D 

it based upon old' heavy, :i.ndustry., But fuuch of thi.s area a1so 
, , . ' 

eonsists of me~Hum shed to~~tfs with n~w technolo$ica~ly based 
. ~ \.>" 

industries .. ,e. This, i&J" 'ho~ever,' rt~e type of ar'ea i tbat Goldt~orpe ' 
" j (" " 

and Lockwo'bd séudied in the "Affluent Worker ,i research. If Luton 
J'» ", ( 

. ,1s typical w~th 'Jts larg,e factories and stron~ unionization, then' 

the,se factors would ~r'~verlt. /the emer~lcot1Servative voting 

as workers became more a~fluen~. 
, , 

,; Gbmpared with" the North, the Southern ~edium sizèd 

towns ,and citi~s show. a greater degr~e of affluence voting. . . 
J~ • 1 

: l~% ~iffere~ce in C9;sérva~ive support separates high and low 
" , f. 

incème .earnérs i·n this category, 21% of those. earning under 
.' ,'" \.,'. ~ 

"l850 p~r year suPP?rting the. Conservatives in '1964 and 33% of 

those"eàrning ove'~ [850'" do;ing so. This result i8 :qot unusuàl 

gi~en the nftt.Ui:"e. ,if the~'e> types of 1 toWns, in ;he ,Sou~h. ,Being 
. ( 

less i'ndustrialized and having a larger mfddle class t any work .. 
" 

.. 

l ' 1 Or ..... 

<lng class enclaves','fJo,uid ,.tÊmd to bi fa1f léss effec~iv~' st re- . 
" 

,taining the allegiar.t~è of ~'fts working cl~ss. inem~Ej!\is than in the 
. . .,. ~ . ~ - , 

s,ame S~Z~d iNo~the~l1 colnmunities~, Ât the same time with large,' 

middle class PQ~ula,t~6ns .in th"ese South~rn townp, we càn 'expect 
" 

a copsiderabl~'pot~~tiar for down~ard mobility e~ist8 and as' we 
... <,. J~ .. , 

~----

have seen from"Table 4-3, it ~s the downwardly,mobile who are 

. . 

" 

'il 
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most strongly ass~ciated with Conservative voting as incomes 

increase, , 
11 ' ' 

The most inte'résting aspect 0,( the rural cOlmnunities 
, , 

1. , ' 

. in Britain i8 the great numb~r of low incorne earners wpo ar~ 

located in them" a It1;lough this 18 a con'sis,tent pattern revealed . 
, , 

.in research iri other' societi:es. 
, 

In both North ~nd South Britain, 

it fs the rural aress that easily have the lowest income earners. 
, 

. In fact, on1y 9%~~f 'rural vage earners who are manual workers- ' 

'earned oyer La50 per year. This J.,s an extremely lo~ 'figure, j and, 
, ,-

.....l., ,1\ q .. 

makes an~ cornparison.between hign ,and low'incorne groups impossible. 
1 ' 

. But we ~an 
, t. ~ 

say that low inco~es in Southern rural, Brita~n are 

l:I, 
~, 

with Conservatlv'ism.· 5710 of the low income earnérs associa~ed .. 
supported the Conserv.!Jtiv.es in 19~4, whi~e 10w incomes in the Il. 

, 
North are associated ~ith Labour voting. Obce ag8in, this would ~ 

t ' . . • 

~eem to ~ggest ,the
t 

great differences that exist petwe~n N;rth 

and South rural milieu which we discussed earlier, when an in-
1 , 

dustriàlized rural North was compared to th~agrtcultural 'rural 
\ -

South. , 

- ' ' 
~inally, we can note the decline in Liberal voting' 

• - t . , 

'income. 'Here w~ çan'more'precisely locate the parts 'of tpe ., . 

country this ta.~es p1'lce in, notal>ly the medium sfzed citie~, 
. . ~I' 

towns, ànd rural ,area~ Gf thè South' and, ta sorne smal1 ,extent, 
, 

the, large cities ~f the North. It may weIl be that above ~ 
, 

• 1 

certain incarne wgrkers rather(than . ,... 

stead~ov~/to ,the 

moving to the LiberaIs ~n~ 
\. • 

The larg~ extent of. Liberal 

Il -

• 1 

r 

. \ 
1 

'i 

" 
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. 
, vo~ing among low t,neome 'groups in the ~edium s~zed -ft>~s, -ci tiell , ' 

1 -' .. " .; . , 
and rural areas,of the Soutq aoes to some extent·explain the 

, , , . iJ ' • 
r ~, ",' 

apparlnt de~inè of Liberal support w~tfl increased. incarne.. This . \ . 

.. phe~omena is l~rgely lirnited tb these Southerll milieu. 
• 1 

1 

We 'p'reViOUSIY Jen~iQned the fact ~hat one erttï~isr(l " 
p 

'. 
J . 

of the "Affl~Emt Worker" study i5 that no èontrpls were intro .. ' 
- '\, " ~ . . , 

duced fol;' the influence' oJ trad~ u~[ons' 'i~' inhibi,tling t'he . '. -developmept of, ~bourgeoi:sement. " \t.,,_ ,. We se~ that when thi·~ control 

i8 introduced, that t~e nQ~-unionists 
0/' - . 

·be ~mbo~rgeoi~ed thap the unionists. 

seern much more 1ikely to 
; -, --

wtrilst a ·47.;'dffferenee . ' '. ' 

'separ~tes high and low trade unioniste fncome earners,' an ·11% J' 
\ , 

difference s~parates high 'and 10w non-unionist wage earner~ (see , 
, .. 

Tablé 4- S).. This would seem to su.ggest, that trade unions et0 ,in 
, , 

fact work ta inh~bit or retard the devé1opment. of éonservative , 

. ~Yinpathie5 amo"ngst thet. membership. No sueh' inhibt'ting effee,t 
1 

,'is apparent for the non-unionfst ~ 

, . 
Surpri&ingly the.level of Labour voting remains con-

sisten~ and does not seern to vary with incorne. 'Of the unionists 

72% apd 73% respectively of the 1ew and high earners supported 
b -, 

Q Labour in 1964. The sQme situation ~~rges with the non-
, ' 

qnionists. ~ere, 46% and 47% respe of the low and h~gh 
, 

, , ' . 
earners 'suppor~ed Lapour in 1964. Strange it is the non .. 

--unionist Liberal vote that is rnost influencep' by income. In 

a11 20% 9f the non-unionist low earners voted Liber~l in~1964, 
./ ' 

'\ 

'. 

• o. 

. . 

Il 

" 

'i ~ 

, 
.; 

1 
l ' 

" ) 

,. 
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whi~t on1y 7%'of the h~gh tncome gropp did so. 
, 

"'These Li(,erals 
, 

(,. 
0'- would seell\ -t'o he the ~gr.:0up we hsve run into in other tables 

aJ !. Jo, 

where they wer~ ShOwD'~O largely come' from~ the smal,l towns , 

. 
were als;l rurs'! areas of the Soù~h" 'and to have fathers who 

-. "manual workers. We ~o~ can see that thë loW' paid workers in, . } [.,. ~ , ~ 
'~hese miiieu are-~ls&-~ot me~b~rs of trade uqtons. lt may ~ell 

• " # 
, . . 

many of the' wor~ing class Conservativès, they work ., 
, ',,' l, Il' 

non-unionized plant's 'Qf Souther? England. llowever, 
" t" 

,t 0 would be, ,useful to know' to w~at ,extent the ~ppa're~t embourgeoi~e-

( 

ment of the nOQ-uni~nists i8 a'l~ctor of the~r being middle cla;s 
\. \ 

~' . \ . 
~~ , downwardly mobile workers h?~d~og onto their affiliation througp 

J, 

'1\ 

support cf the Conservative party. The next table takes up this 
li ~ 1 J ~ 

issue. ' . 
.. 

1: When Wè,consider the issue of the embourgeoisement of 
, 

~~n-trade un~onists in terms of their:fathers f social clas.s, we 

"note that the embourgeoisement, if.sllch it exists, is largely . 
rèstricted to those" workers. with non..,manuai fa'ther~ (see Table 

~ . '\ 
4 ... 6). H,owever, a word, of caution is necessary in interpreting 

thesé findings because of the small number of cases. Of those ""< 

• 
~ workers ~ho are trade unionists with non-manual fa~hers; a 9% 

, , ~ \ 

, diffe~ence separHted the l~w'ear~~r5 from the high,in ~e~s of 
, l, 

the levei of their Conservative support. : For trade union~ 

reporting ma~Ual fathers.-no difference i'; con;;;rvative' S:~::"'î 
"was noticed between high and low earners. 16% of both groups 

supported the Conserva~iyes in 1964 • 

" 

: ' 

~ .. , . 

