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ABSTRACT
a :

This account of working class Conservativism shows that

s

political socialization is a major factor . in explainlhg Conserva-

v

tivism amgng manual workers. In addition, workers moving from

[ {

middle class backgrounds into the working class bring new-'support
into that class for Conservativism. The workers' relationship to

f
l\r [] ] 3 . hd [
certain working class institutions, trade unionsand courcil es-

/ ", N . }
tates being two, play a role in reshaping the political soclaliza-

‘tion of workers. Workers' political socialization is either sps;

t‘ined or undermined depending upon their relétionship to~WOrking
class institutions, Workefs outside of these institutioﬁs‘tended
to be morelponéervative than workers embedded in working class
institutions. But ogher facFors seem é}so to be significant, |
One of these was the affluence of the workéf;' While wofkeré

inside working class institutions seemed unaffected politically-

by affluence, those outside were more Conservative as a result

L3

of increased affluence.’ T ‘L

g
‘ ' Michael J. Sullivan- .
Sources and Varieties of Working Class
Conservativism: The Working Class
Conservative Debate Re-Examined
Department of Sociology
Master of Arts
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. ' . Ce compte endu‘dU°Conservat15me de la class ouvriére

démontre qde la socialisation pdlitique est un facteur majeur en

expliqpant le Conseréatisme aux, ouvriers, En plus, les ouvriers

{
e ouvriére apportent a ‘cette

. changeant de la Bourgeoisie 3 la class

. 4
" classe un nouvel appui pour le Conservatisme. La relation des

v

ouvriérs vers certaines institutions de la classe ouvriére, syndicat
v ouvrier, habitations a prix modiques subventionner par .le gouverne-

ment sont deux, joue un rdle 4 reformer la socialisation pol#tique

' des ouvriers. La socialisation politique des ouvriers est soit .
. &

' . soutenue ou affaiblie dépendant de leurs relations aux institutions

<
de la classe ouvriéres. Les ouvriers en dehors de ces institutions

I3 » 1
u.(r . o f .
a téndent 4 &tre plus Conservatifs quc les ouvriers encastrer dans
L ¥
"+ les institutions de la classe ouvriére. Mais d'autres facteurs

semblent aussi étre significatifs, un de ceux-ci était 1'affluenge

Pendant que les ouvriers en dedans des institutions

' des ouvriers,

de classe ouvriére semblent inchangés politiquement par 1'affluence,

ceux en-dehors étaient plus Conservatifs par suite de 1'augmentation

N - . i !
. © “de 1'affluence. : ’ ;
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PREFACE

1/

! -
This\ thesis re-examines the issiue of working class Conservativism,

It is a number \of years since the workmg class Conservative debate was con-

sidered toplcali the electoral successes of the Labour party and the various,
political crises that British-society has passed through in the last decade
seem to have led to a dechne of interest in this issue. ’ But toplcal or not,
the working class Conservative debate raised some important and mterestlng
questions for politica‘l sot:iol‘pgist.; -which to this day remain unanswered.

The role of political socialization, political culture, and deferenoe in -
generating O:;nservat;ive\politics among workeg:s, bemg su'ch an igsm. Now,

,é\at the dust has settled on this debate, but before it is relegated to. tl{xe

“ sociological graveyard, it is perhaps time to res':cue this issue and provide

+ same much needed summing up of the debate and a way of reconciling the oon-

yflicting mterpretat_lons that have been offered by way of an explanation of

working class Conservativiam.

) There are a m\mber of people T would like to thank for their
l'assistar.mce on this work. For his in‘valu.able aséisténce ‘in' terms of idea‘sx'
and suggestions, ?articularly wit}; the analysis of :he survey data, I would
like to thank my adviéor, Richard Hami\lbon I would also 11ke to thank
‘Slmon Chodak, Joseph Snucker and Anthony Synnott for their warm encouragement
and belp, partlcularly durmg those periods,ofl time when I most nfaeded en-

oéuragenent and support. In addition, Lynn Boyle showed great skill and

-
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The data utilized in this research were made available by the inter; )
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patience in typing the manuscript.

. € . -
university oonsortium for political research. The data was originally collected
by David Butler, Nuffield College, and Donald StokKes, The University of - {

Iqichigan. Py ' ’ \

McGill University, Department of Graduate Studies, provided financial

support for one sumer while this thesis was being written. Their assistance
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t

'is- appreciated. ) -
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Ne_itherﬂthé original collectors of the data, nor the inter—uniyersity

consbrtiun, nor other persans and agencies bear any responsibility ’éar the

ana;l)}sis or interpretations presented here.
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CHAPTER 1

&

.INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE

From the time of the first large-scale enfranchisement
of the British working cléés under the Second Reform Bill of
1867, the bolitics’df the working class has been a subject

of considerable interest and anxiety £0T both politicians and

gocial scientists, Of the various problems raised by the emer-

gence of working class politics over the last century the issue

of working class Conservativism has remained a consistent concern,

‘( In fact as early as 1868 Engels complained bitterly to Marx in

»

his famous leteter

What do you say to the elections in the factory
districts? Once again the proletariat has dis- .
credited itself terribly....It cannot 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,l '

L]

<

This concern with the Conservativism of the working class has \\\

continued during the century since 1867. The problem has

T Tttt oG <

Pl

characteristically been seen’ in terms of, why in a society tradi- '

tionally as class and party conscious as Britain should up to )

9

.
one-third of all manual workerscénd their familjes vote for the

-

( Conservative party, é‘party it has been suggested’ that does not

, , ¢
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¥ . ;
(p serve their interests; The consequences of what has been seen

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

party claiming to represent the interests of the working class,

effective working majorities in*arliament on all but two

occasions, 1945 and 1966, since the inception of the Labour party,
/ . | . R

. ¥
Traditional explanations of working class Conservativism

- had assumed that deference on the part of the working class towards
a socio-political elite, ‘or growing affluence on the parﬁ of 'the
working class, were responsible in large part for the great number

2
: . of z@rkers who favoured 'the Conservative party, HowBver, follow-

ing the third successive defeat of the Labour parti in the 1959

. 1/
general election, new research was initiated to analyse the pro- -
b
blem in more detail and the modern working class Conservative
3 r
*debate emerged. Consequently within the last fifteen years a

number of competing interpretations of working class Conservativism i
have appeared, None of these have been able to adequately account

»

for the phenomena,

These interpretations can be dichotomized into two o
genera] categories, those that use some form of socialization

model And those that appeal to various structural vayriables,
3

\
The socialization model suggestéxthaf either primary 'or secondary

socialization is responsible for working class Conservatlvism,

-

( In terms of primary socialization it has been argued that the
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. servative pplitical culture and that through later socialization

. . Y
: :

i . . . ‘
. - . ‘ 3

-~

N - ‘ B r
family is responsible in great part for the political socialization
. - e

of its new members, thus in thIs accoéunt working class Coriserva-’'
o

tivism is an intergenerational affair sustained by traditional

4 - ;

family voting habits, While accounts Which implicitly make use

-+
Al ’

of secondary socializatipn claim that British society has a Con-'
. Y

N / B 5‘
¥ . e e
members of the sociéty ﬁnternalize this Conservativism, Prdblems

»
-

of why political “socialization is not always effective, only 487% )

of working class‘Coﬁsgrvatives follow their fathers voﬁe; énd why |

if the political culture of Britain is Conservative everyone is’

T AR i S

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

dealt with in these interpretations.’ K

.

* -
1]

The structural perspective on the other hand attempts

to ascertain what structures in British society generate or at

, l%agéwp&ntribute to the continuance of working class Conservativism,

»

Here the emphﬂsis has been on such things as the type of housiﬁg“
workers live in, trade unionism, increasing affluence and how

the. structure of actual production conditions facilitate the 5
6 -
R by e
development ofﬁFoliti@al attitudes, Generally these~accounts (.

L]

have ignor’ed iggggiior socialization of mﬁgbersAand only con- ‘

centrated upon the “influence of particular structures on individ- ‘

»

uals, forgetting that they arrive in a situation possibly with a
J 4

|

&

brig;_political orientation, The interaction between prior
. / .

socialization and the influence of structural variables on that

>

1
\ z‘
sociaqization_has then been largely-ignored in structural accounts, l\

‘i o ' h ) “~
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What I wakt to do in this paper is critically review

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

0

pet&ﬁg interpretations briefly mentioned by way of introduction,
Secondly I want to formulate the problem of working class Con- '

&

T
sérvativism in such a way that it will be possible to reconcile

a e
a

the socialization and structural interpretations by showing the

|

interactions bétween these two sets of variables.

N
Yam,
k- Y

This paper will then be attempting to show the relation-

L

ship between socialization and structural variables in determining

the extent of influenie/these variables have in shaping the atti-

o

tudes of manual workers and their families towards Conservativism,

To this end I will be re-examining survey data collected by Butler
{ £

I3

"and Stokes at the height; of the working class Conservative debate

in 1964, which is highly, pertinent to the problem under comsidera-

tion and still remains the bést data collected on this problem,

Review and Discussion of the Literature ol

Within recent years, perhaps the most petsuasive ¢

+ ; !
accounts of working class conservativism have uBed what has

e { 1

cothe to be known, following Hyman, ag the 'political socialization'
perspective, This perspective suggests that a person's political

party affiliations and pélitical orientations are like all other

.

social manifesghtions, learnt forms of b%PaviourWand thatmyarious

agencies of socialization are responsible for the development of
y 7‘
political attitudes. Perhaps the major study utilizing thés

-
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"is an historical phenomena maintained through successful inter-

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

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

party traditions, The weakening of this voting tradition, Butler

s
\“‘% -
’ -
[ S .

approach in accounting for working class Conservatiyismwhg§\been
" N 3

Butler and Stokes, Political Change in Britain, In this work

. v

Butler /Lnd Stokes have argued that working class Conservativism

generational political socializatioﬁ&ég\tﬁé family level. They

claimképat prior to the rise of the Labour part¥ to major pafty/

class who were qualified to vote were limited injtheir choice of

parties to the Conservatives and Liberals, Modern working class

Conservativism is then, for Butler and Stokes, gpe remnants of

the original working class Conservatives who upon gaining the .
& o

fﬂgnchise in 1867 and its fuller extens%on in 1884 were .wooed by

the paternalism offered by the Conservative party in their attempts

to appeal to'%ﬁe newly enfranchised working class \}oter.9 Conse- °
quently; decades before the emergence of a party claiming to

, 10
socialized into a Conservative ideology and party affiliation,

]

Modern working cldss Conservativism was then for Butler and Stokes

3

a result of the successful trénsmission of intergenerational family
11

|

and Stokes claim, is due to an increasing number of.voters coming
i ‘

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

L ] . *
the interests of the working class, as opposed to the Conservative

parties claim of representing all classes, This has led to what

Butler and Stokes have called the '"Decline of Working Class

P L st s et Ll



w

* work of Almond and Verba claims that each society generates and \\

/? . . .

)
Conservativism', Thus this account suggests that working class
&'»
Conservat1v13m is largely the result of successful primary

socialization which is passed on over generations,
R i

While primary socialization has been the focal poiﬁt
of the Butlér and Stokes'account of working class Conservativism,
other accounts have focused on what seems to be another major
érea,'that of secondary or institutional socialization, ‘These

accounts have largely worked within what is otherwise known as

the political culture perspective, This aprroach following the

maintains a distinct political culture that pesvades the society,
thus membérs of that society are socialized into the éppropriate
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
which, coéprlses (of) those beliefs, values, symbols ideas and

meanings that are espoused by those with the most power in a give
11

society'. In a similar vein Nordlinger in his account of working

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

conception of the relationship between the government and the .
12
electorate which is widely diffused throughout the population",

This conception Nordlinger argues is a hierarchical image of‘soéiety

in which, ''the marked upper class and aristocratic strains in the

English political culture are strongly infusgd in the working
, - 13
class political culture', The political culture of Britain the

| \
/o , ' :

12
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is largely conceived of as favouring the Conser®rative Party and one
in which workers are likely to be socialize& into this value orien-
tation, However, a major problem with this perspective is that it
cannot explain why some workers become Conservative and others do
not, nor does it suggest who is likely to‘pecome a Conservative

within the working class, I intend to return to this point a

N

i

little later in the discussion,

|
4
-,

N
A corollary of the political cult;g{ thesis has been

the argument that because the political culffuire of Britain accepts

a hierarchical disg#ibution of power then working class Conserva-

3

g%xes must accept this hierarchical and elitist arrangement and

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

studies 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 is social deference'", Two recent studies, in particu-

lar, those’ by Nordlinger and McKenzie and Silver, have shown a
Y.
relationship between deferential attitudes in the working class

towards an upper class political elite and Conservative working
class voting, However, both studies also report that the defer- .
ence voter represénts a minprity of the working class Conservative
vate.15 Both accounts show a relationship between deference as
*

measured on a number of questions designed to show a deferential
atcitud? and Conservative voting among the working class, These
ﬁ;tudies reveal that while a,relationship between deference and

Conservativism exists, not every worker who could be categorized

as deferential voted Conservative; many were Labour voters,

R e et




Q ' N J 8

LN & ’
Furthermore, not every Conservative voter was a deference voter,
. 16
in fact the majority were not, This tends to suggest that the .

o

value of the deference variable might be limited in térms of itg
explanatory worth, At best, deference begé the question of the’
-causes of working class‘Conservativiém and can bewseen primarily,
as an intervening variable,that by itself can say little about
the relationship of working class Conservatjivism to the social

structure, In fact, 'Jessop has taken up this point receq&ly and

T

argued an extreme view against the deferencg thesi’s claiming that
& L3 L3 L3 i
however important it may be in a small ’
pr%portion of cases all the indications
suggest that deference is unimportant
in determining political behaviousr,17

Ny

-

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

fluence to be deferentials or if they have been exposed to specific
structural influences that would create deference, It is on this

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

H
deference has not been developed,

. 1/\
Two interesting studies that have tried-to extend and

go beyond deference and political culture have been offered by

\
Parkin and Jessop, In explaining deference and working class ,
, .

Conservativism, Parkin has suggested that it can be explained in

»

,férms of working class Conservatives being isolated from the main-
, 18 @ ‘ .
. stream of working class life, Parkin in extending 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, that, is trade unions

»




or working class communities, whereby a set of ceunter values to

. . . s s - . 0
Conservativism is established, is the vast majority of the working
, L . ‘

class population able to resist the influence of Conservatizing
#
elements within the society, Thus those not within some form of
& , : ,
working class enclave tend to become Conservative sympathiéprs‘

Parkin is then suggesting that if is at the point where workers

are isolated in Basically middle-class districts or don't belong'

v

to trade unions that working class Conservativism and deference

will occur,

L3 . N

' Jessop, in his own reséarch,lhés suggested that the

basic orientation in British society i's not deference, but what’
he calls 'traditionalism'., That is, ”deferencegéowards a tra-
ditional social and moral order", Taking over much of Parkin's
argument Jessop has examined various structural components that
prevent the development of traditiénal sentiments among the work- '
ing class, Among the working class structures that Jessép claims
prevent the formation of traditionalist orientations are trade j
Qnion organizations and council housing estates.” Jessop goes on i
to suggest that the traditionalistig outlook ¢f British political '
.Eulture generates working class Conservativisq only where people

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

the working class it is again those mést insﬁlated from such con-

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

y 19
the Conservative party," In the work of both Parkin and Jessop

kg —
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.. sociaglization theorists, clearly identify the family as theﬁqsinna

/ 10

then we see the attempt to mediate the political culture or

socialization, and in fact provide their own form of ‘culture and

socialization, HoWever,,it should be noted that the influence

Q’ <
of primary political socialization is largely ignored by those ‘
accounting for working'class conservativism in terms of political

culture or secondary socialization,” Furthermore, while pdlitical
4

! B

transmitter of political ideas, the political c¢ulture approach - -

" ‘
r

has been much less specific, more vague, about what exactly are
I

the agents that diffuse a set of Conservative political attitudes

li

s

through the society, . )

Turning to the structural perspective, a more dynamic '
. and articulated approach has been developed by Lock%ood, He is

concerned with the way in which the work situation a worker is in
i * v

tends to create a particular 'image of society' and a particular
political orientation, Lockwood's approach avoids the defensive ?

function seen by working class institutions for the political
’ 3

culture proponénts and the pervasiveness of Conservative-political
culture and suggests that the work situation a worker is involved
in is dynamic and in fact generates its oWn culture, ‘Lockwood

presents a cogent statement concerning the structural location

20 ) . t

of working class Conservatives, For Lockwood the working class .
g . .

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

L]
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thr%g different perspectives have developed within the working

class and that these perspectivés are generated by the different
type of conditions*under which production takes place. He char-

‘acterizes the three perspectives as belonging to:
N LY

PSS
L .
a) Traditional proletariat: these included workers in
[t

4

the older heavyﬁindustries, mining, shipbuilding, steelmaking

and are characterized as closed communities with strong commuhity

ties with predominately high labour votin§ and a conflict model"

i of -society, . >
g " b) Deferential Traditionalist: Lockwood suggests that
‘g ’ ' The typical| work role of the deferential
. © traditionalist will be ione that brings him
" i into direct \association with his employer
- . or other mid le class influentials and hinders

him from forming strong attachments to workers
in a similar market situation to his own,2l

. AT o
*’ » \ -
%“///;;is is the g%pe of occupation to be found in sm?ll towns or in

F

&

small industries with'well differentiated occupational structures',

For Lockwood this type of situation will dispose the worker to
P 4
a bferarchical image of society and will predispose him towards

Conservative voting habits,

i
]
:

o « ¢) Privatized worker: For the privatized worker ''class

+ divisidns are seen mainly in terms of diffdfences in income” and
. : L 22 :
+- ,material possessions', - The pg%y@tized worker for Lockwood is
. .

generally involved in modern largs;scale production entegprises
[

L that invplve assemblyﬁ&ine work rather than in the traditional
. ® -8
. ””“ﬁéavﬁmindgg%ries;~-Heahas less established community ties than

~

4,
- 3
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12

the traditional proletarian workgﬁé He is likely to have an
.7 -7 Ui,
instrumental attitude towards poljtics, that :

he is likely to

1 - !

be a Conservative voter if it seems the Cons rbétive”party can

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

emotionally attached' in terms of work or political attitudes to
( -

a party as Lockwood suggests the Deferential traditionalist and

Traditional proletariat are.

1 a

The t?pe of imagery that Lockwood has developed would
séem to offer some useful insights about the location of working
class Consérvatives in the social structure and the type of .
structural conditions that can Creéte this political dfientatiqp.
Lockwood's approach 'seems to overcome Fo some extent the'étatic
model that the poli&;caluculture pe}spective presents. I have
presented Lockwood's thesis ?n some detail as I want to make use

3

of part of his adalysis later in'this paper.

t

©

‘While traditionally_tﬁagembourgeoisement thesis was
offered as the account of working class.Conservativism, the pro- -
posal that increasing affluence was creating middle class values
and voting habits gmongst manual workers has in recent years been
largely rejected.2 But” the thesis retains much of its appeal still,
Goldthorpe and Lockwood have in.particular suggested the difficul-
ties invglved in manual workers moving from a working class to a
middle class refe£énce group, Their "Affluent Qorker”'study‘de*

. a :
signed specifically to test the embourgeoisement thesis found no

4

[ R R
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investigate,

g

evidence that affluence was_moving manual workers towards
- 24 ‘ ‘
Conservativism, However , serious questions have been raised
25

about their study, If they did not find affluence creating

-
a

Conservativism, Ehey‘did find Conservative voting amongst manual

workers to ‘be. related to 'white collar affiliation', that is
3 ' o

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

cbllar job in the past clearly disposed the manual worker in
. 26 ¢
their study towards Conservativism, In explaining .the phenomena

Goldthorpe et al, suggest tﬁat working class Conservativism is a

consequence of the convergence aof the upper-working class and the
lower middle: classes. Both groups they suggest having similar
27 !

‘aspirations and lifestyles, * For Goldthorpe then if not through

qfflﬁence, then throdgﬁ/affiliation a segment of the working class

—_—

‘becomes middle class, ;

Finally another area of research that could be investi-
@ .

gated for its irfluence on creating or sustaining working class

Conservativism is the role of issues, However, this is a large

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

From our review of f{zfliterature it can be seen that N
% number of competing explanations exist, all seem to tell but a
part of the story.™ Cleaély primery socialization is of some
importance, its extent though iqyopen to question and ; numbef of

objections to the po}itical socialization approach have been




e

that the young are not getting socialized into Conservativism and -

29 W “ k - P
raised. The precise sources of working class Conservative

5

support has never been systematically examined in terms of the

-~ +
party that working class Conservatives were socialized to. We
/"

want to know the source of working class Conservative support in
terms d% the original family voting tradition, Thus we want to

know how many had Conservative fathers, Labour fathers’or Liberal -
H4
! . 4
fathers. We also want to know the proportion of those wifh Con-

»

servative fathers who remained with their f#thers’ pargy, and how

)
much of the present Conservative support in the working class this

~

represents, ’ .

1 . -

The evidence of Goldthorpe and Lockwood that working A

%

.

class Conservatives have some form of affiliation with the white
' ' .

)
collar world or in other words have middle classﬂaffiliations
sﬁggests that given the political socialization thesis and the
fact that middle class voters are ovesyhelmingly Conservative

suppor%ers, downward mobility is a factor in explaining working

' ’

class Conservativism, ,n fact it has been suggested that much

L]

of the Conservativism can be explained through the downward

A e D RGN o AT urt LMD (T

mobility of the offspriﬁg of middle class Conservative electors

who maintain their familial voting tradition in their move to the
30
manual classes, This claim must be investigated, Butleyg and
o .
Stokes have suggested a decline in working class Conservativism

that working class Conservatives are older than the rest of the
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" 31 P
populations ° Again the validity of this assertion should be
L) o

ascertained, | ﬁY I

'
)

 Furtherflore, it is not known how stable the total work-
ing class Conservative vote is, Perhaps, over time, working
class Conservatives leave the party faster than new recruits with

either a Liberal or Labour past, , These then are fundamental

-~

questions concerning some basic characteristics about the sources
of working class Lonservative -support that any political socializa-

tion thesis must investigate if this thesis is to be supported,

A further set of problems involves the interpenetration
of §ocialization and structural variables, Jessop, in particular,
has investigated the wa§ in which méjor structural variables modi-
fy the influence of secondary socialization into politjical culture,
But he has virtually ignored the influence of family socialization

2

and in fact suggested that it 1is rélatively unimportant.3 Yet
decisions about the degree of involvement with the type of struc-
tural Variables that both Jessoé and Parkin discuss, i,e,, trade
unions and type and location of dwelling, may be predicted upon
prior primary\socialization so that the element of self selection
enters into mapy situations that Jessop sugges;s are a result of
political culture iﬁposing itself upon individuals, Yet this is
to lose sight of the fact that family socialization is prior to

other forms of socialization and the social structures that workers

Hecome involved in, What it geems should be analysed is the manner

o o
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in which structures support or weaken primary socialization

patterﬁs.
. 5,

-
v

If we accept that the political .culture of Britain is
Conservative- for those people or groups outside of the political
culture created by the working cla;s world, what we have then
1s two competing cultures that socialize persons who fall into
those particular structures that influence politically, We can
postulate a set of Labour structures, working cléss districts,

7 5

council house, tfrade union, large factory,that it 'has been claimed

are all associated with high Labour voting, A set of variables
supporting a Cdbnservative political culture would seem to bé,
small factory, middle class neighbourhood, own home, non-membership

of a trade unjon, these structures it is claimed all are associated

with low Labour voting and high levels of working class Conservativ-
¥

ism,

\

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

LS

Laheur structures or Conservative dtructures has on the original

.
N
H
2
1
H

family socialization, These structures it is argued are contexts
in which a particplar culture is 1ociped. /6oes resocialization
take place if one is cross pressured in terms of family voting

tradition and later contact with the opposite set of supporting
structures, The problemlof self selection wfﬁl of course arise,

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

structures specifically liberate or retard movements from family

e ke e am omer e wam v 4
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voting traditions, Clearly, however, the background that a voter
has in’"terms of family voting tradition means that the variables
that retain Conservative voting traditions méy not be the variables

thgf first hgberate voters from either a Labour or Liberal ;fadi;

’

tion and .the move towards Conservativism, Many of the problems
d ‘

of accounting for working class Conservativism stem from this

u ¢

basic misconception in terms of using single variables to account

'

for working cldss Conservativism, The factor that maintains
working class Conservatiwes allegiance may not be the bne that

attracts the ex-Labour voter towards Conservativism, Thus the
. ‘\ S
problem of embourgeoisement has often been predicdated upon single

variable explanations, i,e,, income, While high income does not

appear to attract Labour offspring to Conservativism, high income
may keep the Conservative offspring with their family party, This

is as yet unclear, and studies have not dealt wi@% this issue,

2

§ .
By considering the sources of Conservative  support

amongst working class electors in terms of the political and
"social origins of that support, and by observing the modification

of primary socialization by both secondar§ socialization and what .
L ‘# *

sl have chosen to ‘dall structural variablés, I hope to arrive at

s
!