"1 
~! 

1 

1 

1 

, .! 

\ 
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The non-union membêr~~isplay a similar response}in 

the extent of ~heir party sùpport. For- those claiming r\n-manual 

fatibers, a 1410\ di"fference' separated ,the lo~ and high ea~n~' 

36% of thf.e e~rning under Lsso per ~nnum supported t:: Conser­

vatives in 1964 whi\e 50% of those earning over L850 did ~o. ' 
" " 

However 'i little difference ,in the level of Corfservative SUPP~l't' 

separated the non-unionists who reported manual fathers. Only 

a 5% difference was reported betw~en high and low income earners 

in this group. Again, this'finding 1s similar to the offspring 
• 0 

of manual ~orkers who -~ere .trade unionists where no' (Üff~rence 
, " between high and low incorne group's existed. 

t \. 

~ 

" .. ~ .... ,These findings suggest 0 that" any embourgeoi~ement that 
:l'~~ \ ", , \ 

'\ ,take~lacQJt.f~ unionists or non-unionists "'is very l.ergely re-

.. -

" 

( 

\ " 
'-- ~ated ro the so'cial, ~lass origins of the respondents. Both trade 

'..- ..... -- . '" 

unionists and non-trade unionists who were downwa~dly .m?blle 

tended ta be more Conservative with higher income, although the \ 
~ . . -

nO'O-~ists showed~a slightly ~igher level of Conservati,ve , -

supp~~ 1964 witl'. i~crea~ income. , The offspring of m:nua1 ' 

work~rs were most likely to rnaintain their low level of Con-

i . ti' - f' ~ Th" t th t servat ve support lrrespec ve 0 ~ncome. 18 sugges s a 
.~ ( 

~as we B~W in Table 4-2, the downwardly mobile wor~ers are more 
, > 

susceptible to embourgeoisement white the non-niobi le remain" 
• q 

largely immune. Trade unionism .. 
afiliation ;iB tllen not a major 

b~rgeoisement of the working class. 

the lack of trade union 

n explai~n~the em-

, . 
. r r j 

1 
! • 
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We have previously scussed homeownership but now it .. . 
is being taken up to embourgeoisement. 

i 

Here we 

want to know if homeowning or non-ownership plus high incorne 
\, . 
together èreàte embourgeoisement. Owning à house ean after all 

be 'seen as à "sign of affluençe. 
, , 

When we"examine, homeownership, 

we cah ~gaiD see sorne signs of embourgeoisement, bu~ on1y ,for 

, 'the homeowners.. 80th those workers who live' in counei ïnou~ing' 

or;rent their home show 1tttle differen~e between the high and 

,~~e:;- w~th resp~ct '\0 their voting Cooservative. For 

those with counei! housing, 16% of the lower paid workers voted 

Conserva1:ive Bnd 20% of the higher pa,id workers did 50' (see 

~ 
Table 4-7). The strongly Labour orientation Qf the couneil estate ... 

~J \ 

seems to limit any trend towards embourgeoise~e~t that mjght 

develop. Similarly, those who rent their homes seem unaffêeted 

• 

- .' 

by affluence. Whilst 27%'of the lower paid workers voted Con- ~ 
1 

<j , 

servative in 1964, only 24% of the higher paid wor~ers did so. 
, ~ , 

..-
Many of those who rent do so in o1d~r more run~down parts of 

th~~eity and perhaps form eo~esive working elass communities. 

H=:e appar~n~y ,f0:t 'those in cauncil housing and renting a home 

the milieu eould bé a strong eountervailing force against em-

"l,ourgeoi }ement. 

~.' ), 

,"Thi s .is certa in1y not the case for the homeowl'lers. 
~ ~ 

They do seém to be affected by prosperity. In fact, an"11% 
',,-

difference s~parates the poorer from the better paid homeowner. 

Those ~o earned le'ss than I850 a year were 27% Conservative 
.. 

... 

-' *. -- .. ~ ... - .... -..~ ... ~ .... ". , 
, .' , ' , . - , . .. l ' 

'.. I~ -. 1 
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an~ those who e.arned more 'than t~50 a year "were 38% Cpnse,rvative.· 

Sorne 

a1so 
" , 

type-of embourgeoisement may be 

POSS~blè-that sorne ~th~c~or 
" jI...' 

occurring.her~~ but it is 

~ ~ 'J' downw;rrd mobility or,political sociali~ption. 

7 

,; 

- , 
An examination of this issue controlling for, downward 

~ -, 
/ 

mobility quicklyo reve'als, that the 'dowm~ardly mobile' are not 
, \ 

• responsible for the apparent embourgeoisement of the above average_ 
, 

~ncome homeowners (see Table 4-8). This 'table presents homeown~rs 

only with fat,her f s oc'êupation, (soéia 1 class) an.à. father' s politics 

independently contro1led for. Clearly the evidence from this t~ble, 

\ , 
with respe~t te the influenèe of social bac~ground on the home-

owners is that those' from working class homes were more likely to 

support the Conserva tives in 1964 with increasing inceme'; While 

for .. those workers from middle class homes, support for the Con-

servatives declined with increased income. However, in both .. 
cases the percentage differences are not significant. In the 

-
case of the downwardly mobile, support for the' Conse,rvat.ives , 

declined from 48% for those earning under I850 per annum to 

"" 
44% for tho'se earning above [850 - a ~% decline with"increased 

income. On the dlther hand, for 'the non-mobile suppo'rt increased 

from 24% for the low income earner homeowners to 30% for the 

high income homeowners - a 6% increase. Thus downward mobility 

is not-an explanation for the tncreased Conservative support 

of the more affluent workers • 

....... ........... "'~ .. 
, 1 

1 , 
! 
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With respect to the issue of political socialization 
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as ,a factor in the Conservative support of the affluent homeowner
1 

we can note sorne increased .Conservative support with increasing 

incarne, For those with Conservative fathers, an 11% difference 

( in the leve1 of Conservative support separates high and low in-
j 

come earners. Those earning under 1850 per year were 48% Con-

servative in 1964 whi1e WorKers g~ing over I850 were 59% Con~ 

'servative. The rnost spectacu1ar difference occurs among hâme­

owners repoùing' Labour fathers. Here a 13% difference s~j,r .. ted 

high and 10w earners, the 10wer in come bei~g 11% Conserva~ive 
Î '" 

in 1964 and the higher 24%. Although the 1eve1 of Conser.vative 
• 1 

support might appear 10w, if'we compare -th±s support with other 

tables .featuring Labour offspring, the, figures are usua11y much 

lower. J)verall, 11% of those with Labour fathers supported the 

Cons,ervatives in 1964 (see Table 3-1)'. In 1ight of this figure 

}he 24% support by h9meownevs earning ove~ f850 per year must 

( be cons,idered si-gnificant. particu1arly sa if we remember that 

this is not due to downward mobi1ity which is numerica11y in5ig-

nificant for this group. Even con~ro1ling for downward mobility 

and taking those with manua1 fathers onlY does not' alter the 

figures, .-Of those earning under 1850, '11% were Conser~ative ' 

supporters in 1964 (N=53) and of thQJe earning over [850, 23% 
'l' 

were Conservative' supporters in 1964 .(N-30). (These figures 

I re not reported in tabular form.)' 'Fina'l1y, those workers 
l_ 

" , 
reporting a father who supported no major psrll show a 3% 
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• 
difference between high and low ,iQcome ea~nertwhich is largely 

insignificant. We can conclude that we have detected sorne limited 

~ 

embourgeoisement for those with Labour fathers who own homes aif 

earn over f850 per year as weIl as ta a lesser extent those with 

Conservative 

rniddle class 

are becoming 

fathers. ,JPresumablY, these are work,erS~ing in 

suburbs ~~t'not with m~le class backgroutds, who 

Conservative supporters as -.8 result of ,the middle 
,,,III .. 

class milieu and increased incorne. But the increaseo incorne 

~ woulct seern to be a crucial factor for both those with Conserva-
\ 

tive and Labour backgrounds. Being a "homeowner alone is not 

ehough of a factor to move those with a La~our past towards Con­

servativism. Similarly~ above average income ieeps those wi~h 

a Conservative past more strongly attached to their fathers· 

party than those earniçg below average incornes. '~n alternative 

to the affluence argument regarding the conservativi'm of h1gh 

incorne home owners may be found in the fact that the issue of 

incornes rnay a 18,0 be significant in' tJ'ks of the. type .and~ locBtio~' 
of the home the worker purehases. The better paid worker may be 

able to afford to paya higher priee for his house -and Ïs thus 

more likely to be located in. a middle clls,s milieu than the lower 

paid worker who may buy his house in a largely working class 

district. 
( ,. '-

1 
A final issue that should,be considered ls that of the 

Jo 
political effects of dual 'incornes on workers and their wives. , 

.. • ' •• ' 0 . 

f 
1 

1 
\ 
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Here dual income~ is used to described a si~uation where both , . 