- s ’ ’. . -
a more satisfying and comprehensive account of worklng/class

~ "
Conseryativism than has previously been offered.
\/‘ -
b 9

.,
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. | FOOTNOTES
1

Karl Marx and Frederich Engels, On Britain, Moscow,
1953, pp. 699-500,

4 From the time of Walter Bagehot, the great‘Victorian
constitutionalist, deference has been seen as a key factor in
explaining the attachment of large numbers of working class voters
to the Conservative party. For an interesting dlscu551on of the
deference issue, see Robert T. McKenzie and Allen Sllver 4ngels
in Marble (Chicago University of Chicago Press, 1968). CHapter
1 is extremely useful, Similarly, the theme of embourge01sement
is not new, For an interesting discussion of its history, see
John H. Goldthorpe et. al., "The Affluent Worker and, the Thesis
of Embourgeoisement: Some Preliminary Research Findings'',
Sociology 1 (January 1967) pp. 12-14, He points oyt among other
things that Engels had noted a trend to Conservativism on the
part of the working class, and had suggested that this was
related to embourge01sement and Britain's exceptionally strong
economic position at that time,

) | 3 For some initial formulationd of this debate, see -
David A. Butler and Richard Rose, T#¥ British General Election

of 1959, (London Macmillan, 1960) pp. 15-16, R. Samuels, "The
Deference Voter', New Left Rev1ew 1 (January/February 1960)

pp. 9-13 and Mark Abrams, Must Labour Lose? (Harmondsworth:
Pengulnm1960)

¢

/ 4 The maégr work utiQiziﬁ% this- perspective to account
for working class Conservativism is David A, Butle# and Donald
Stokes, -Political Change in Britain (London: Macmittlan, 1969)
pp. 104-T115, Ve

3> Most of the work using the secondary socialization
thesis as an implicit assumption is usually known as the Political
Culture perspective. Much of it seems to follow the theoretical
position put forward 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 "Deﬂkrentlal
Civic Culture' in which the dominant institutions. work to create
deference. Thus working cldss Conservativism occurs when workers
are socialized into this deferential attitude. More recently see
Bob Jessop, Traditionalism} Conservativism and British Political
Culture (London: George, Allen and Unwin, 1974). This represents
an interesting and useful %gVelopment of the Almond and Verba thesis,

¥ -

. 6 fhe most significant work done in this respect has
been by av1d Lockwood, His approach has given rise to much subse-
quent research. The article that best summarizes the structural
approach is, David Lockwood, "Sources and Variations in Working

. T

I
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‘ClasS§Images of Society", Sociological Review 14, (November 1966)
PP, 243,267. .

~ / See Herbert Hyman Political Socialization (N.Y.: Free
Press 1969)” for what is perhaps still the most intelligent dis-
cussion on the very complex use of political socialization, parti-
cularly useful for this discussion is Chap, 4; more recently the
following work has been relevant, Kenmneth P, Langton Political
Socialization (N.Y.: Oxford University Press, 1969).
4 8 David Butler and Donald Stokes, op. cit., especially
pp. 104-115. . ) —
. B O i //t -

9 For an interesting discussion on the type of ideologi-
cal appeals that the Conservative party made to the working class
following and subsequent to the passing of the 2nd Reform Bill
of 1867, see McKenzie aqg Silver op, cit., pp. 18-73, )

o

10 Butler and Stokes, op. cit,, pp. 107-108, , A similar
argument is also found in Richard Rose, ''Class and Party Divisions:
Britain as a Test Case', Sociology 2 (May 1968), pp. 129-162,

For a.more detailed account of this period of British Electoral
history, see H,F, Moeorhouse, ""The Political Incorporation of the
British Working Class: an Interpretation", §ociologx 7 (September
1973), pp. 341-359, and Chris Chamberlain, '"The Growth of Support
for the Labour Party", British Journal off Sociology, 24 (December
1973), pp. 474-489,

-~

Se—

WLJ’Ll Bob Jessop, Traditionalism..., op. cit., p. 22,
, 12 In his discussion of working class Conservativism,

Eric Nordlinger, Working Class Tories (Berkeley: University of
California, 1968), p. 17, goes on to develop |a consensus model

of British Politics that suggests that working class Conservativism
is an essential component of stable democracy in Britain, Howevqf,
the concern with stable democracy and the foundations of st#tble
democracy tends to limit the scope of Nordlinger's analysis as it
has limited the scope of Tany studies working within the political
eulture framework, :

13 1hid., p. 31. '/,/7

14 p .4, Pulzer, Political Representation and Elections
in Britain (London, George Allen and Unwin, 1972), 2nd edition,
p. 111, Again as in the Politictal Culture model, deference i
theorists have, been..unable to say who will be a deferential work-
ing class Conservative,

15 Following the rise of interest in working class con-

servativism the results’ of two major studies were published, see
Nordlinger op. cit., and McKenzie and Silver, op. cit, Both
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studies dealt in detail with the deference voter and contrastea
him with another type of working class Conservative who was
characterized As non-deferential and saw the Conservative party
as better able to bring about prosperity than Labour, Nordlinger
called this type of voter the '"Pragmatic Conservative' while
McKenzie and Silver called their voter the '"'Secular Conservative'',
In both cases they outnumber the deferential voter,

16 Recalculating the figure presented by the McKenzie
and Silver study, we can note that.only 27% of their sample of °
working class Conservatives were pure deference voters, another .
287 were in part deference voters but had not scored as highly °
as deferential voters on all the scales to be classified as pure
deferential voters, McKenzie and Silver op, cit,, figures recal-
culated from table reported on p, 188, "

~

‘ s

v

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.delineates a number of different forms
of defegence, Bob Jessop;”'"Civility and Traditionalism in English
Political Culture', British Journal of Political Science 1, (Japuary
1971), pp. 1-24,, Also of interest is an article by D. Kavanagh,
"The Deferentifl English: A Comparative Critique', Government and
Opposition 6 (Pummer, 1971) pp, 333-360, where he argues that the

term deference#fis so loosely applied that it has outlined its use-
fulness, and that deference has come to mean having a sense of
trust in govermmental processes, If this is the case then Kavanagh
argues rightly about the limited use of the concept, Finally, it
is interesting to note that only in Britain has the-issue of
deference and voting behaviour been raised,

18 Frank Parkin, ''Working Class Conservatives: A Theory
of Political Deviance', Br¥tish Joumal of Sociology 18 (September
1967) pp. 278-290, In this very influential article without seem-
ing to acknowledge it, Parkin who has been known for ‘his Marxian
orientation, borrows heavily from, and takes over much of the
political culture tradition, This is done to such an extent that
his account is largely within the political*culture tradition
but with Marxian overtones in the sense’ of analysing the 'struc-
tures that prevent the development of a working class conscious-

ok
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ness on the part of working class Conservatives,

19 see Bob Jessop, Traditionalism,,., op, cit,, p. 141,
Jessop in this very interesting book tries to develop some of
the insights of Parkin in terms_of €he specific structures that
either facilitate or retard the development of working class '
consciousness, :
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20 gee Lockwood, '"Sources and Variations in Working
Class Images of Society", Sociological Review, op. cit, For a
work that has effectlvely used his dlStlnCtlonS of the likely
1ocat10ns of the various types of working class political attitudes
in terms of city size and industrial composition of cities, see
A, Piepe, R, Prior and A, Box, '"The Location of the Prd etarian

* and Deferential Worker" Sociologz 3 (May 1969), pp. 23 4,

With regard to the issue of plant size which has also been raised,
see Nordlinger op, cit,, chapter 8 and G,K, Ingham '"Plant Size:
Political Attitudes and Behaviour', Sociological Review 17 (July
1969), pp. 235-249,

21 Lockwood, op. cit,, p. 253,

22 1pid,, p. 256.

!

23 The literature on embourgepisement is too extensive
to be listed in any detail here, References that have been useful
include Ferdinand Zweig, The Workenyin an Affluent Society (London:
Heinemann, 1961), John H, Goldthorpe, D. Lockwood et al, "'The
Affluent Worker: some preliminary research findings" op. cit.,
pp. 11-3 and "Affluence and the British Class Structure", Socio-
logical Review, 11 (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',
Sociological Review, 12 (July 1964), pp. 137-154, For a compre-

hensive analysis of the French case but one which is highly
suggestive for the analysis that this study takes, see Rithard

F. 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 Historical Debate in Difficulties'", Social History 7

(November 1974), pp. 270-292, (

24 John H, Goldthorpe David Lockwood et al, The
Affluent Worker: Political Attltudes and Behav1our (Cambrxdge°

" University Press, 1968), pp. 33-49,

L C

25 1 intend to fully discuss the critique of the

'affluent worker' research later in this paper.
! »

26 Goldthorpe, The Affluent Worker: Political Attitudes,
op. cit,, Ppp. ?1-59.
27 See John H, Goldthorpe, David Lockwood, et al, The

Affluent Worker in the Class Structure (Cambridge: University
Press, 1968), This book contains many interesting discussions

7
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of what the authors call '"'mormative convergénce”. THey suggest
that the lower middle clas$ is accepting more readily the idea of
collective action, while the working class is becoming less
collectivistic, 1In addition, the authors note changes in working
class family attitudes that they suggest are further drawing the
lower middle class and the upper working class together;

28 Butler and Stokes in their study do inﬁ%act raise tﬁ%
subject of the influence of issues and suggest that issues have
little impact on the electoral decisions of voters. However,
others notably V,0, Key have claimed a far larger role for issues
than Butler and Stokes seem prepared to accept. See Butler and
Stokes, op, cit,, Ch, 15 and V.0, Key, The Responsible Electorate,
Mass,, Belknap Press, 1966,

29 See Ivor Crewe, ''Do Butler and Stokes Really Explain
Political Change in Britain', European Journal of Political .Re-
search 2,+ (March 1974) pp. 47-92, Crewe criticizes the Butler

"and Stokes study on the grounds that '"partisanship is best under-

stood -as 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 relations, He also
claims that young voters who areesnot rooted as, deeply into a
milieu as the older voters ar® more likely to be influenced by
issues, Another critique of the political soclalization approach
is D, Marsh, '"Political Socialization: The Implicit Assumptions
Questioned", British Journal of Political Science (October 1971),
PP. 453-%66. He claims g¢hat studies have only considered youthful
political socialization and have ignored adult socialization, He
further asks\hgw stable are attitudes that were learnt during
childhood socialization,

30 See Paul R Abramsont ''Intergenerational Social
Mobility ™ and Partisan Choice', Americtan Political Science Review,
66 (December 1972), pp. 1291- 1294. This issue will be taken up
and discussed in more detail later,

31 Butler and Stokes, op, cit

.y PpP. 115-118,

32 Bob Jessop, Traditionalism,,., op, cit., pp.. 156-157
and pp. 203-205, Jessop, in fact, seems so intent upon promoting
the modlfied version of the politlcal culture thesis he presents,
that primary socialization seems for Jessop ncompatlble or unim-
portant in relation to secondary processes of sociatlization,

u

v o Z

Bt i ke dE w7 2 K awes o - o . ’

i s 3 e

O

3

B e, At




. -
~\ .

CHAPTER II

SOURCE, USE AND SELECTION OF DATA

The data used for this analysis is that collected by

Butler and Stokes in\their 1964 national survey of Bri&ish men
and women aged 21 and over, The sur;ey was based on a random
sample of Great Britain excepting\ﬁorthern Ireland, 1In terms of
ghe characteristics of the sample Butler and Stokes used, it was
selected, they state, as

a- self weighting, multi-stage, stratified

sample of the adult population,,,living in

private households or institutions.l

In all eighty constituencies were selected for sampling on the

basis of region, strength of Conservative support in the 1959
election, presence of a Liberal candidate in 1959 and a possible
Liberal candidate in the forthcoming election, urban or rural

character and the unemployment level, The selected constituencies

!
{
were chosen from a stratum of forty constituenFies ranked on the \“\“/L

-

basis of the above criteria. Two constituencies from each stratum
were selected thus giving eighty constituencies, In terms of the’

actual sampling at the constituency level, this fvas dependent upon
) 2 .
the density of the population within that congtituency.,  This
4 ,
process resulted in 1769 completed interviews being collected to
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. 2N . a
an extensive questionnaire on the political atfﬁtudés and social

\ ~¢

backgrounds of the respondents, It remains the most adequate

~data to be gathered to date that is relevant for my analysis of

. I

British working class conservativism, Its extensive use by other
R et -
researchers is petrhaps the best attestation to the quality and

i

reliability of the data that Butler and Stokes have collected, g

In the analysié undertaken following this discussion
only marrieﬁ males and females between thehages of 21 and 65 were
selected from}the,Butler and Stokes sample, Although this obviohs-
ly cuts down on the sémple size, it does allow us to be more
specific in dealing only with the active labour force,”who can be
easily defined in terms of class through occupations, The retired,
unmarried, separated, widowed or divorcdd have also beep dropped
from our sample as they can add major complications to an analysis,
The occupation of the head of the household has been used in de-
termining the status ®r class of the family, We are Ehen dealing

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

RE working class heads

head of the household, By including wive

of households as members of the working cl;ff; the sample size is .
thereby dou%}ed, This allows a more complex type of analysis than
. 3

would Have{ieen possible with a smaller sample,
" "

Y]

With regard to the problem of the criteria for determin-

ing a working class Conservative, I have taken those who voted for

- o K W S e
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the Conservative party in the 1964 general election or in the

case of those who didn't vote, those who would have voted Conser-
vative had they voted, Both the politics‘of the voters and the
non-votefﬁmin the 1964 general election were investigated in the
Butler and Stokes studyﬂ The respondents who reported voting
were asked thé€ir party choice in the 1964 election, while the
ﬁon—voters were asked what party they woﬁld have voted for had
they‘goné to the polls, Thqs it ig the real or imagined ;Siing
» .

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

as the ‘CPiteria for selecting working class Conservatives,

Similarly, the same criteria are used to establish the politics"

&

of the rest of the working class, Thé measure of working class
Conservativism, in terms of party choige rather that party
identification hus been selected because in this election which
witnessed a swing to Labour of 3,57%, presumably only the more
committed wo}king class Conse¥vatives ;re likely to(have voted

for‘that party,

A major problem remains - this concerns the definition

of working class, For as Kahan, Butler and Stokes have pointed

|

out, ''Research into the political effects of class is particularly

4

dependent upon the way in which classes are defined empirically",

‘In our case, the way class is defined aﬁd\ﬁgg types of occupations
’ - .
included within that definition of working class has an effect

' ~

upon the amount of Conservativism to be accounted for within' the | L
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working clasé. While we..are following the standard practicé.of
using occupation as the définiqg variable for social glasgl the
ButleE:and Stokes data present a problem., They have included
various occupafions that seem to fall outside of traditional
definition of working class and this influences the ;mount of
working class Conservativism to be explained. Most major studies
have focused upon the manual and” non-manual distinction as the
major means of separating the population into working and middle
classes.5 Butler and Stokes have been the majer exception. They'
claim that the major division occurs ''not between the manual and
non-manual but between skilled and supervisory non-manual and %

i
lower non-manual”.6 In addition to this group of nom-manual
tworkers being included in the working class, a number of‘other

1

categori®s are included, as well as those generally accepted.

&- ,"l
The question that should be raised at thig point -

<,

congerns the qualification of these various groups included with-

in the working class as members of the working class., Despite

Butler and Stokes, to include some of them within the working class
kY

a
would make the interpretation of tables more complex, particularly

N A b b i e

hJ . \
as some of these groups are strongly Conservative. For the purpose

~—ker

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

white collar &6%§ers,, Moét studies have included this group with

" \
the middle class, and we will follow this convention. One problem T

-

that arises by’ avoiding this convention-~is that the working class

A
and whaéamas traditionally been known as the lower middle class

»*
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are compounded, The lower middle class haye in some sociological
theorieg a special significance in terms of their)?Zactionar§
attitydes, This group is close to the working class but not a

© part of it, yet close enough to fall into it, thus a fear of the
working class and a concern with status, it has been suggested,

creates reactionary politics within this group, Combining the

lower middle class with the working class prevents a meaningful

!
’

analysis by combining a so-called reactionary group with the -

~

~
'

working class. ‘

Other groups that. should be excluded from the analysis

are manual self-employed worke?s, selffémployed farmers and per-

sonal service workers, The self-employed groups, in particular, :
Yhave a different market situation from the employed manual worker,

Their residual occupations are highly Conservative - the 27 "

persons in these occupations are 637 Conservative supporters,

Brifish studies have included foremen in the working class as

well as farm labourers, We will follow this convention but also

, . {
it is hoped to present foremen at times as a separate manual

¢

|
§
!

category if order to compare them with other manual workers, The
faq&(;hat there are (N=109) .foremen makes this possible.8 The
small number of agricultural 1$bourers (bﬁlﬁ) makes any analysis
of them questionable, and tﬁey~;ill bekincluded within the general \

body of unskilled manual worker, However, contrary to popular

belief, they are not the reactionary Toxies sometimes thought of
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as be;ngl Only five of their number voted for the Conservative
-9 ‘ ‘ . o
party in 1964, The voting of Butler and Stokes' working class,

the groups that are excluded in this study, and the working class
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 who

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

class Conservativism has been carried out using a national sample,
a
The two major previous studies, those of Nordlinger, and McKenzie

and Silver, were not national studies. Both Nordlinger and

McKenzie and Silver chose to study the English uréan 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

-

4
f the workers in the sample live in cities greatly in excess of
’ 11 ‘
this figure', In fact, Nordlinger suggests that !'In the rural

ares of England, where the traditional social/ﬁLructure is

still prevalent, Conservative voting within the working class is~

more. easily understandable than in the cities'", He goes on "It

g / .
may well.be that a majority of those workers living in rural
"L 12 .
districts vote Conservative', No evidence is supplied by.

£

Nordlinger to support this claim, In their selection of urban

»

»
-
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working class, McKenzie and Silver note that they selected their
workers from "six constituencies in large urban centers in
13 ‘

England", 'Tﬁg study of Butler and Stokes, however, was a

-

of the working class of Britain as a whole rather than the re-

stricted sample that the two studies cited above have undertaken

natfonal survey of England, Scotland and Wales and representative

What can be said about working class Conservativism in this study

then applies to the‘entire working class and not-a part of it.
%n fact, roughly 487 (N=361) of the‘workiﬁg class electors in
.the Butler and Stokes study lived in towns of less thaa 50,000
people, whiie ogly‘26% (N=194) of the working class live in the
eight largest urban centers in Britain, Neither Nordlihger's
nor McKenzie and Silver's studies are representative of the

-

‘working class,

-~y




'class categories developed by the Institute of Practitioners in
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FOOTNOTES .,

¥

1 Butler and Stokes, op, cit.s P. 449,

2 For more detail of "the sample desigﬁ, see 1ibid,,
PP. 449-451,

3 A number of researchers have discussed differences in*
husband and wife voting. Nordlinger's conclusion would seem to
be fairly typical, 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 female
mirror'", See Nordlinger, op. cit,, p. 58. Our own data does
not allow a comparison of husband and wife voting differences,

4 Michael Kahan, David Butler and Donald Stokes, "On
the Analytical Division of Social Class', British Journal of’

Sociology, (17), 1966, p, 122,

3 See among others, the following major studies that
have used and 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
1ower working class, see particularly Appendix A, “pp. 265-270
“for a discussion of this issue, - Nordlinger, op, cit,, similarly
has seen that "working class is taken to mean manual workers”
see pp, 55-58, Similarly 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 manual,
Finally Goldthorpe and Lockwood et, al,, "The Affluent Worker:
Political At%ltudeﬁ 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 1nclud1d§ accounts or wages clerks as middle
class.

" As far as occupational categories are concerned,

most studies including Butler and Stokes have used the occupational
L4
advertising (I.P.A,). In this classification scheme, category A
refers to higher managerial or professional, B to lower managerial
or administrative, Cl to skilled ,or supervisory and lower non-
manual, C2 to skilled manual; D to unskilled mariual, Cdtegories
A, B and C]l then in most studies have been considered middle €x@ss
and C2 and D working class,

6 Butler and Stokes, op. cit., p. 71, 1In seeking to ,
make this dist%nction Butler and Stokes have divided the I,P.A,

. |




(‘ Cl category into Cla.skilled or supervisory non-manual and Clb ‘ j

B

\ »

u@nd D are working class, Their working class thus includes
lower non-manual, skilled manual and unskilled manual, For a
- discussion of this division, see Kahan et, al,, op, cit., pp. 126-
127, "~ k

d / See, in particular, C, Wright Mills, White Collar:
N . The American Middle Classed, New Yorkx Oxford Unlversity Press,
' 1953, for the classic Formulation by an American socialogist,

Mills stressed that "status panic" on the part.of the lower .

middle class would lead them Zo adopt reactionary political >

2 vi ( ;
C - cscan - ;
The only study to examine the attitudes of foremen ?

as a specific occupational group argued strongly for the foremen's

™ . A ey s . .

. inclusion within the working class, This same study found that
foremen were strofﬁly for Labour and exhibited a stgong sense of i
working class sol darity, In fairness it must be p01nted oyt :
that the group of foremen studied were in some ways atypical, See

& Theo Nlchols YLabourism and Class Consciousness: The Class
€2

lower non-manual, Thus A, B, Cla are middle class and Clb, C2Z &\;

+

g ik

-4y

. Ideology of SomeaNorthern Foremen'", The Sociological Review,
(November 1974), pp. 483-502, Our. data on the voting habits of
foremen show them to be more Conservative than other types of
manual workers, Whiie 367% of the foremen reported Conservative
voting, only 237 of the rest of the manual population reported
Lonservative affiliation, However, in terms of overall class
voting, the proportion of the worklng class voting Conservative

; in 1964 was 27%, If foremen are excluded the number voting
, Conservative falls to 247, By excluding foremen from“the analysis
¢ of working class Conservativism, the problem of explaining wvrklng
class Conservat1v1sm is not made Qubh easier, -

\
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9 For the purposes of thﬁ% study the folldWing is a
selection of the occupations that have been included as manual
workers; foremen, coal miners, ceramic¢ makexs, furnace and
foundry operatives, workers in electrical trades, wood workers,
textile and clothing workers, unskilled factory and process

) - . workers, agricultural tlabourers, craftsmen and apprentices, For
. " an interesting discusgion on the occupation composition of the |
working oPaSs, see Runciman, op. cit., Appendix 3, pp., 372-375,
e ' ‘

- 10 While these are not great differences between Butler
and Stokes'|work1ng class and the wonklng class used in this study,
they do, however, point to a problem, Thé lower non—manual and
perlpheral manual workers constitute 22% of the woﬂking class
Conservative vote, Given these different market and status
situations and gu1te p0551b1y the differences in milieu between
them and manual voters, they could present, serious difficulties

1

e LV PP
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for analysis, \By including them in their study as the working

\“~~~%~~class*wﬁg£}¢r and. Stokes could have introduced a considerable

degree of unreliability-into-what they had to say about the
~Conservative worki?g class,

\ .
;} Nordlinger, op, Eic.,ﬂpﬁISB.

kd
p24 '

12 1pid., p. 570 .

13 McKenzie and Silver, op, cit,, p. 265,
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CHAPTER III

POLITICAL SOCIALIZATION AS AN EXPLANATION
OF WORKING CLASS CONSERVATIVIS@ - THE THESIS TESTED

1“ While most studies have ignored the influence of politi-
cal sotialization in accdunting for working class Conservativism,
our data indicates that early political socialization does have

a considerable impact upon those members of the wofking class who

?
@

their fathers were supporters of the\Consgrvative
_ ) 1 . .
party when the respondent was young, Roughly half, 48%lof those

s reporte@ that

with Conservative fathers voted or would have voted for the Con- o

’

servative party'ﬂn the 1964 general election .(Table 3~1). Thus,

WAL Sttt o

in a working class mflieu in which three-quarters of the electorate

vote Labour, nearly one-HaﬂB&pf those with Conservative fathers

remained loyal to %Pe party of their féther. 0Of those who moved

from a Conservativé family affiliation, the great bulk of that

]
support, 37%, went to Labour, !

v -

In comparison to the Conservatives, Labou? is’ even

[ 4

h»morégﬁuccessful at holding onto its traditional working class

!

éupporters. Just over four-fifths of those who reported Labour

fathers, stayed with the family party. A mere 117 of thosL with

a Labour background were drawn to the Conservatives in 1964 while ¢ | ¢

, o

,\
(Y
wFag
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another 77% went. to the Liberals, It would seem that som€ strong
forces are operating to keep the L¥bour traditionals with the
Labour party, while at the sa time moving many of those with a
Conservative past towards the ILsaljour party, Concurrently, though,
other influences, albeit weaker ones, appear to be moving Labour
traditionals away from Labour and towardskthe Conservative party

while keeping large numbers of the Conservative traditionals with

3
v

their party of origin,
..

<

What the- typical pressures or influences experienced
within the working class might be is suggested by the votiné éf
those who were not socialized, or do not recall, being socialiéed
into one of the two major parties, Here social and environmental
influences, or even iséues might be expecééd to play a far more
importaht role than seems to be the case of those sockalized to
a major party, 'ﬁﬁ}i\those with Liberal fathers, and those who
|\

could not recall their fathers preference, or whose father had

no preference; or some other party preference, have no recall of

-

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

1

or Conservative.?}ﬁgcking major party ''anchorage'' they would

perhaps be free to be more influenced by other factorg in the

1
working class milieu,

. In fact the Labour influence of the working class
milieu is evident; 53% of those with Liberal. fathers and 587%

of those who don't recall their fathers' vote or whose father had
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/

another Party preference were for Labour in 1964, This figure
for Labour suppbrt is well below the 81% of those with Labour .
fathers, but well above the 37% of those with Conservative fathers.

- . .
We can see that gpese types of voters were immunized to séme ex-
"tent from the Labour influence but not to the extent of thosé who
report having Conservative fathers, Still as\we see without the

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

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

this support, 297% and 267% respectively of these two types of

voters were Conservative supporters in 1964, Working class voters

s Mo

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

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

party are exposed to,

Dy e - TRE e e i

The overall dominance of Labour within the working class

ad

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

N e ot

of the majorsgharties, Labour was able to attract twice as many

—

‘ B
workers as the Conservative party, The factors moving working

class electors with no major party socialization towards Conserva-

IS

T

tivism are then not as strong as those moving t%gm 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 ;
“ .

class milieu seemsl to sustain and support Labour party socialization

N

far more sé&ongly than Conservative socialization, The political

!
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socialization thesis then certainly explains much about the nature
of working class Cénservative support, however, there are sizeable
defections from fathers' party among those who reported Conserva-
tive fathegs. Clearly Labour has been m;re successful at reﬁaining
its traditional supporg. Butler and Stokes in their, reading of ﬁg
this situaéion have prophesised 'the decline of working class
Conservativism'', which ‘on this evidence would seem to be so,
However,'ag Table 3-1 suggests, as well as losing members who

were moved from their family party, the Conservative party is

able to draw working class supporters from other nén-Conservative

2
backgrounds as well, Factors are at work within the working

class not only to sustain traditional Conservative support but to
o .