9usband and wife are ~age earners. It cou1d be argued that befng 

" 1 a member of a dual income family substantial1y in ~ome cases in-

~ " creases the amount of purchasing powfr a family has just as ~ 

~ \ 1 

effectively as an increase in the in~ome of the head of the house-

hold. Certainiy in view of the lar'ge \ n':llTlber 0' women entering 
,Qo 

the labour force, the embourgeoisemerit of ~u~l income families 

could r~pre·sént a significanf source of working class Conservative 
, . 

support. In aIl, 38% of the married females in our sample had 
1 

job's, 50 we are dealing with a significant section of the labour 

force. It. rnay weIl bejthen that the polit~cs of families is 
-

being ~nfluenced by dual incomes, that is the husbarlds and the 

wife's, and not simply the high wages of the husband. 

The working wife is, in fact, slightly more likely to 
, , ,,~ ~ 

be a Conservative supporter (31%) than the wffe who does not work~ 

(24%). A 7% differen~e thus sepa~~tes these two (see Table 4-9). 

On the surfa~e, then, dual'incorne fami1ies, that i8 with husband 

.and wife both earning, were a ~'little more likely to be Conserva-

tive supporters in 1964 than families where the husband was the 

• sole bread winner. However, just as the politi~s of males vary 

by social class, the type of occupat,ion a wife is engaged in may . ' 

influence·her politics and this rnay, in fact, explain the differ-
.. 

ences between working wives and housewives. In fact, a considerable 

difference of 2~% does,~xist between those wives who are engaged 
• 1 

t 
--: ...... - --..... ~i' .. "' ... ,' ... l.,..,. .... 'lo:i .. , .... ' .... t',~_""'~ •• l(l .. ' __ ~"!':_w~--..",~ 
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~n non-maoual work from" those in manuâl occupations (see Tabl~ 
, ' 

4-9), Of the working women engaged in non-manua! work, 44% were 
1 ~ 

, . 
Conservative party supportèrs in 1964, while of/those wi~es 'who 

/4 · _. 
,reported to he manua1.workers only 18% were SOnservative supporters 

in 1964. Thus b~h the ~ousewives and manu~l working w;ves t~nd 
t ' 

to be le~s strongly supportive of the Conservative party' than the 
, 

non-manua! women, This finding, however, may hide sorne ~mportBnt 

social backgrOl.,md di.fferences: The ,non-manual wives may, in fact, 
é 1 

come fra: nonLm~bual homes and have married a manual worker, but, 
0'" 

in a sense; maintained their own midd-le class status and politica1 , , 
. 

affiliation thrdugh' their work. Similarly, the manual worktng 
1. / 

wives may'be basically from families of manual workers,' 

I~ fact, this i8 not the case. 'No great difference 
/" ..,{ 

separatas those wives 'wit.h manual backgrounds from thos~ with non-

manual backgrounds except in the case of.housewives (see Table 

4-9). In the,case~of hoasewives, a 28% difference separetes those 
I~ , ' 

with non-~ua1 fathers, 45% of whom were Conservative in 1964 
1 

from those/whose fathers were manualworkers, 17% Qf whom were 
! 

i ' 

Conser~ative supporters in ~964. Obviously, social background 

oper}ltes here as a significant factor determining the politics . . 
/ 

of/ housewive's. Those w1tlh middle class backgrounds hang on 
- '1 \ 

," 

,/ determined1y to. their mid,die class politics.' Surprisingly, 

little di~ference separates the non-ma nua 1 wives in terms of 

father's occupat~on. It i$ a mere 5% - t?ose w~th non-manual 
. 

fathers being 47% Cooservative supporters in 1964 and those with 
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manual fàthers being 42% Conservativ,e.,.' A word '<bf however, " ' 

• ~ ... ,~"> \ 

in interprèting .t~is 'res~.t1t is necessa;y' due' t,o' the ~ma'l'l number , ' 

'; l';:~:,i! 'eases for thos.e wi th non-manua~ fatfhe'rs wh~re N-15. !lowe've:.:-., 
)~.; ..... i ~~ ' .... 'i 

tbe /fairly large n4lDber of cases, N-S2 foX' those reporting manua." 
1f",.:,I' _, 
....... ,' . ... 

.. ,1 •• , • 11 
fathers, 'makes this a significant, finding. lt sugge'st's that, power':', ~ 

, , 

fuI influences are a t work within the world ôt';thet non-manua! wiie'''''''' 
," - <,\ • 

..- J / .. ~ 
from a manual past moving her towards the Conse~.ive party. It 

.. . ..., 
, ~ 

may weIl be that the same types of influences operate on . t'he 'I!0n-
, .. c-tf' 

manual wives as operate on non-manual males. Clearly, their'non-
, , 

manual occupation brings them lnto a ''WÇ>rld very 8ifferent fr-om 
\ 

the world of the manual worker or the housewife. ~esuma91y, 
,. ~,.. i. 

they will socialize at work with"h'tn~r white collar workers, " 
--- ( " ,. 

parti,cularly males, who are likely to be Cpnservative voters. 
, \Cj. 

, " . 
This may, then, become an added' influence on their pollticsl .. ' 

orientation and, tend t.o Conservatize' them. Whether tbe~~, husbahd,s 

/who are manual workers 'are also Conserv~tt;y~ vot~s is_"impo'ssibl~ 

to say. But given the fact that t~ey as w~:it~ c'olt-er workers' a're 
, , , \ .' , 

1 

likely tO/be emplo~d in the South and/or in a 'large city, it is 

possible that the husband ls also a ConserV"àtive voter. ' Cle.prly'l ' 

though, this ia 'an unusual group. 

By comparisorl, ~irrispect.ive of ,class background, thil 

women employed iri manual work are far less likely to be Conser-

vatlve. For tho~e manual wo~king wives' reporting a non-manual . .. 
,~ ~ 

background and Whd at'e thu's downwardly mùbi~e, only 20% supported 

" 

'. 

: 

! 
l ' 
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the Cons~r~atives in 196~ (but note the sma,1l number of c~ses,' 

(
. , 

. , 

(,. 
, , 

N-IO). WHile of, the non-mobile manùa11y'employed wives, on1y . . ,."',"'. 

17~ we~e:',çons'erv~"tiJ~~~p'Pdrters in 19'64. It would' seem that 

. /'" w'i th ):;Pât, husbànd arip w,ife' engaged' in 'manua 1 work and ~hus in-
,;Il,' D .... ~...,..""·, .. '10. 40-

. ...-' ,--1' habiting:'similar working 'class worlds, this tends,to reinforce 
.... 

• 1 

, . 

.. 

( 
ç 1 

; 

1 
r 

\ 
• 

,r 

, , 

the values'of the,w9rking éLass world in a way thet is not possible 
, ~ , f 

for a~wit~",.a non':manual oc~upation., Both parbners are, then 
.' ~ 

. deep1y embedde<iîn, toe working class witn a working class sense 
,... 

Qf sotldarity. Witli respect toC ·th~ j.ssue of embourgeoisement, it 

. 
wouid seem that among those' ,women where we have two incorne families,' 

the 'ad?ed i~c~me. of. theç wife i~, not an influence on" her politics. 

At the sante, time, ne:lther ls the socia 1 class ,background of the 

working wife a- sign.ificant source of Conservative suPpo~~. ~l-, ~ 

, . 
though 'sorne evidenee sug.gests that this may not be the case with 

'housewives, but we will return to this point- Iater. What i8 irn-

portant. in shapirig, th~ polit~s of the working wife is the type 

of occ~pation she, is ,engaged in. In this way, the working wife ,. 
i 

. , ' 

JI 
_ If',we' have be~n unable to show ~ny embourgeoisement" 
'p':l ..... .;1. 

for dual incorne famili~s.t sorne rnay still ~xist 'if fe control for" 
t.'- 1 ~ 

the incorne of~the husbapds of the wives in our sa~p1,. With 

."1 
for, little di~ference exists between levels 

/ , 
i~me controlled 

of Conservative voting :o~. work,ing wives'I b~;-th non-manu'ally and 
, 

rnanually employed, although a significant differenc~ exists for 

tJo 

,1 

1 , 
il 

1 

. ' 
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house,wives wi th, husband's f ih,aorne (sèe Tl:lble ,4;;' 10). FoOr working 
1) ~ 

wives, the extent 'of Con'servative support actually dèc.reasespwtth 

increased incarne. For non-mànual wives, Conserv~tive su.pport ' 
\. 

decreases by 3% wi th inçreased l.ncome and: for rnanual wives, Con-

servative support decreases,by 8%. 1 
<In both .cases, the number 

of' ca ses ,is srnal1. Glearly, ernbou~eoisemet)t does not take place 

amoh,gst these two groups., 

Among hotisewives differences in the extent of.support 
rJ '~ 

for the çonservéittve party exist between high and low incomè 
1 

, f 

i ' 
earners.' Those ·earning under f850 p~r yea~ reported to be 17%,' 

,Conservative supporters, while 40% of those earning over {S50 . , ' 

per year ~ere also Conservative supporters. This repr~sents a' 

significant 23% difference.' Previ,ously, we had seen that the 

downwardly mobile' hotÎse~ife was.more li~eiy t? be 'a s~rong Con-

8ervative supporter, so it i8. cQnceivabl~ that ,the downwa~dly 

mobile have husbands whocsré higher incarne earners. However, 

, this proves not to be the case, when father's occupation is 

contro11ed for (see Table 4-10); With both those from non-manua~ 
, ,.~ , . 

homes and manûal ,bornes, the extent of Conservative suppoFt in-. 

creases with incorne. For'wives from non-manual homes, thos~ with 

husbands earning under (850 per year, 36% were Conservative 

slupporters in 1~64, while those repo~ti!;1~ husbands e'arn~ng over 

E850, 62% wer~ Consdr~ative support~rs {n 1964. This represents 
. ' 

a significant 26% differehce. But note the small number of cases, 
~ 
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particularly for those whose fiusbahds earried over f850 where N-13. , 
- JI.'. r 

Differencès in" ConservatLvè- ~ùpport al~o exist for tho'se wives ," 
o " 1 -l.. • .. 

.. 1 

coming from w9rking class backgtounds. Here fot those reporting , 

husbands 

in' 1964, 

earning under 1850, 14% supp~~ted the-Conservative party 

whi~e 31% of.those repoiting husband~ ~arr:ti~g ov~'~'1:'850 
' .. 

dia 50. This -rèpresents a ~aiJIY !3ignifi,cant 17% diffetence. ' On" 

the strength . .of, this ·fable sorne embourgeoisement is 'taking place 

<that simp1y cannot'be explained b: dowrtward mopi1ity as s?me of 

the other forms of apparent embourg'eoisernent we Iooked at eariier 
l , ' 

cotllâ ,be, Anoth~r pos~ibility i5 dhe Political soctalization 
, • i, ..... .. 

thesls. Alle' ~e affluen\t Canservativé wi~es 'm8-Y, in fa'ct, have 
• 1 

, 1:: "l , 

~a'd, a Conservative 'father" l;Iowever, when this is~e i8 examined, 
/' 

this prov~s not ,t? be the case. For those wives with a Conserva-

tive father, a 13% differerice in the extent of Con5~~vativ~ 
; ,\ . 

support separa~es those ~ith low incorne ~rom high incarne ~usbands. 

, .' 

, /, 

Simiiarly, for those wives with Labour fathers,' q' significant ~ 

,39% difference in Conservative support separa tes the low earning 
1 • 

from.high earning hus~~s. This fig~re 

given the usual low ~ures for movement 

party for those reporting Labour fathers. 

. 
ts ve!y interest~ng 

IJ& .... 

towards the Conservative 

Finally, Îor wives who 

clairned that th~ir father supported no major party while they 
r ,. 

werè growing up, a 13% diff~rence in Conservaé'ive support 
~ ~ 

separates Ipw a~d high incorne groups. Political socialization 
l' .. 

~ 

then iB pot ~n expl~nation of the increase in ëonser~ative 
1 , 

support 'with increased husbands' incorne for housewives., It may 

" 

,1 

. . 
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weIl be that $he housewife having no pressurès exerted on~her by 

i' 
f 

( 
• "~..I l, • .. • 

the~working ,environment trat might inhibit her hUS~'S movemen\ 

1 

towards the Conservative party is ;i.nfluenced f~r more strongly 
- ' 

~han her husband by ~he high income tlley enjoy. She is at home 

most of the day and is not as tied into à working c lass cor.nmunity' 
1 • • , 

'. as her husband~ Many.Qf the 'better paid will have their own ---, , . 
l).pmes." Few will PfrhàPs live on council estate, with th~if s~rong 

sense of Labour values~ahd W~~king(c1ass solida~ity. The ~~use~ 
i8 .... then, less 

~ 
, w~fe with a husband ea~ning aboye average i come 

~ . 
lÜœ]y to be tied int~ a working c,lass, comm~.m· y 

~ 

in the way tha t 
\ 

\ 1 

then, can be in-the wife. of a p09rly paid wotker might be. 
'. c jJ. 

fluenced by othe~ forces in the env1ro~men 

(, are Conse~vatizing factors. 

, 
i 
1 " 

(
' , 

., 

1 • 

1 • 
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Fbotnotes 

r 

1 David Butler and Richard Rose, op. cit., ~. 2. 
4 

, 2 Ferdinand, Zweig, ·op. cit., P. 4. Other works tpat 

112 

have tended ta support an embourgeoiseme~t thesis, tnelude)Mark 
Abrams, "The New Roots of Wo'rki.ng Class Conservativism", Encounter, 
May, 1960 and 'Robert Miilar, The New Classés; (London; ,Longmans, 
1966). ' 

3 w.G
J 

Rune iman , ~p. cit. ,"'~: 150. ...., . 

4 The monograph among the ~any'published from the re­
seareh of this projeet' that criti~ally examin~d the issue of the 
politiçs of ~he affluent worker is John H. Goldthorpe, David 
Lockwood et al, The Affluent Worker: Political Attitudes and 
Behavio~r, op. cit. ' 

.5' . , > II 
See, in particular, Ivar Crewe, "The Politics o( 

Affluent and Traditional" Workers ln Britaln: An Aggregate Data. 
Analysis" British Journal of Po: 1 .' cal Scie ce, 3, 1973, pp. 20-
52,_ For anothel\ eritl~ue, but; or . "r' Marxi n pers'pective, see' 
p. J. Kemeny "'l'heJ Affluent ·Worker Projeet: Sorne Cr.iticisms and a 
Derivative Study'~", Sociologiea 1 Revlew, 3, 1972, PP. 373-390. 

, '6 Although the issue of plant size and i~s influence on 
voting. ls not gone into in the text, it w~lld seem,to be an' im­
portant variable in the explanation of working class Conservativ­
'ism. Unfortunately., the data thst Butler and Stokes gathered did 
not deal at a.1l J'lith the actual working environment- of the' respt;?né-

. ents.. However, other studies, have. eonsidered this polnt in det il, 
: see G. K.' Ingham1, "Plant.. SÏ2;e: Political Attitudes and Behaviou ~~I, 
Op. cit. For an interesting revie.w"of the relevant literature 
this issue, see also Geoffrey K. Ingham, Size of Industrial Or 
zation and Worker Behaviour" .cam,bridge, University Press, 1970.' 
The received view that 1arger .plants seem ta be related to higher 
Labour vobing is supported.by Ingham. ~owever, he also suggests 
that Conljervatives in large plants 8r~ pragmatic or inst~ental 
voters, whil st in small plants they a're more likely te be defer': 
ence v6ters'; For another work a Iso in aBri tish context, see 
Nordlinger,·op. cit., 'pp. 189-209, where mueh the sarne view i8 
put fprward. Nordlinger presen~d the following figures fro~ 

i-

his survey of manusl workers to show a strong relationshtp between 
plant size and politics. ' 
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No. of' "eDiployees • 
"-

V- , 
Conservative 

'Labour . 
Tota 1 Ber', Cent " 

" t~t~l Number 
l , 

" . '\ 

',1 . 
ft 

~lant Size and Votin&Beh,viour 
i 

~Y~-101 \ 
~Ql-lOOO ll-'!)O 51-300 

-----::-

, '38' 62 37 "34. 
38 62' : " . 63 ~ 66 " ' , 

1 
lob 100 100 

"" ," 
100 

37 1 61 " .. __ 3 82 81 
i -

'. 
" . 

1000 + .. 