Y

draw those from other parties to Conservativism,
. -4

The importance.of these other sources of support for

working class Conservativism can best be seen, by the fact that

L4

only 39% of Conservative suppori-Within the working class, actually

comes from those with ConserVative fathers,(Table 3-1), Nearly p
three-fifths of Conservative party support within the working ., | ‘

comes from outside of the traditional base of

class, then,

Conservativism, The significance‘of political socialization as
(the sole factor explaining working class Conservativism, as
‘ 3
suggestedhby Butler and Stokes, has been somewhat overstated,
However, close to two-fifths of working class Consefvativism does

have this source of support, and obviougly political socialization

N
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is a major source of working class Conservative support, But it
is not the. only factor creating widespread Conservative support

within the working class,

The significance of other séurces of support for working
class Conservativism can be seen from the fact that aYthough only
11% of those reporting Labour fathers moved to the Conservatives
in 1964, this in fact répresents 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 Conservative party being able to

attract a percentage of those socialized to Labour, and those

socialized to no major pgrty.

'

The issue of sources of support raises a number of key
questions about the factors.influencing family socializationm, In
particular, two major questions can be raiéed° What factors
operate to move those socialized to Conservativism within the
working class away from their fathers' party, Second}y; what
factors are operating to move voters towards the Conservaéive
par ty from either the wo?kers socialized to Labour or E%ose mem-
bers of the working class who received no major part; socialization,
It is these two groups we Qill be in part Canentrating upon in

oﬁr analysis, In most of the tables that follow all those who did

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

‘
a
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factors moving this total group towards Conservativism examined,
This will be Eompared with the movement of those socialized to
/7

Conservativism away from their fathers' party. The fact that théy
voted or would have voted for a party other thén their fathers

: —
in the 1964 election will be considered as mov;;;ZE\EwQX\from the
family party, In the remaining tables which consider workers'

politics - separately from fathers, those not socialized to aig?jor

party, that is those with Liberal fathers or whose fathers were

supporters ofher parties, or no party or who cannot recall
‘their fathers'vote will be combined as our control group for social
influences, is group, then, with respect to political socializa-
tion will consixt of those working class electors whose fathers
supported no major party, and who‘consequently have had no major

party ﬁamily socialization,

|
The literature suggests a number of variables ghat 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 erbding the Conservative
partisanship of those with Conservative fathers or draying workeré
towards Conéérvativism who had fathers who were not Conservatives,
It may well be that factors very different from those that erode

the Conservative support of those with Conservative fathers,

N AR
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builds up Conservative support hmong those workers who did not have

Co$§érvative fathers, In the following section, we will be
elaborating upon the political socialization thesis in detail

and seeing precisely what variables are important in sustaining

or liberating workers from family political socialization,

‘}g‘x
Social Mobility \*__///

The literature on the influence of downward mobility

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

dictory findings, In some 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-ﬁobile working

class.4 However, more recently Abramson has challenged this view,
and has cﬁaimed that in fact downwardly mobile manual workers lose

‘ 5
their Conservativism when they enter fghe working class,

Our_data unambiguously indicates that there is a clear
difference in the politics of those workers with middle class :
social origins and who are dowﬁ%ardly mobile into the working
class, from those workers who had working class fathers and have
themselves remained manuql workers, Of ;hose wo}kers who report
a Consefvative father of middle class social origins, only 427%

L4 ¥

had moved away from their fgfhers' party, While of those non-

4
mobile workers with Conservative fathers, 61% had moved away from-
the Conservative party, This represents a fairly large “difference,

19% in fact., This can be coﬁpared with the rest of the working




- 40

class electorate where close to one-third, 31%, of the downwardly
. . R 4
mobile in this group, whose fathers were something other than
Conservative have moved to Conservativism, but only 15% of the
non-mobile had moved towards the Conservative party in 1964,
Coming from the middle clas§ and/or having a Conservative father
does tend to dispose a worker towards Conservativism., While
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 doynward mobility on political socialization seem

considerable, The downwardly mobile Toth hold onto father's j

N~

Conservativism but also move towards Conservativism from other
-

parties more strongly than do the non-mobile,

Some factors in the middle class background of the down-

* et e s,

wardly mobile would seem to be operating to keep the downwardly

mobile worker more strongly committed to Conservativism than the

[ 4

non-mobile worker, The factors that create stronger Conservative
support amongst the downwardly mobile seem to in effect immunize :

them against the strong pressures pushing working class electors 7

towards Labour that we previously noted, In terms of the in-

-

fluences working on the downwardly mobile creating strong Conser-

vative support, it may well be that downwardly mobile workers

select' milieu that do not challenge their Conservative orientation,

They may quite possibly maintain their middle class ties 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 abouQﬁgjniddle
tlass background that would tend to mo;e even the downwardiy
mobile workers with non-Conservative fathers towards the Conserva-
tive party. In part, ghe answer lies with those who do not recall
theif fatherg' party, It is quite possible-that the members of
this group who were downwardly mobile from the middle class, in
fact, had fathers ;ho 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 withouf ever being fully conscious of it, This might
explain some of the larger Conservative vote for the downwardly

. . '

mobile who w?re not thég\zyertly cquscious of their fathers )

Conservative politiks, !

~ The contribution that political socialization and mobility
when taken together make to the support among the working class
for Conservativism is considerable as Table 3-3 suggests, In all,

58% of working class Conservatives either had Conservative fathers

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

. servative suppop® within the working class comes from other sources,

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

'
i
M
i
}
?
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present day workipg class Conservativisﬁ, L]

In more detail we see that the extent to which the Con-
-servative party depends upon the support of the downwardly mobile
isiguégested by the fact that 387% of the Conservative support in
the working clqss is from that source, Only 147 of Labour support

on the other hand is from the downwardly mobile worker, In view

. of the discussion by Butler and Stokes about the intergenerational

{
nature of working class Conservativism, it is perhaps surprising

to note that only 20%, only one-fifth of working class Conserva-
tive support originates within that ﬁilieu, that is within the
wérking class Conservative.world. It is hardly the intergenera-
tional and historical affair that it is burported to be, Labour
support within the working class’can claim with far more legitimacy
to be an historical and intergénerational phenomena, 527% of Labour
support comes from ; Labour working class backfzound, It is the
diverse nature of the sources of Conservativism within the work-
ing class at least with respect to tﬂe social and political

origins of that support that has®*made working class Conservativism
such a difficult{pgenomena to explain, Particularly if we accept
the view that these sources of support are rooted in Aifferent
milieu and will respond in very different ways to the forces at
work in their section of the wofﬂing‘class environment, It

suggests that few specific generalizations can in fact be made

about working class Conservativism per se, and that the type of

et~

o
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analysis undertaken in this paper is perhabs the only way to get
/( -
at and isolate the various factors generating or sustaining Con-

servative voting within thé working class.

———

(’ The movement from farm backéround to manual worker is,
of courge, another form of social mobility. British studies have
1ar§ely neglected the issue of farming backgrouyd on worker's
poiitics, unlike political sociology in the United States which
has devoted some time to this concern.7 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, C@nsequently, Britain has not
been thought of as having an agricultural vote, Little hard
evidence has been_proéuced ?n Britain with respect to the influence
of a farming background on a'worker's politic:. Jesgopﬁs remark
that "It is almost redundant to argue that a farminé background
predisposes one to think and.vote 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

»
O U W Il VAP

agricultural worker is located at the heart of the deferential

ca;Lgory",g wWilliams in his study of Gosforth, an English farming

community with a large agricultural labour fofce,‘finAS that the

people of Gosforth "are almost entirely supporters of the Conser-l

vative party".10 Although this suggﬁﬁé&%ﬁﬁaé Conservativism is
)

related to farming and a farm backgfound, no hard evidence in T
™

\ .
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Britain has been produced either way,

) .Table 3-4 then takes up the issue of farming background

compares the inflqence of a farming past against a middle

<

class or a working class background on the politics of the working "

class, Whag is the comparative contribution from both these

-

sources on working é?ass Conservativism, When this thesis of

1

farm background and Conservativism is put to the test it fails
miserably, We note that of those who reported that theirlféthers
owned or managed a farm, only 30% voted Conservative in 1964,

while of thosg'with agricultural labourers for fathers, fewer

v

still (onl} 247) reported- that they voted Conservative in 1964,
We can,compare this with the 427 of those with mon-manual back-
ground and the 197 with manual backgrounds who reported to vote
Coﬁéfrvative in 1964, A farm background then clearly does not dis-~

pose gprkers towards Consérv%pivism any more than a manual back- .
ground, In fact the offspring of farm owners and managers are

0 » o ]-‘1
far less Conservative than thdse workers 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

i
{

present occupation to be agricultural labourer, only 277% supborteg
S

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

getting its Conservativism from a farming or agricultura] past.

L)
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Social Location Within the Working Clads

w(ﬂ We have seen that the success of political cialization
g is mediated with respect to the continued survival of Conservativ-

4
ism within the working class by the social location and origins of

. the worker's father, McKefizie and Silver have suggested that the

work{ng class is itself far from homogenous and have claimed that

4 i

<ihifferences exfst between skilled and unskilled manual workers,

\

» 0% é§\§hey have also put it, djifferences between an ''upper working
’ ' 12
class’ and a "lower working class', Within these two categories

of upper and lower .working class, we cangjalso separate workers in

e

. terms of responsibility agd skill, The dbper workiﬁg class as we z
i < o '

suggested consists of foremeq‘Fnd"skilled workers, while the lower
. : % -

‘

] working class consisted of semi-skilled and unskilled workers., We

( 7 i

will begin by analysing them separately,

" ' . /

The differences betweemrr these types o worké&s are quiée

s

oy B g —r ——

T

sharp in respect to their politics in 1964, (see Table 3-5), The

extent of Conservative affiliation is related to location within ]

e “the working class, ' In fact a 17% difference in the level of Con-

- i‘ N . . M .
servative voting separates the top and bottom groups within the* i

1 / »

‘ asrking class, While 36% of the foremen who are members ?f Eﬂg" .
& upper working class were’pon;érvative in 1964, only 197% of';hé/ !
g unskilled work;rs who are the bottom section’gf the lower working % .‘ )
\ clasFAyere Conservaﬁive ;n 1964, Clearly-'the exﬁerieﬁ%es of the\{ |
|

* s

. N e > !
( ! extreme upper and lower working classes would seem tJ be very
_ ) I .

3

. ! AN ! » .
\  different to give these types of voting differences, The extent,

¥
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< .
of their different commitment to the Labour party is even grgate@i
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‘ég;e a 25% difference separates the two groups, Less than half

. middle-class world, h#s contacts with his middle class superig;g

!

[ ) ; . 4%

1

- /’

the foremen voted Labour in 1964,/472, whki;g:early three-quarters
of the unskilled workers did so, 72%. The fdremen are also mukh

more likely than any of the other groups to support the Lié?fgl

e
party, in fact 15%\§id so in 1964, \

R 1

”~ &

We can perhaps argue that the foremen's closenes$ to the

. R
and his working class subordinates as well as perhaps his social

o

backgrounﬁzare aﬁ influence on his politics:‘ The foremen is

-

A

- f i 5
close to the middle class, and Conservative voting is one way of - %
A

identifying with that class, The fact that only 367 of the fore-
- . o
men supported the ConservaE}ves in 1964 is suggestive Ff the fact

that the foremen, does not fully experience himself as middle class,
In fact their high Liberal vote sugge:j;/thﬁf they, if|anything,

would like to avoid tﬁ&\?ssue of clasg” and class-based politics,

-

- , -
Given their ambiguous position, this i§ understandable,

[

Tﬂg small differences reported for the semi-sklilled and
L]

-

Fo 4

unskilled suggest the great similarities in experience be¢tween

these two groups, ~Scarcely 3% separate their level of Conservative
L] ’

™~

voting, Both groups are fairly stf%ngly committed to Labour, \

Again there is no ambiguity about their belonging to the working
4

class, The solidaristic norms have not been seriously challenged

-

at least as a group, This is even more evident from the case of

the unskilleq.
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What can we say about the workers' location in- the work-
ing class, his political socialization and his father's social

origins? Here we will be collapsing the categoriés used in Table

———

3-5 simply into-upper and lower working class, othérwise the cell
sizes become too small to be reliable, As we would expect some
differences appear in terms of the workers' location within the
working class, his father's class and tﬁe extent that thg political

socialization the worker has received is successfully maintained
—

b

(see Table 3-6),

a
’

Both fathers' class OJ?;ins and the location of -the
worker within the working class—influence the politics of working
class Conservatives, For the downwardly mobile worker, the extent