25 
7S 

1.00 
160,' 

It rs.only~n the v~ry smallest plants' employingti-IO pebple 
that the m jprity ~f the workers vote Conf!1ervat:Lve. In other ' 
plants of rying sizes" the èJiff~re~ces ar~ much Les s. ' In fact, 
~nly a If% ifference 'in Conservative'~oting separates the plants 
employing between,11-59 workers apd those,employing 1000 and ov~r 
worKers. \ .. 

" 1 -

~ 7 Zwe~g, op.' cit., p.; 235.\', ",: \ 

, 
, f 

'.\ ' 

. ' 8 Goldtli6r~ ei .. ~~, Affluent Work~r Poi~~.ical ~ttitUd~S ••• , 
OP .. ' c ~ t., P. 3. t'l 

. 9 ' 1 Ù , 

" Ibid., P,. 167., 
, , . \, 

10 " , 1 ",~ 1 • .... 

In, each of the ~f"&.b~es tha.t fol~low, .with., r~spect (:0 
income, it has been decided, for the,purposes, of"assuring an 
adequate n1:1lllb~~ 'of (;:ases that wduld ge statistical'ly signif1cant, 
to limit the values· .for income '.f:p ,two .indome groups ~ :Those workers. ,- '"'' 
earning Gver 850 per year and th0se .ea:çning under 850' per year ~ 
will be tre.attild as two Septlraée groUp"s or1 lower arid higher, paid, 

. t ' ~ , 0' ,- 0 .. 

workers. Thï9.division seems to be 'the break at'which.polltical 
affiliation changes w;i.th income; when a rrleasurab~e .distance, exists; 
It also represents whatl .. ~as ~ppro~imately the average wage in ,'. 

\' Brita;i.n in 1964"" Gonsécrf!.ently,' we have ( t:wo groups Qf wor~ -
, th~se., earn~tig below average: wagés 1 af~ those earnins; abpve jlverage 

wages. ' 

\ -
.. ,~ ~, 

, . Il In Ifac't , :ing6am 'in his' ,'-$t~dy, of the effects ?f plant 
size notes with r~spect to incorne -that ','the largé plants of this 

, .Istudy proVided consici~ràQ'lY' h~gher :e~~ings than the 'smaller 
ones". S~~ ,,~ngh~~t op. ,ci"', P. 449'. ",.. J, 

" , • > • 
1 

{ ". 1 l, ",1 , 
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f' CBAPTER V \ 

, , 

CONCLUSIONS 

.. ~ 

This paper began by suggesting that the numerous accounts 

. o'f: working class Conservativism over the last twenty year~ had aIl" 

" been fragmentary and incomplete. Having reviewed the deficiencies 

, 

of these accounts, suggested a synt~esis of politi~al so~ializa-

, tion, political culture and structural interpretations of working 

'class Conservativism and presented .data that attempted to test 
. 1 -_1 

this synthesis. We can now present a more coherent account of 
, f . 
working class Conserv,ativi'sm, at least· wi-th respect to the causes 

of working class Conservativism in the early,,l990's, when the 

debatefseemed at its most intense. 

~h~ major source of working class Conser~ativism, as 

~tle~ and Stokes·rightly suggested, i8 POlitica\ socialization. 
, '. " • -39% 'of woding class Cons'ervativism came from this source;' How-
" , / 

ever, working ciass tonservativism is not the ind{genous inter-
- \ , ~ 

generationa:l/sffair that Butler and Stokes had claimed. Ooly 20% 

of the tota~ working class Con~rvative support came from those 
, eL'"' 

,p 

ctass Conservative, fathers. , A second major sourc,e with wo~king 
~ ~ 

working class Conservativism and one neglected by Butler ~nd 

" 'J· A , 

1 
1 
1 
1 

r' 1'­
j , 

., 
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Stokes wa\ the dow~ward1y mobile. They constituted 38% of wo~ing 

c~~ss Conservative support. Of this total, the downwardly mobile 

wiih non-Conservative fathers made u~ 19% of the working class 
( 

Conservative support: . Goldthorpe and Lockwood's c1aim'~hat work-.. 
1 

ing class Conservatives had midd1e class affili~ons is,in part 
, ., 

supported by the$e findings, 
, 
• 

1 

In aIl, p01itical ~ocialization and downward mobility 
1 ~ 

accounted'for 58% of aIl working class Conserv~tive support in 

1964 .. 

middle 

Further~ore, those worlis -tri th Conserva ti ve faathers ...,from 

c1ass homes remained Conservative more frequently than 
! r 

those workers reporting Conservative fathers from working class 
~ 1 

Komes. Abramson~s finding t~at the downwardly mobile were less 
'1\Is ~ ~ '" 

1ikely to hang onto their father's Conser~ativism than the non-

mobi le is rejected by --this study. The downwardly j10bile from 

other party backgrounds were a1so more 'likely to beéome Consen--

vative than the non-mobile. Presumably, as Goldthorp.,e and . . 
Lockwood have suggested, white collar affiliations such as family 

~ 
ries and friendship networks sus tain the dDwnwardly mobile . 

~ , 1 

The other major source of Conservative support was 

generated within eh~~rking 71ass from those with no previous 

~fili'~i~n wU'h the Conservative party. This source accounted 

fo~ rather large 43% of working class ConservBtive support. 
i 

Having1suggested where the( support for working c1ass Conservativ-

ism was coming from, it is now necessary to exp1ain what it is 

( 
'. ,. 

~ ..... ---_. ~_ ......... ~-- .-. - ,.. 

Ir 

1 
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that moves voters, both the downwardly mobile ~nd the non-mobile, 
, .. 

from their family party 'and; in the case of thos~ with Conservative 

fathers, away from their' farnily party, and for those with non-
) , 

Conservative fathers t~wards Conservativism. ~ajor weakness 
" r-" . 

with the political socialization perspective is t~~t-the dynamics 
~ '\ 

of conversion from family political socialization are not investi-.. 
gated. 

G 
The modified political culture approach developed with-

. 
in the work of Nord linger, Parkin aI)d Jessop, in part, e,;XPlained· 

the movements away from family soci~lization. This approach 
f 

claimed that although the dominant value 'orientation pf British 

~society was Conservative, where working class enclaves were es-

/ 

1 

tabli-shed, a set of counter values could be developed. Thus, 

workers outside of working class enclaves were likely to be 

Conservative. • Those within working class enclaves w~e likely 
1 , 

to be Labour supporters.' In terms of defining working class 
, 

ehclaves, Parkin and Jessop have suggested couneil 
( 

estates and 

trade uniobs as two specifie structures'that acted as urnbrellas, 

shielding workers from what Parkin and Jessop take to be the 
. 

dominant Conservative ~alue system of .the society. These 
1 

~tructures, they suggest, genera~e their own political culture 
1 

whicb is one of Labourism rather than Conservativism. 
1 

.. In ·part, the social "st::ructural account of worki,ng 
• 'i 

class Conservativrsm accounted for sorne of the changing aspects 

J 

. -,~- _ ..... -----
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" 
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of wotking (lass Conservativis~ that the political socialization 

thesis had been unable to exp1ain. The political socialization 

the sis' great weakn'ess 1ay in the fact tha t it could not explain .-

what led wOFkers to move from their family, pa~ty. Wit~ the help 
1 

Qf the structural account of Pàrkin and Jessop, some of the'factors 

that moved Conservatives away from their fami~y party and moved 

those with non- Con'serva tive backgrounds towards Conserva tivisHl 

co~ld be explained. 
1 

~ From our discussion of the'type of ho~e workers lived 

in, 

and 

sorne lelationshiP could be seen tp exist between.home rnflieu 

work~s~ politics: Bath Parkin and Jess9P had suggested that 
,. 

council housihg estates were working class enclaves where the ~ 

dominant value orientation of Conservativism could be avoided, 

and where the working class political culture that developed 
< 

would immunize worke~ against Conservativism. Council esta tes 

clearly seern to perfo~ this defensive function ascribed to them. 

Those workers reporting Conservative fathers were much more 

,likely to move away from the consef~atiYe party if they lived 

"" in co~ncil housing than if the y rented or owned their home. 

The influence of the council estate was even strong enough to 
~. , 

move downwardly mobile workers with Conservative fathers away 
~ ~, 

from th~ir family'party.~lso showed litfle'movement 

towards the Conservative party, partic~l~rly fo:t; those non-
1 

mobiles with non c~nser~altive fathers. 
, 

'In Most cases, particularly 

... ~ " 
1 

" :. r 4 ',--'-. , 
- ~ - ' " 

w .(.'~~~<'~~:~_ if .;.~ ,>!;.~~ l , ~ ~ 

/' 
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for the non-mobile1Working class, cbuncil housing acted as a 

definite barrier to/Conservative influenc~, and~v~n moved Con-
" ~ . 
servatives away from their family party. Over time this function 

~eemed to increas~ - the longer 

estate, the less Conservativism 

period of' time 

1 

was reported. 

on a council 

The structural approach, in part, also explainecl' the 

behaviour of workers uwnin~ their'o~ homes andlpresumablY then 

less involved in workin~ cl~ss enc~ves. Thos~ workers owning 

their own homes were for Parkin and Jessop more likely to he ex-

posed to the dominant value orientation of Conservativism. Thus " 

workers reporting a Conservative family background should have 

remained strongly Conservative, while wo~kers reporting a non-
. 

Conservative family background should have been forceful,ly r:poved 

towards Conservativism. This largely proved to be the case. 
,. 

Fairly strong support for the Conservatives was found to exist 

among workers reporting d Conservative father, but with the down-

wardly mobile workers remaining much more strongly Conservative 
. . 

than the non-mobile .. For workers reporting a non-Conservative 

father, however, only th~ non-mobilé homeowners moved towards 
1 

Conservative 'Party support. ".Downwarcfly mobile workers with non-' 

Conservative fathers did not appear to he influenced in a Con-
~ 

~ 

servative direction by homeo~ershrp. 

Workers then outside of traditional wor~ing class, 

enclaves tended to he in~luenced in a Conservative direction as 
q .' 

: 1 
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Parkin and Jessop had predicted, although more movement towards 

Conservativism should have been expected fr~ among, thoseewoFkers 

comirrg from non-Conservat~ve homes, particularly among the down-

-wardly mobile. These workers outside of working class enclaves 

are'according to Parkin and Jessop being exposed to the full force .. 
of the traditional value system of British society. 

• :1 

Sorne evidence, then, exists for claiming Ithat counciL 

estates' perform an umbrel~a function with respect to protecting 
/ 

workers from acquiring Conservative politic~l attitudes, whi1e 
,-

homeowners outside' of ~s umbrella are more likely ta be Conser­

vative. 

Region'M"P and, city size variations in the level of work. 

ing ~ss Conservativism can a1so in part be explained by a 
, 

structural interpretati~~. This would.seJm to be particularly 
, . 

------- • true for the medium sized communities and rural areas of the 
• 1 

North. The se , it was, suggested, are largely traditional working 

class communities of the type characterized by Lockwood as 

having a traditionallproleta~iat orientation with solidaristic 
'" 

Labour support. In these commu~iti,s, th~.se workers ~socialized 
,.J. 

to Conservat~vism were moved strongly away from their father's 
• 

party, while there is very little movement towards Conser~ativism 

for those wor-kers from non-Conservative backgrounds. The big 

cities of b.oth North and South Britain, with their large middle 

classes, are on the other hànd the/types of environm~~t where 
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work~~s are more ,likely to be exposed,}pa:.:kin and Jessop arg~e, 

ta a Conservative valûÈ! orientation., ) In fact:, those reporting 

Conservative fathers were much more likely to sustain their 
, 

party support in the supportive environrnent o,f the large city. 

However, this milieu does nat move workers towards Conservativism 

to any great extent. Perhaps effective working class encl~ved 

deyelop w~thin large urban areas, that workers with non-CQnservative 

backgrounds select themselves into. Also, it i8 "possible thât 

w!thin the working class, the influences inhibiting workers from 

moving towards Conservati~ism and a set of values"not consistent 
~ 

with wor~ing çlass n~rms, are muc~ mote pow~rful Ithan those 

libera,ting workers fr()(ll Conservativism and moving them towards 

a party consistent with working class values. 
1 

It is in the rural South where the Conserv~ltive party 

is most.successful at holding onto those socialized into Conser-

vativism, while at.the same time drawing new support ta th~~ 

servative party. from among voters with other farnily voting tradi-\ , 
! 

tians. The rural South would seern to be the area in Britain 

where the w.orking class electorate 1510 _ like~ly ta be exposed 

to the Conservative value system, Park· and Jessop claim.I 

At) 4-

British. sqciety hase The area l tends to be less industrialized 

than other parts of Britain. Workers probably do not fo~, pro-

tective enclaves the way they can in other parts of the country, 

and are thus more opên to Conservativizing influences. ,Lockwood 

/' . 
, , 
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has suggested that these t~pe~ of areas still have local status 
1 

: sy stems intact and ihis ~ould tend to j:Oreate the flOeferential 
~ l' , 

traditiona list" type of" workiI;lg class Conservative .. lt is not 

surprising, then, that the level of Conservative support should . . 
have been so high. 

, The' regional and city size variations reported are 
~ . 

~ 

then consis~n~ with the structural perspective. However, again, 

as in the case of the homeowners, workers outside of working 

class enclaves were not strong\y moved towards çonse!vativism 

in the manner predicted. The exceptron is, of course, the rural 

South and there workers were strongly moved to Conse~vativism. 

The politics of the.working wives, in part, gives 

added support to the structuralist thesis. Those wiv~s in non-• • 

manual occupations a'nd those in manual occupations both with 

working class hushands.showed strikingly different levels of 

Conservative support .. This st~e~sisted even when class 

,/rigins were controlled for. The high proport"ion of Conservative 

_~support among woroen engaged in non-manual occupations suggests, 
l' 

th~t their exposure on a daily hasis to a middle c1ass world 
" 

away from w6rking class life and its support ive strucFures has 

a tremendously Conservativizing influence. ~The wives empldyed 

in manual occupations and thus working within the working ciass 
.. 

world, on the'other hand, showed little movement towaras 

,..-' 
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Conservativisrn. ln addition, what inter~.sttng is the 

small differences in the levels ~f 5 between do~wardly 

mobile and non~mobile wives. Th Id working wives enter 

seems to exert a tremendous them irrespective of 

social origins. This' again seems to ~ive soJe support to the 

arguments proposed by Parkin and Jessop. 

'-

~ 

Botm Parkin and Jessop h.;lve claimed that trade unions 

~ay an important role in preserving working class community 

values by acting as an enclave against Conservativism. Similar-

ly, they c laim, ,:those' workers not in trade unions are most exposed 
Q' • 

to Conservativizing influences. 
r 

However~ the issue i5 more complex 

than P~in an9 Jesstp had imagined, and only, in part~ can the 

structuralist ,thesis be supported. Clearly, our ey~dence suggests 
, 

that those wOfkers in trade unions are more strongly supportive 

1 
of Labour thar non-unionists. Trade unions then seern t~ function, 

in part, as enclaves of Labour politieal culture. The downwardly 

mobile unionfsts, however, as well.s suppordng Labour have 

levels of/Co~servative support consistent with the downwardty 
1 1 

mobile who are not rnembers of trade unions. The tra~e union is 
1 

then not un~e~mining this group's support for Conservativisrn as 
. Î 

Pa~kin and'Jessop suggest it should. 
,< . 

The structuralist view also has some problems with ' ... 
ers .,who are not members of a. trade union._ \-{hile Labour 

support eclines by about 25% for both downwardly mobile and non-

mobile orkers who are not'unionists, this missing support is 

• ..--' 
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given to both Conservative and Liberal patties. The Parkin and 

Jessop thesis suggests t~at those workers outside of a major 
-

working class institution are exposed to a Conservativizing 

-political culture, yet the levels of Conservative su~port among 

non-unionists is not consistent with this persp~ctive. 

What seems to be emerging are sorne inconsistencies in 
,/ 

the findings in terms of what should be~expected given the pre-
. 

dictions of the structuralist argument. This is particularly 

significant in the case of' the do~wardly mob~l'e workers who 

"-
in terms of their politics as trade unionists and as homeowners -, , . 
have significantly different po1itics from the non-mobile workers. 

But also problems arise as has just been seen with respect to 
~ 

those workers reporting non-Conservative fathers. The sizes of 
..... 

Conservative support for th~se workers located outside of -workirtg 

class enclaves has not approached the levels attributed to them 

.. by Parkin and Jessop. 
1 

Clearly, sorne other factors beside the 

types of structural considerations that Jes,sop and 
, ü\ 

Parkin describe 

are at work generating working clàss Conservativism. 
~ 

It has been suggested that other factors beside the 

j structural ones must be ut.ilized in order to expIa in working 

class'Conservativism. The location of workers within the work-

ing class was seen to be one factor that' showed vari,ations in 

~evels of working class su~port. This might be explained in 

terms of the different market situations workers find themselves. 