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

‘ ¢
away from gis fathex's party. For those with Conseryative fathers,
a 15% difference separates the woxkers who had upper working class

occupations from those workers who had lower workin§ class occupa-

tions, While 38% of the upper working class shad left their
# .
fathers' Conservative party in 1964, 53% of the lower working

class voters did so, This finding is repeated for workers who

|

reported that their fathers were not Conservative but of mi*ddle

c¢class social origins, Of'ﬁhose who were located in the upper

' ?%5;?Iﬁg”éiass;‘361khgg_gggg§_gggserV%tive in 1964, while 247 of

those workers in the lower working class did so, Here a 127%

difference separates upper from lower working class, The extent
é

41
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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
/

k)

working class,

* The downwardly mobile workers reépond to their relative

" locations within the working class to a much greater extent than

I
I

do worgers who are non-mobile., Although some differences in the
voting of the upper and lower working class is noticeable, it is
pr

not on the scale of the downwardly mobile, The difference of

separating upper and lower working class vwifo had Conservative |

fathers is 7%. 1In all 47% of those with Conservative fathers

and who were located within the upper working class left their

fa;hgré’ party in 1964, while 547 of those located in the lower
working class did so, Even less of a differen&% in fact 3%,

separates upper and lower working class for those whose fathers

3

were not reported to be Conservative, For this group 167 of

v

those located within the upper working class and 12% of those
locategd in the lpwer working class had moved towards the Cohser-

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

[

As that in terms of those workers reporting a Conservative father

.

who are located in the lower working class, no difference exists
in terms of class origins between those with middle class and
those who report working class social origins, The experience

of lower working class status seems to wipe out any trace of

.

middle class past as far as politics is concern?d. Both groupiy)
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» move away from their fathers' 'party to the same extent.  Lower .

wofking class milieu seem to lead to a strong movement away

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

the upper working.class seems far more able to resist the influence
of the milieu if he is downwardly qobile-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'some
of the differences in working class polieicé. A major milieu we
have not yet explored is the influence of the type of neighbour-
hood that the worker livegai;.‘ Although in their survey Butler
(and Stokes did not directly ask anything about the type of\Qi}gh-
bourhood the respondent resided in, something about the type of
milieu that the worker dwells in can be gathered from the char-
acteristics of the type of ‘housing the respondent inhabits. [Vastly
differdnt worlds exist for those who live in council housing and
those workers wﬁo own their own homes, Using the/type of housing
the worker dwelled in, we can in fact say something about the in-

k)

fluence of@neighbourhood upon the worker and his wife,
) I
One of the outstanding features of British life is the

council estate, that is housing built by local authorities -and =3

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

form of housing, Council houses as they are called are usually

e
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located near industrial sites and form laége estates of manual
workers, A study of one estate, Dagenham by Wilmott, revealed
that in 1958 897 of the sample of male residents of Dagenham were
manual workers.13 Counci]l estates are the '"working class enciaves”
that Parkin mentioned as §ustaining a working class political
culture and that as we shall see has apparently sustained Labour

4

party affiliations. These self-contained estates form their own

separate and distinct working class worlds, (\

..

.

A report published ig 1967 on housing claimed that of
the over 17 million dwellings in Britain excluding 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 (mainly older houses) are rented from private
landlords”.14 The extent of council housing then represents in
excess of 4 million dwellings, In fact sinde 1945, 53% of all
dwellings built have been built for local authorities}5 In addition
much of this has been as part of the '"overspill" polic&. WOrkérs
moving from,old city centres hav% been moved ogto recently built "
council estates, Council housing then repre3eé%s a formidable

part of working class lives, - What actually is the influence of

the type of dwelling that one lives on working class politics?

¢

-~ _Wilmott in his study of the large council estate at Dagenham

——— - A l
;

could only find three Conservatives amongst the fifty working

clqgs married males he interviewed, as well as three who did not

‘ N
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3

, 16
vote in the 1955 general election, The remaining 44 voted Labour,

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

of 1.870. >

We hq&pﬁalﬁeady suggested that many of the rented dwell-
ings tend to be oidér homes, many of which 3zé marked for slum
clearance in slum clearance programmes, This again could be
cheaper working class housing, for the older or less affluent
members~of the working class, although obviously soae rented
dwellings afé aew modegn homes, It is far more difficult to be

&

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

Cogéequently little will be said about this type of dwelling

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

poses, With regard to those members of the working class who
L

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

dominantly middle class neighbourhoods, In the study by Wilmott
» )
and Young of the middle class suburb of Woodford, it was‘found

that the working clas§ voter is much more likely to think of him-
17 '
self as middle class if he owned a home,

%

A strong relationship exists between working class . .. ...

|
i
§
/

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,

S S - T

while .only 447% of those who dwn their own homes have, The milieu

|
of the council estate seems §o be a powerful force moving workers :
t : :




52

away from Conservativism, The homeowner living in a more middle

class milieu seems to sustain his Conservativism to a far greater

n

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

a similar type of pattern., Only 12% of those workers living on
a council estate showed a movement towards Conser&ativism in 1964,
On the other hand, 25% of those living in middle class districts
owning their own homes had moved towards Conservativism, Agairr

the different milieu operate to create some political differences,

However, some of these differences could result from
the social class background of the worker, The fact that some
have middle class social origin could be a factor here, They

coé!ﬂ perhaps be more disposed to homeownership than the non-

. mobile working class, As we see from Table 3-8, social origin

plays a mixed role with respect to the type of home and milieu
the worker is in and its impact on his politics, The council

estate clearly moves those with Conservative fathers away from
%

-~

the Conservative party irrespective of class origins, n all,

607% of those with middle class fathers and 667 of éhose 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

ze, _Homeownership on the other hand presents a

different view, The middle class hobeowner seems not* to be drawn

-
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away from Conservativism, Only 26% in fact are, a very low per-
centage, while of the working class homeowners, 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, An 11% difference only
separates the non-mobile council house dweller and the homeowner,

not a large figure,
%,

We note some surprises when we examine those workers

- moving towards Conservativism from oéher family backgrounds,
Virtually no difference exists between council tenants, renterql
and homeowners for those with a middle classcbackground. in all,
30% of council tenants moved to Conservativism while 32% of the
homeowners did so, A mere 2% difference, For those who report
their background to be working class, we can note some differences,
With this group the'Council milieu operates to limit the movement
towards Conservativism, Only 107% of this group voted for the Con-
;ervative party in 1964, Homeownership and the more middle class
milieu this implies moves 23% of this group towards Conservativism,

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

evidence,

Some relationship between fathers' party, social origins

and type of milieu seems to exist, However, it is not a consistent

B
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relationship, By and large, it seems that the council milieu
liberates those workers both with middig—and working class origins
from their father's Conservativism, The council milieu is a |
, 3 powerful influence here, It is equglly powerful in restraining
those with working class origins and non-Conservative fathers,
However, it does not restrain the movement of the downwardly
mobile worker with a non-Conservative father from moving towards
\)Conservativism. The influences on this group ﬁoving them towards
Conservativism are such as to overcome the largely restraining

role played by the council milieu,

The case of homeownership is again slightly ambiguous,
The worker with a middle 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 a Conservative

fatﬁer but a working class background, It would seem that home-

ownership with middle class background combined limit movement

away from the Conservative party, but alone homeownership is less .
Wweffective in restraining workers leaving their father's.party.

In the case of those with non-Consérvative fathers, a different

‘situation emerges, A middle clgss background and homeownershi?

v

/ : ; .
has litt%g influence in moving workers towards Conservativism, ;
L J

Homeownerghip does not seem to influence this group's politics at

3

all compared to those on council estates, However, it does in-

fluence the non-mobile worker, homeowner ship tends to move them
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towards the Conservative party, But it should be noted that in
all cases the downwardly mogile onker with a non-Conservative
father showed a strong move towards Conservativism in 1964

\
irrespective of milieu, while among the non-mobile only the home-
owners tended towards Conservativism, Again, the movemeﬁﬁ towards

Conservativism was 11% more for the downwardly mobile homeowner

than forfthe non-mobile homeowner,

Since the issue of the local milieu does seem somewhat

confused, I would like to pursue it in more detail by considering

the influence of time in present home and see if this makes clearer

the relationship between milieu and working class politics. It
may well 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-

bourhood milieu is confirmed, With respect to those who live on

local authority housing projects, the degree of Conservativism

‘does decline from 20% for recent arrivals down to 12% for those

who have lived in this milieu for a number of years (see Table 3-9).

This would seem to be a small but significant decrease, and does

suggest that environmental factors are at work here, 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 geems to occur is a move to Liberalism,’
possibly as a way of sﬁowing dissent from the domin;nt values of
the community rather than high levels of Tory voting, A 10%
,difference separates the.recent arrivals from the long term
members of the council estates with regard to Liberal voting,

The influeﬁcé:of the milieu on those who rent or own their dwell-
ings is somdwhat ambiguous, For those who rent their homes, time
in the community seems to play little importance, They become b
a little more Conservative, But a number of treggs could be at
work, those who have lived in €hei¥mhome many years coula be liv-
iné in old run-down homes in central cities, thbse who_havp\moved
in recently might be moving to new, more recently builé homes,
The issue with respect to rented homes is much more ambiguous

'

than council homeownership. 2

Those who own their homes seem to become less Conserva-

7

tive, The recent érrivals‘are'36% Conservative and those who
'are long-standing members of the co&mﬁnity are 297 Conservative,
The milieu rather than supporting Conservative wbting erodes it *
with time, It may well be that the higher level of Con%ervative
voting with time could reflect rather than the influence of the
milieu a form of prosperity voting or embourgeoisement. This

;

embourgeoisement is'a short-lived affair once the realities of

»
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being members of the working class and living in a @iddle class

neighbourhood become abparent. “wWilmott and Young in their study

o

of Woodford have suggested that the working class finds itself
. 18 :
rejected by members of the middle class, Thus workers could

come to see class conflict more cleafly as a consequence of their
rejection and isolation aqg vote Labour as a result of heightened
awareness of class conflic.:‘l:w_,T Stacey also talks of conflict be-
tween recent working class arrivals in middle class Banbu%z,
Londoners typically felt rej;cted.lg“ Again Wilmo;; has stressed
that even in middle class areas the working class tend to form
enc&aves that isolate them from thghmiddle class worlq around

v a4
> &
| them, But clearly the basically middle class world of the home-

( owner is not influencing the werking class and pushing them to-
& - ' 4
wards Conservativism, It seems that the decision to vote Conser-

i o

AN
vative waiﬂeither made as a direct consequence of the purchase or.

prior to it, 1In fact being Conservative could have oriented the’

worker to homeowning, We Q?ll investigate this in more detail

EY

when we examine the whole debate of the embourgeocisement of the

working class, . \

¢

The evidence for those who own their own home ,which we
o8

\

have suggested would be in largely middle class areas is ambiguous,

7

s is the evidence for those who rent, However, it is apparent
\ N

( ’ théE\council tenants living in a 1afge1y wotking class and Labour

. supporting milieu, becomes less Conservag§§e with the length of
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time spent in this type of milieu, He is also far less 1ike1y to
hold onto his father's party in the case of those whp-claim a
Conservative father, than those workers in other environments,
Some evidence then seems to exist ﬁﬂ% claiming thé; working class

Conservativism is extremely limited, or its chances for develop- -

v

ment are neutralized for council tenants, At the same time the
date~does not show that homeownership gives rise to working class

Conservativism, At best in the case of those with Consérvative
1

fathers who are downwardly mobile, it sustains Conservativism,

- . -

\ |

~

Region #nd City Size

Hamilton has, in.particulak, shown wide regional differences in

Much of the literature in political sociol#gy hgg

Ld

suggested that considerable differences in voting can exist both
£

by region and by city size, Lipset suggests that

- - A. )"
In many countrie% %e?%ﬁi&\gﬁgions have developed : ]
historic loyalties! to one “another political
party, which have-been maintained long after the
specific event which gave rise to the allegiance

has lost its relevance, 20

: 21 .
politics between the Sguth ana‘the non-South in the- United States,

In Britain, it may well be that such]regional dif ferences exist “
1

between Northern and Southern Britain, In-their survey of British

towns, Moser and Scott writing in 1961 were able to claim that

. -for & large range of characteristics it appears
almost as if there were two universes of towns .

RN within the narrow confines of the country,

divided by-a line running approximately from

the Wash in the East to the Bristol Channel

in the West, leaving the industriel towns of ‘

Durham, Yorkshire and.Lancashire.on one side,

]

a
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¢ and the market towns, London suburbs and
jh§ seaside resorts of Southern Engldnd on
the other,22 .

*

.‘ . LY
In fact, for over a century now, numercdus writers have pointed
A 23 - .

to the great differéncespth?t seem to separate North from South,

I £

The North was the home of %heéindustrial revolution while the >
24

_ South hast been identified as the more rural .and commercial,

" H)

" These differences, although only of degrees, would seem to persist '

[ .
tddhy in terms 5%“the occupational structure of Britain, 1In the
\; é

North, 537% of employees are involved in manufacturing, in the Mid-
B -~ e 25— -

lands 50% are, and im the South 337% are involved in manufacturing.

The working class then is more heaviiy‘reWresented in the North
' 4

and Midlands than Southern Britain. Although these differences
L] ‘ . ’

‘Tare not gfeat, they do suggest some differences regionally that L

might g%t translated ‘into political terfis, If the North has a ) |
’ ’ i LY :
\ heavier concentration of industry, this implies a larger working

&,/'\/ - [} -

_class compared to the middle class than the more commercial South,

! "\4 {
working class Conservativism, prever,}befpre investigating this
[

‘" ‘ } ,
& point, the issue of the influence of ¥ty should also be disqg§§g§:

i ———

The differences in degrees of concentration may have an impact on ( ?
]
i
i

‘
. S 5
. - (k.