~. 
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.~ 
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The relativ~ly poor m~rket situatioh and p~werlessness of the 
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4; , unskilled workers might lead them to support Labour politics in 

larger numbers than the skillecl,~orkers with their petter market 

situation. However, the influence attributed to differential 

locations within the working class is too small to significantly ex- " 

plain much of the-working' c1ass Conserv9,tivism observed. Another 
; " 

far more important factor that seems to play a part independent 

of family socialization·and structural considerations was the .., 

politicsl impact of the relative incomes of workers. Sorne workers 

and their wives did tend to become embourgeoised in ~er'tain situa-
.. ' , " 

tions, at lesSt wiit:h respect to their supporting' the Conservative 
/' 

party, in 1964. 

One group whose Conservative supPort ;i..ncreasedf,l~ith 
'high incorne were homeowners. This was particularly true for 

those horneowners with Conservative and La·bour fa thers. The 

homeowner with a Conservative background and above average . 
• i 

incorne was'able to successful1y maintain his Cdnservative party 

\. 

support. At the sarne time, the homeowner with higher than aver- r 

V age inc,ome and a La~our background moved stror~1y ~wards Con .. 

servativism. In 'fact, just undér a quarter of those workers 

! 
J 

1 

----
with Labour fathers i~ this situation supported the 'Conservatives 

--
in 1964: It would seern, in this case, chat although homeowners 

are largely outstde som, aspeçts of worK'ing class pol-iticsl 

CI ' 
culture"homeownership alone is not enough to move the working 

~l~ss homeowner towards Conservativism. The additional factor 
~ 

r'l ~ •• -~ ___ ",_ ... ""' .. __ ........ ___ • _._ ............ __ _ 
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'of increased affluence seems necessary tp politically reorientate 

the worker. Here it ma}' not be 50 much a case of workers being 

outsige of working class culture and 'exposed to Consérvat~e 

political culture, but more .of working class homeowpers outside 

of w~~ing class cultu~e needing'other factors in thei~ilieu 
to move êhem towards Conservativism. One such factor a ting 

, 
upon the worker to reshape his poli tics would seern ta be 

affluence. Being outside of the working class world'and exposed-
.-

to what Parkin and Jessop assume i5 a Conservative political 

culture, if such a thing exists, 15 clearly not enough. Other .... . 
~ 

factors 'are necessary ta move workers tow~rds Conservativism. 

The evidence fr'Om reg~onal and city 5ize variations 

with incomes is'a further indication of the interaction that 
, -

exists between affluence and structural considerations. Af-

fIu~ce voting 8eems to occur in the large eities of North,and 
o 1 

South Britain. Here it was suggested that working class en-

cIa~es would ~e less ~efin~d and, beca~ of the large middle 

class pop~lation, there would be consiaerable ove~lap between 

middle and working class worlds with man}' workers being exposed 
1 

to mictdle class,values. , In ,this type. o~ milieu, the value 

~rientation of tbe working élass would be less pe~vasive. Work­

ers would tend to be exposed to other more Conservatiyizing' 
\~ 

influences. In.com~, 85 we s~w, èan be a factor moving workers 

towards Conservativism in a milieu without clearly defined 

• 
Il 

, 
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vativism.' But when combined with affluence as occurs for the 

workers in the large cities Qf North and South Brita'in,." this is 

enough to allow considerable movement towards Conservativism. ~ 
'. r 

The medium- sized and rural communities of the North, 

on the other hand, show no movement to Conservativism BS a result 

hf affluence. Thesè cornmunities with'théir strong working c1ass 

~ " 
character- a.nd institutions are j'ust the milieu where affluence 

\. f .. 0 

f 

voting or embourgeoisement would be likely to be inhibited. The 
1 ï 

structure of these communities seems to generate strong Labour , 

values that would seern tél inhibtt any movement towar.ds Conservs-::' , 

tiovism resulting trom increas ing a ffluen~e . .. 
" 

With regio~ "and city s~ze, it can be seen that the 

structural argument t~at workers out~ide of working class en-
1 • 

claves will support Conservativism i8 sirnPly ~ot enough of an 
- , 

explanation. But when incorne 1s introduced as another factor, • 
then affluent woi~ers who are outsiqe of working class enclaves 

te~f ta move to~ards Conservativism, while for1workers'within 

working class enclaves, income seems to make litt,le impact Jn . 
.. , 

the level of Conservative voting. 

~ 1ft 
Another case where affluence voting seems to be 

significant, and interacts with structùral features i8 ~mo~ 

L 
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housewives. 
1 

Irrespective Of their father's polltieal and, sotial 

"background, housewives wel"e mort! strongly suppot:tive of the Cqn-
" 

servative party-in l~64 only arnong those reporting husbands with ,. 

above av~rage incornes'. Just as in the case of horneowners with ~ 
f ••. 1 

Labour backgrounds showing increased' Conservative support with 

.. ~ . " 
increased incarne, so those housewives with La~ fathers were 

.also strongly in[luenced towards ~onser~ative su ~ort with io-

areased incorne, aithough the location of housewives within the 

w~rking class cann~ be speèi!ied. The fadt that thiS a~sociiti~n . t ' • , t,.- 1 

between high incorne and Conservative support exists, stgge9ts that
t 

1,) .. ~ ..4' 

. . 1 
other factors are at work generating, wt3rking cJass" Conservativism. 

lt i8 not ~irnPly famiÎy. and' socia~ ba~kground 'nor' ~u'ct~,ral --: 
" . , \ . 

factors' gen~~ating ~ particular'poiiticai 'culture that alone 

acc~nts for ~ki~g c~as~ ConservativiS~ of housewives. House-" 

wiv~s are not ciosely related\to the middle class worid the waX 
~, 

~ives working in white collar oc~upations were, nor are they 
• Ji:· 

in manuaL, tied «nto the working c~ss world.the way wives working 
• 1 

. occupa'tions, were. Consequently, their politics are Iess likely 

to ,be in'i~uenced ~y the structural ieatures of the milieu of the 
1 . \ 

working wives. Little 1s kpown of th~ir relationship with.the 
'" . ' 

working cl~ss world~ .But they are influenc,d by t~e high incomes 

of their husbands; perhaps it is because th~y are ~ot ~s tied 

~ . ), 
in'to the wo.rking class institutional str~ctu~e." although \ 

~,annot .he said "'wfth any'certainty the kinds oL communities 
/' v , 

o ,{<':'tl~ey live in. But the ,fact that. they are 'sJgn.~~~~tlY more 

.. 
1 
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likely to be Conservative supporters within the high incorne 

• group does suggest that iactors beyond family social and political 

background'and st~uctural location within the working class gen-

erating their worki7 class conserv~,tivism. • 

FinallYl fhe case of trade unionists and their response 

\ 

to affluence again dernonstrates that other factors beyond the 

structural ones indicated by Parkin and Je~sop are necessary to , 
account'for working class Conservativism. In terms of trade 

.! 
unionist~, those workers from working c'Iass b~'ckground(show, 

a~solu~eIy no increase in th~ levei of the Conservative suppo~t 

with i.ncreased incarne, while those 'tram middle class homes do 

show increased Conservativism with increased income. For those 
~ '-workers who are not member~ ôf a trade unlon; again those workers 

from working class homes, show Iittle increased Conservative 

support with increased in~e ~hile those ~rkers' from middle 
'" . " 

clas~ homes aga'in show increa-sed C~nservativism with increased 

inpome. What seema,to eme~ge i5 the fact that manuai workers, 
~ 0 

irre'spective of trade union status, tend not tp he ernlx)Urgeoised. 

Non-manua I workers, ,~owev~r, irrespective of trade union status, 

if ,they earn a bove average :l,aoome, 'remain a ttached tô the Con-
, .. 

servative party. Irrespective of the milieu, the downward1y 

mobile ~orker finds himself in, increased income enables hi~9to 
< 

retain his middle class identification through suppori for the 
~ # 

Conservative party~. even within the working class institution 
, 

of the trade' union which works powerfully ~ inhibit movements 

"f l " 
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towards Consetvativism on the part of the worker ~rom a manual 
: 

home. The af,fluen~~ownw~~qlY mobile worker transcends working 
~ ;:: 1_":~ 

class politica~ culture of the trade union and seems more in-
. 

fluenced by his past situation than his present one. 

129 

But, what -seem~ to be more important i5 the political 

and social origips of workers, since t~eir response to the types 

of structures that they find them~lves in is, to a large extent, 
1 

détermined by the/background and pa~t experien~es of the worker. 

Thus workers from midd~e class homes with ~onservative fathers, 

even though 'they seemed deeply embedded in working class m~lieu, 
~ 

continue~to ~pport the Conservative party •• Among workeFs on 

council estates from this type of back~round, ,40% clung to the 
,'- ~ 

Conserva.;tive party 0' ~ilar1y. Sorne movemept of work rs towards ~ 

Conservativism was seên to take place. wO~king class co~s~rvativ-,. , 

ism continues to persist within working class encla on a' 

limited scale, farnily socialization and middle class social origins 

Î~e :he ~ain source of its continued'survival. 

~ The above discussion suggests that the perspective of 
'.;1 

Parkin abd Jessop'with respect to various structures generating 
.,,- '1 J 
~ poli~ibal culture, which. thos·e exposed to those structures are 

influenc,ed by,. is correct up to a point. What Parkin and Jessop 
) 

take t; bé a ffi't:' of Labour structures seern tclbe fairly sucC'èssful 
1 J-

at sustaining Labou~ support, partiéularlÇ"~n terms of council 
t- 1 -... 

estates!' region and city'>size va'riations and, ,to a 1esser extent, 
.; 

1 
f 
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trade unions. Sfmilarly, workers were more likely to be Conser-

vative outside of these structures. 

The stronger support f~ Conservativism outsid~~ 

working class enclaves, the fact that those with Conservative 
~ 

fathers were far more likely ta remain Conservative, while work-

ers without Conservative fathers were moved to a limited extent 

towards Conservativism, .does' suggest that Conservativizi"ng in!.. 

1 fluences were at work. However, thèse Kre pot as great as the 
" 

political culture thesis claims. Workers outside of enclaves 
JI!, , 

Liberal supporters and the political continued- to becôme Labour 0; 
culture thesis canndt explain why this i8. 

" 

P!' One outstanding problem not accounted for within the 

political, cultur~erspective is that the ag~ncies r~sponsible 

for genetating this political culture were never clearly specified 
t-

nor were the methods of transmission of that culture. Presumably 
\ 

political socia~ization would be one way in w.hich political culture 

gets transmitted. 

One other fac'tor that seemed to interact with family 

socialization and social structures, was the incorne of the bead 
1 / 

of· the househoid. Income proved 

workers ou!=side of working clas,s 

'li 

particularly important in moving 
4 

enclaves towards Conservati~m. 

It seemed that the Conservativizing political culture hypothesized . _ .. 
by Parkin and Jessop was, ~ot powerful enough to move workers towards 

II' 
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Conservative support. However, when location outside of wor~ing 

class enclaves was ~led 

be Conservative suppà~ers. 
with affluence, workers were seen to 

/ . 
Working class Conservativism, then, arises in large 
l ' , 

part through the successful political socialization of workers 

with Conservative fathe~s. It is sustained through -
and a1so ~th significant 

~his int€r-

amounts of generational transmission 

downward mobility. New working class Conservatives arrived into ., 
the working class from middle class backgrounds. Intergenera-

,.\ 

tional Conserv~l~i~ism is, however, ~nfluenced by the type of 

milieu t~e workers either ex~ses himself to through self-

selection or is exposed to, Wor~ers within working class in­

stitutions tend to be less Conserv'ative, whtle those outside 

become ~ Conservative. H,mvever, additional factors seem to 

.' be important in moving workers outside working class enclaves 

towards Conservativism. One of these, in particular, was the 

level of affluence of the worker. Political socialization ~ost 

im"j.Jor~lY, but aiso structurBl features and affluenc-e; aIl 

interact ta generate and Bustain working class Conservativism . 
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Table 2-1 Voting lehaviour of the .Jarking :l~ss Using 3utler 

and Stokes' ;riteria and the :riteri~ Used in this Study 

".. 3utler ~nd Stokes' Jlorkers ~xcluded i< .iorldng. ~Iass 

lorkir.g '":lass Fran ':'l1i3 Sturl'l liSCr1 ir !'his S'tH~ ------ -- ----- , 
F-:rt:,' 3t.:P?<)rt 

~onserv-:..t:vc ... 2 Or ' ~ 45 . 25 t, , -. 

L::l~cur 5" 29 62 c 

Li1)en.l .~ . 21 ,9 \ 

~~ 1 _ .... 

" or. " l,nO\'1 4 5 ,4 
\. 

'i'ot:l.l P",,"cent 100 lCa 10'J 
' " 

Tot.'ll (: ~ (:::62) (113) (749) 

;:his ::::ë~1";p ccnsi~:;s oÎ thoQ;; ·tlOr~:er3 ir.clur:,er~ in the wOl.~:..;:ir._::- cl-.lsS 0:';' Jutlel~\ 8.nd ::7.0::0S t ',ut 

exclu~ei !ror ~~e working cl~ss in this prcsc~t ~. .. 
"'" 
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<Fa ther 1 s Party 
, : 

FarTy support 

"'or ~ervative 

-~_;3.",) our 

1i'')'1ral 

-'or. 't Ï:now 

.'.'otal Ferc€l't 

:t't~l (;: ) 

C:crcervative 

-La:,ou-r' 

CL-

Pathc'ê's 

C onservat ive-

-4e~ 

37 

12 

J 

100 

(145) 

39% 

12% 

II ----, 

/ 

'\ • 

\ 

\ 
- - f 

P.:.rt~, 'Pre~erer.ce and (Jorker t s Fart~r' Suppcrt 

La:,our I.i:'eral : :or. 1 t K!'1 0\'1 'i'cta: ~otal 

~ ____ ~ C t!1E:'T rélrt" Fercert 1 r \ 
\. L 

Il 29 ' L 
26 ~ 

Pl "- 53 S8 

\ 
'7 15 9 
1 

l J 7 

10C 100 100 

-----(309) (( 5) (2IC, 

20 Il 30 100 (l~ 2,) 

57 7 24 lOC (4h1) 
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·Fat~er's ~oci~l ~lass 

\ 

Percer.tage i:ot Suppcrting 

+~e ~onservatives of 2hose 

'. 1 ~ 
wi th :dr.servative ?athers 

. 
':'otal (r) 

11', 

}ercenta?e 3upportlng 

-or.Berv~tives of Those 

J 
.a thou-t-':orserv::t ti ve 

,." ~..,..Fathers 

er ): 
Total (N) 

c 

Social Sl~i s~ 33.ckr:ro'.lnd of .Jorker 1 s Fathers 

'nhd Percentage Kovement From Father's Party 

... 

• ':idèle Class 

42'-

.. 
(52 ) 

31 

(93) 

~ 

------

.... 

"-

:o!"~:ir;[! "lass 

~ l . 

(91) 

l~ 

, 
(492) 

* In ali tables that refer to the·resp~nder.t's fathers social ~ackground the ter~s r.iddle class 

and non-'manual occ-upation are usect interchangeably, as are wor!üng class and nanu<:l.l occupatipn • . ~ 
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• Father~ s Occupation p..nd ,Jorker' s Party Support 
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Ij~r.3.e-eL ____ _ 

\ " 

Fart y Support 

,.. ol"servati ve 42~~ JO'- 19.-' 

L-\. Jour 44 60 70 

li:,e~-l 12 5 p 

1 =- on 1 t l'r:ow ? 5 ~ 
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- . 
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l'a"Jle 3-5 ',jorker's Locatior. ,.lthir. the .:orking Class and Party support 

location .li thir. 'l'he t;pper .JOr:~ing Cl2.sS Lov..e !' .orkinf- -:'18.s8 
'" 

J .. :lrkinE.:; C1ass 
-----

(ccu:):ltiof, lirade :5'cretY len .3ki11ed .3er.i-3}: =..::": ed Crski'11 en 

P'1.r-:y Support 

'"'onserv'ltive 36% 2Y~ 22 1?" .. 
l'3.~our 47 6) ( f7 ...,~ 

ft:. 

Li~€ra1 15 
..., 

"": c; C. ./ 

~}or:. • t ! n ow '\ 2 J l :3 --' 

, 
Tot::il Percent 100 100 lOC ICa " . , 

" 

f 
Total (r.) (J71 ) ( 9~ « (109) ~ (175 ) 
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SociaL-.:lass Background of IJorker' s F.J. ther and \J orker ' s Location 

.Ji1hin the Jorking ':lass ,,1 i th Fercer: tage Jover'ent Prom Fatr.cr' s 1=Qrty 
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:ath~r's ~ocial :l~ss , idèle :la:;;s .orl·;:ir.g _'1"-38 

- d t}- ~ t' ~es~on er: s ~oca lOTI Lpper l.owe,r l:p~er :"ower 

..:: ; i thirJ .Jorkin?' :lass 

::-ercer.tap;e t:ot Sup,!=,ortir.g 

the Cor.servatives of ~hose ) P.-~ - ;] 53< '4T' 54~ 

with Conservat~ve F~thers 
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