Influence of di;y Size

\ -
The factor of city size.'has been investigated in a \

. \ B J = -
number of studies of the social influences acting upon a person's

. pol}tics; Both Lipset and Hamilton haye shown a relationship
( » - 26 S
between politics and city size, But thﬂs aspect of social in- \

< i \x Y

~ B B . i »

. ' fluences, has been neglected in Br%;ish sthies. Perhaps it has )
- ' _—
v
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been hhought that Britain is too highly ur&anized, too densely‘
populated, that the communiﬂﬁu%of Britain are all fairly
homogenous and close to each other to be influenced politically
by city size in the way Ehat American research in pér%&gular s
éuggests. However, just Js Britaln is diverse regionally, so it
'is also in terms of the size of community, ‘Ih a rare piece of

ﬂ/research%_Moser and Sdgtt have shown that some differences exist

i ] TR o

between towns and’cities of various sizes, They hbté'a‘relatiéhJ’? :

. ship between soc1a1 class comp051t10n and 01ty $4ife and between
L3 27
the economic ch?racter of a town and its size, " However, they

did not 1nvest1gate the issue EQ terms -of~ pOllthS _ -
£

( If differences do exist in'Britain, both regionally :

n

and by city size, the ititeraction between t§§%e,two factors.may * - =

-

o i
well hide any relationshfﬁftﬁk{\exists. Hamilton has, for,

# example, found?fifferent politicald responseﬁkby city@%izg)ﬁgﬁhe
- - .28 - v

- regionally-influenced, }t is thlS relatlonshlp that I want to b

o,

1 R I ———

consider in the followihg table, that is by con31der1ng region
* # e o

. and city size jointly, Thus city size»vquatiqns if they exist

can be detected, "'"“”mg~u3“V ' r 2

.
et R

. I
L ‘ , .

yrn ey

The data presented.;n Table 3-10 suPpQrts the thesis ,l
. ) 29 .
that’ working Cl&SS‘Pé&i@iCB,VarieS by region "and cit9 size, |

However, the differences are more closely linked to city size

:ijf“i~:;;, “than- regioﬁ”in Brlqain with the exceptlon of the rural areas, ’ jﬂ

eI - !

— t

The data shows the relationship between Conservativism and city~< |
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size clearly, 1In the larger cities of both No¥th- and South
// t ‘
Britain, those with.Conservative fathers tended to leave their

T

father's party in fewer numbers than those workers living in '

Qedium sized towns. The rurdal areas present an ambiguous situa-

\\r 4 Ty
tion in the North, The workers leave their father's party at the

same rate they do in the medium sized towns, 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 freqdéncﬁa
!

than in the large cities, 60% compared to 467 - a 147% difference,

¥

In the South, we have a similar situation with respect to the

) L
relationship between large and medium sized cities, except that §

-

% there is little movementt away from‘fathér's party in the rural

v o~

-

[

¢ )
areas, ﬁ¥1311 427 of workers in large cities, 64% in medium
s 2
sized and 147 in rural aregs moved away from their father's party

w

°in 1964, fpis rep¥esents a 227 difference between large and small

cities, However, the cell sizes are rather sm%ll and” certainly

MRt £

with the rural areds, this finding should be treated with caution,

The types of city size diffeéfnces found among those

]
- ( .
. workers who reported having a father wko wqﬂ’Conservatlve are

1

not repeated for those workers who reported that-their fathers

were other than Conservative party supporters, The. govement

S

towards the Conservative party gpr this group seems unrelated to
, :

region or city size with the exception of the rural South, In

’ Ar’» . ;

"
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the South a large 417% had moved towards Conservativism from other
family traditions, This suggests some power ful i%fluences
Conservatizing workers in this type of milieu; Only 47 separates

/
the large city-in the North from the medium §ized city. In the

|

§outh, a mere 2% sepgrates large and medium sized cities, What-
I

3 .
ever influences are at work eroding the Conservative support of

-

those workers reporting ConsetVative fathers in the medium sized

-«

cities and sustaining it in the large c¢jties does not, at the

’ >

same time, seem to be moving voters towards Conservativism in any

consistent way, The influence felt is more to the erosion of 4

Conservative supﬂkrt, particularly in the medium sized cities and

j}ﬁt to the moving of voters towards Conservativism,

&

Wwith respect to regional, differences, these are negligible
except in the rural areas, There, a 467 difference exists between-

North and South in terms of those reporting Conservative fathers,
L W
.but again the cell sizes are small, /iﬂig\goes suggest some con-

siderable differences in milieu between rural Nprth and rural
\ South, These differences reflect also in the workers moving towards
Conservaéivism. There,\a 25% difference exists aAd we see the
cell si%es are somewhat larger and more reliable, But this is
;the only major diPference between North’and South, The oyerall

(=4
‘differences in industrial structure do not translate significantly

into political terms,

. , , S
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In accounting for these differences in terms of both
A
city size and regionally in rural areas, we can note some
differences between the rural North and the rural South, Much

of the rural South consists of areas contginiﬁélfew minigg or

manufacturing industries, The areas close to London which Butler

T e—
—

and Stokes surveyed, Basinstoke, Sevenoaks, etc,, are’ largely
residential areas for London commuters, Other parts of the rural

South aré agricultural, market towns, and resort areas, Any manu-

*

facturing in these areas would be on a small sd%le, although
r
exceptions do exist - Winchester is an aircraft center, It is
, L
precisely in this type of milieu that the traditional social

—_——

structygre of Bgiiéin would be likely to remain intact and where

—

Lockwood's deferentials traditionalist type of voter who defers
30

to the traditional norm3¥-and status system would exist, This

type of worker within this context is likely to be a working class

Conservative, experiencing strong pressure to become one or stay

one, .Our data suggests strong movements towards Conservativisfm

a

\from‘other family voting tradition% and although the cell sizes
. |
are small, a strong tendency for Conservatives to remain Conser-

vative, The working class here is isolated and probably does
& ! B
not form itself into working class communities, in the why that
, N

might occur in other parts of the country. They are probably
P

, . .
i‘“\ﬁfhgtegrated into traditional status systems, that support Conser-

»

A}

vative voting on the part of the working class.

y’
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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
rural working class is formed, Many og the rural areas in the
North are fairly industrialized, IQ‘Wales, both Caernavon and
Carmathen, in addition to sheep farming, are also centers for -
slate quarryinf, various forms of mining, metallury industries
and flour mills, The rural area of South Northants, is a center
for ironstone mining and quarrying,.metal working and leather
manufacturing, Rural Britain, at least in the North, is rarely
rural, but usually close to some industrial center. Even the
small market towns éf the North, such as Thirsk in Scotland, has

, 31
agricultural machinery manufacturing, and flour milhs close by,

i

Having indicated the nature of the differences between

rural,North of Britain and rural South, let us turn to the differ-

ences between large and medium sized cities in both the North and

South,

4 -

First, we should look at the general character of the

@

large city to see what is sustaining support tb the extent that

it is compared to the medium sized cities of both North and South,

Most large cities in both North and South Britain are not great
' .

v

manufacturing centers, They are rather commercial centers,

London, Birmingham, Manchester and Edinburgh are all regional
> fm ’

t

commercial centers, Some other large centers are parts, Liverpool

and Cardiff in the North and Southampton, London and Portsmouth
@ 4
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in the South, Many of the Northern cities are involved in the
textile trade which in recent years has become highly mechanized
and is no longer reminiscent of the heavy industry 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 classéin character and probably hospitable

environments for sustaining working class Conservativism,

It is in the middle sized towns and cities that we note
a steady erosion of workiﬁg class Conservativism, and in these
milieu we have large concentrations of workers. In the North,
such coal towns as SodthéhieldsL Durham and Barnsley, the ship-
building center -at Blrkenhead\or the engineering and auto works
at Luton (the city the'Affluent Worker' study focused on) are
places not likely to be hospitable to Conservativism, These

cities are largely working class cities with small middle classes,

While Northern middle ¥fzed cities have a highly indus-

trial character, the Southern towns tend not to be as industrialized,

1

The large defections from the Conservative party in 1964 in the

& ) / . ]
Ségth is then something of a puzzle. Many of the' Southern medium

sized towns are resorts, residential and marketing towns., A
A
. . )
number, however, are manufacturing centers, Guilford, as well
! _ v
f

as being a residential town for commuters to London, has a knitting

mill, Folkstone and Poole, while both being resorts, are ports,

Poole is a nayal supply base, Torquay, a resort in South West

—
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England, is a pharmaceutical, manufacturing and pottery center,
However, the heavy industry of the type associated with the North
is often lacking., How do we then explain the iarge movement away
from the Conservatives, We muét not forget our cell size is
small., This may, i; part, be an answer., Some 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 appeafed in the eariy sixties.
Orpington, 5he big surprise in by-elections during the period of
Conservative rule between 1959 and 1964~which&}ell to the Liberals
in 1962, is a town in this group. At Orpington, the Liberals took
the seat from the Coﬁservafives with a 30% increase in their
support at the same time Labour support dropped by 10% and Conser-
vative support by over 207%. Clearly some sort of pro&est was
being mounted in medium sized Southern towns during this period,

I
particularly in the middle class communities of Sou%hernlEngland
in which the working class was also affected and perhaps exberienc—
ing the same,ﬁreséure.' This might account for the strong movement
away f}om the Conservativés experienced by these middle sized

A

Southern communities, : Y

We .see, then, that while regional influences are negli-

gible despite what appears to be differences in the social struc-

~

'

ture of Northern and Southern Britain, the major differences
occur 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 communities bn a protest vote of some

kind against the Conservative govermment,

|

Geographical Mobility .

Geographical mobility or'gﬁgration is one of the key
factors in the industrializatioqgﬁrocesé. ‘The transformation ) ]
from rural community to urban society is a consequence of indus-
trialization. The amazing growth of such nineteenth century towns
as Manchester, which® grew By 45% in the decade from ‘1821 and 1831,
and Leeds which in the same period grew by 477%, and Bradford which
grew between 1841 and 1851 by an amazing 200%, from 34,560 to
103,778 inhabitants, all a;%gst to the relationsgép between the

early phases of industrializatign and migration, These cities,

it shduldﬁbe noted, were all located in the industrial heartland

ks

of England, the North, Simi%arl‘, London grew from three million

in the early 1860's toAfour and a half million at the close of.
, . . ~ 33
the century, just forty years 14ter. Migration was not just

hal

into the cities of the north from the rural areds but in the

SouEh aétwell.
)

While migration has been associated with the early phases

of industrialization, it is still an important factor in British

life. Rather surprisingly, we learn in the’"Affluent Worker" he

stydy 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 entirely outside of the Luton area'. In

the new restudy of Banbury, Stacey et al note that 54% of the
{ \ , -
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25,000 people living in Banbury at the time of the survey were
35 N
immigrants, The overwhelmingly majority were not, it was

kiizzzﬁd out, Commonwealth immigrants, but the result of internal
midgeation, ''Over 40 per cent", it was reported, "had arrived
during the first seven years of the sixties", Internal migra-

tion would seem then to still be an important factor in British

soclety,

Thg process of geographical mobility involves the up-~
rooting of persons from stable communities that they had been a
pa;t of and relocation in another community, Often this is
plannéd relocation.A‘The Young and Wilmott study Family and

Kinship in East London examined the influence of the plammned

LN
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 scdle, Cullingworth, in a

‘ : o
“study of housing needs in London and Manchester, estimated that

P K

while 250,000 people had been relocated in planned moves or "over-

T . '
spill" programmes as they are known. About 150,000 people had

® 37
moved privately in the same period.

« It is the effect of leaving stable communities and mov-
ing to communities that)age new and different and the politicai
effects of this type of'§;Vement that fablé 3-11 is concerned
with, Only two categories a;e used; those that have stayed in

.the region they were brohght up in and those that have left that

~

v sty - v s

~
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38
region, It was decided to use regions as our criteria of geo-

graphicﬁl mobility because the movement from a region is a far

™~ F

. . -
more uprooting experience than movement from fhe town one is
brought up in into another town in the same region, As the Youﬁg
and Wilmott study of Greenleigh showed, people who have been re-
located still return to their place of origin and keep roots in
39

that place with the people they knew. Moving out of a region,

it is much more difficult to do this.

i ]

The experience of being uprooted does have some political
. consequences both for those moving away frém the Conservative party
apd those moving towards the Conservative party, While 50% of
those who remain in their region of upbringing have left their

father's Conservative party, 587% of those who have left the region

2 1)
e

of upbringing have left the Conservativegbarty of ti%;gféther.
Similarly, while 167% of those who stayed in their regfgn of up-
bringing have left their family party for the Conservatives, 27%
of those who have left their region of upbringing aid so, Clearly,
being uprooted moves workers away from their family party, It.is
not really a question of there being a move towards or away from
the Conservatives, Rather, the experience of uprootedness is more‘
likely to mean a loss of t%s sﬁﬁport system that had kept the
political attitudes of the worker and his family.in pléce. ‘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
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himself in. Uprootedness then both erodes and creates working'

C ) [

1 class ConEE{vativism. In fact, the Conservatives do not gain,at .-

LY

least in terms of the data collected by Butler and. Stokes.. In
the exchange of voters' allegianc¢es for“those who have left their

region, the Conservatives lose 18 voters while as a result of

movement in the exchange, they gain only 16, So a fairly even

exchange seems to take place as a result of the political effects -

¢

of geographical mobility., Geographical mobility is not a factor

in sustaining workinggclass Conservativism, aLthough it does

generate movement away from family voting traditions, But, as

{

we can note, werkers seem to settle into another party tradition

[

-

readily, \

( ST

Trade Union Influence on Political Socialization

Many claims have been made regarding the influence of
.

trade union membership on voting, A consistent relationship has

invariably been found between Labour voting and trade unionm

"]
membership, However, a number of commentators have questioned the
» Fame 2n¥
actual influence of unions on voting, Norqiinger has suggested
o _
- that . ;
Labour supporters are originally led to
join trade unions (while the Conservatives
N L tend to prefer non-membership) because of
the ideological affinities, common 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 membership, that some people select themselves into

‘ |

e ————. s
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unions while others dépending upon their background do not,
Nordlinger, in fact, presents evidence that sons of Conservative

fathers are less likely to join trade unions than sons of Labour

L 4
fathers, Background here then seems crucial.- Butler-and Stokes

LA

have similarly-suggested that v >

the factors which incline people to be
Labour can also incline thém to join
unions and that this self-selection is
deeply involved in the greater propensity
of union members to vote Labour.4l

The influ%?ce of trade unions themselves are thus being called
into, question. It is. proposed that self-sel%ction, Labour people
going to unions, Conservatives not, is actujgﬁz the major factor.

But what of the pof%ﬁical socialization thesis? Are those with a

Consgrvative background (J) less likely to enter trade unions

(b) does being in or o move people in any direction
¢ ' “
D~
in terms of their original political socialization,

{ ! LY

Immediately, we can note that those with Conservative
~ ~

backgrounds are far less likely to join trade unions. (See Table

- 3t

3-122) In fact,'while only 567 of those having Conservative

fathers joined unions, 73% of those with other family traditions

g

report that they are members of trade unions, while for workers
. - ~ “
reporting a Labour father, 80% are trade union members (N=128).

An element of self-selection would seem to be at work here 5pshing
those with a non-Conservative past towards membership of a trade

union, and restraining workers from Conservative backgfounds.

L2

The comments of botH Nordlinge% and Butler and Stokes would seem

g 1 N N\
. .

|
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to be borne out by this data., . Self-selection does seem to be

a factor in union-membership. It may well be that while those

with a Labour background are active joiners of unions, workers °

. | 7
from Copservative fdmilies may be hostile apd notlmerely passive

A

§

towards the question of trade union membership.

In terms of the effects of u;id? memSerjgip on workers'
politics, these‘are relatively mited. Although, for workers
reporting a Conservative background; ftade unionnme@bership does
seem €o liberate them somewhat from thelpast. In f;ct, a 17%
difference ;eparates unionists from non-unionists reportipg a
. C;nservative father, 61% of the unioﬁis;s mhwiné,away from Con-
servativis& and 44% of non-unioniéts doing so, At the same time,

PRSI

4

movement away from Conservativism is facilitated through trade
P union membershipl movement towards Conservativism is also in&
0 -
hibited by union membership. However, only atsmall 8% difference-

separates unionigts from non-ué&ggists here, This table, however,
« t ,’1 > .

does hide the gnfluence of downward mgbility which could be sig-

nificant, particularly given the propensity for th9se with a

Conservative past to avoid trade unions. Many of these workers .

could be downwardly mobile with a tendency to hold onto their

Conservativism with more tenacity than the‘non-mobile worker

“«>
[

with a Conservative past, / _
s . ot -

>

v

®?

™ !

( p

°When the issue of the influence of t¥ade unions is|
= s T - W
examined by the social class of the worker's father, the tenacity'az

4 A

+ « N . N ’ -

\‘\ _ 3
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.fathers is less ambiguous. -Here membéts of trade unions were

1 . A
B

oy = 13

el
of the downwardly mobile worker ‘becomes appatent (sé% Table

3-13.5 Both nhe downwardly mobile~trade’ unLinst and non-trade

unionist are fairly SOlld Conservatlve supporters 40% and L4, -

[ TR ——

1 R . L]

of their support wentsto the Conservatlve paﬁty in 1964 ThlS

u [=C O,

suggests that’lrrespectrve of unlon membershlp thg-dawnwardly
o

1] N - H

mobile hpld on to their Conservativism at about the same rate,

¢ -
the Cpﬂservative party any more than the non-unionists., . D%¥p-

Ve

I L]

Trade unionism does not force downwardly mobile members away from r"/'fl

S Ty . - 4‘/

ward mobility influences a worker's politics far more, strongly ‘

7 [ N 4
thafi) whether for not he belongs to a trade 'union, Having said

‘ h

thgé,.however, it is important to note that those workers support-,
. ;o)
ing either the Liberal or the Labour party are moved by union .
B o ~
/ ;
status, A 257 difference separates the downwardly mobile trade
¢ 3 <

unionist from the QQn-unionist in the extent of his support for

the Labour party. Unionists are much more likely to vote for
: o : : o : ¢
th¢ Labour party, but non-unionists are more likely to vote '

a S

for the Liberals. @Here there is'a 17%" gap between unlonlsts

-
LY \

and non-unionﬁﬁts. It looks as iﬁ the trade union movement is

< , R L

able to hold on to or draw people te "the Labour party,;hhile\

- - .

. o N i {
for the rion-unionist who is npot tied into Labour, the Liberals N

o

are perceived as an attractive party,

“.

Y . . ;

y r

3 ,} . -2
'E

v The case of union and non-union workers who had manual o
’ ’ QT ‘ ’

@ »

less.likéiy to Suppert the Conservative part§"in 1964 than non-

ot . L N Y
.unionists, a 12% différence separates theése two groups. Trade -

.

s '
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T unionists were far monq likely to give their support to the .

(T \ Labour party. In fact, a_.24% difference separates unionists

- ]

from pon-unionists in terms of their support for the Labour .
" \ k4
party. ‘A smaller but significant diff¥yence of 10% in the
- ~ 2 ,

level of Liberal voting between unionists and non-unionists
» %

. a%so exists, ) " @ ” -
F
. . : ~
, Tt evidence so far seems to suggest that there is
N ; T , .
-~ . some influence on working class politics as a result of trade

4 i un}on membership or the lack of it, and that this influence is
! h

® k] ) »

not mergly a result of self-selection, Unionists both with a
. 7 ) . { ¢
non-manual and manual background seem far more likely to support

N - P ‘ ' et

the Labour party, while nonmembership in a union seems to free

( / :

wogkers;froﬁ the influence of Labour and move them either gpwagds
2 < K P

) .

° Liberalism or Conservativism, The non-manual, ngp-unionists are

Ld -

here the exception and it seems that here both unionists and non-

V' o

¢ . unionists are fairly immune»fro? any movement alway from the C?n-
}
sefvative party. Presumably middle class status immumizes them

i

to the Labour influence of the trade union. L

’ - [

/ _ —

B /
* A final point concerns the combined affecthof the

, ) . Y
'father's class and party on trade unioni§tis politics. The ce¥l

¥

siges are too small to warrant a completectable but this has been

\ ) / ' v ’
unmarized. (See footnote 42.) This table shows that the non-
f bl ST )

. ’

C% , manual with Conservative fathers atre upginfluenced.in terms of
s . J . ‘ { LA ~':/

l‘ ;o any movement away from the father's party as a result of union
' a “ ) Ca -

§ '
/ o A »
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.
Co membership. But, by the same token, movement towards the" Con-

®

‘: gf servative party in 1964 was also limited, both non-untonists

and unionists having about the same leveél og support. It would

.

seem that this table indicatesy although the cell sizes are too
Small'to.be taken as firm evidence, that workers fro& middle
< ¢ R .
) ? clas; homes are not influenced by membership in a trade union,
‘ - They dq‘notJnove away ,from or towards\the Conservétive party$in
e aﬁy Figniéicgntly different way thathhé non-members. This inter- .

-
A,

T

pretation seems in line with the evidence from Table 3-13. For
I

‘ workers ffom manual homes, some differences 'do exist that suggest
* ‘ < i

that membership in a union‘does act to move workers from Cdnser-

e !

el y ,

vative families away from the Conservative party, Similarly,

( union membership seems to inhibit movement towards Conservativism
’ » '
for those ‘from non-Conservative homes. "It seems that a middle
y ny
class background successfully, immunizes workers from trade union

~

WEA g

! A ' , !

or }ébourising ihfluence, but that; those from manual backgrounds,

»

even with Conservative fathers, are influenced, particularly,

I

%. ~with respect to trade uniLnists joining the Labour Qarty.' Con-

servative political socializatign then is not enough of a bul-

- <, R ] el . &

wark-against trade unionism., But downward mobility, particularly, -
K] ' .

¥ ~oes

9 combined wié& Conservative gocfalization e%§ective1y limits the %‘

r

Labouri%ing influenct of the trade unions.. Thius the Nordkinggr

N and Butler and Stokes' position must be revised slightly to show } "‘

( - that manual workers from non-middle class, non-Conservative homes'

12 .

are subject to pressures inducing them to support Labour.

Y L4 . ) .
‘ -
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FOOTNOTES -

- ¢

1 Yhile McKenZie" and Silver and Nordlinger tend to
ignore political socialization as a factor determining the
politics of the Conservative manual worker, others have taken a'
negative view, 1In a recent study based on a survey gf only three
English constituencies, Jessop after reporting the Butler and
Stokes finding that, '"three fifths of those whose parents supported
the party not domlnant in their class continued to support that
party themselves" went on rather ironically to claim that, "this
suggests that inherited party loyalties may not be so 1mportan& in
explainigg working, class Conservativism' Despitgé Jessop's claim
to the contrary, three fifths of an electorate following their
parents' party is still a sizeable figure, and if true would be
of considerable importance in explaining working class Conservativ-
ism. See Jessop, op. cit., p. 156. For other works critical of
the polltlcal socialization perspectlve see E.R, Tapper and R.R.
Butler, "Contlnuity and Change in Adolescent Political Party Pre-
ferences', Polltlcal Studies (September 1972, pp. 390-394, and
D, Marsh cit. '

2 The actual numbers recruited into Conservativism from,
other parties in fagt makes up fir the losses sustained through
movement away f the Conservative party by those who were
socialized into” that party, According to the Butler and Stokes
figures, the Conservatives lost 75 -of thq\e who claimed' to have
had Conservative fathers but th& gained 107 new voters in 1964
from those who rgport other political backgrounds, Conservativism
with respect to this study might be declining in terms of political
sosialization but it is picking up support elsewhere, .
3 In their discussion on working class Conservat1v13m,\
the only variable that Butler and Stokes serlously introduce is
“political socialization., With respect to other variable, we
will discuss shortly, they suggest that ”sggial mobility can make'’
only a small tontribution to the fact that,a quarter of British
electors fail to vote in accord with their class" In fact, 38y
of working class Conservativism can be explalned by this source
See Butler and Stokes op. cit., pp..104~115,
4 1n one of the classic studies of social mobility,
Bendix and Lipset after reviewing the available studies on the
Ppolitics of the downwardly mobile noted that "downward mobile
‘persqgns are 18ss likely to identify with the political and economic
- organizationsyof the working class than manual workers who inherit

\ o 4
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" “indigenous working class Conservatives has been recently challenge

&
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i
their class status'', See Seymour Martin Lipset and Reinhard
Bendix, Social Mobility in Industrial Society, Berkeley, University
of California Prgﬁs, 1959, pp. 69-70. 1In a later review of‘the
relevant literafure on the political affects of downward mobility, :
Lipset suggested of downward mobility that ''thése rather extensive
mgvements into the industrfal proletariat are one of the major

- sources of Conservative poditics within that class", See Seymour

Martin-Lipset, Political Man, Garden City, N.Y,, Doubféday Anchor,
1963, pe 272, Finally, in another study of .the effects of mobility
on voting Thompson using British dgta found that 377% of the down-

“wardly mobile working class supported the Canservatives, while 217%

of the non-mobile working class did so, See Kenneth H, Thompson
""Cross National Analysis of Intergenerational Social Mobility and
Poljitical Orientation" Comparative Political Studies (4), April
1971, pp. 3-20, "On this evidence, the downwardly mobile not only
retain their Conservative politj cs but also according to

Lipset represent a large source of working class Conservativi®m

5 The view portrayed in footnote &4, that the downwardly mo-
bile retain their Conservative partisanshhp to a greater extent than.

by Paul R, Abramson. Using British data, Abramson has found that
when father's party was controlled for, 507 of the non-mobile, and
50% pf the downwardly mobile into the working class who -had. Gon--
servative fathers continued to support the Conservative‘party
Hewever, in a more recent study Abramson again using Britikh d8ta -
has shown that while 48% of the non- -mobi Ye working *class with'™
Conservative fathers continued to g1Ve their preferemce as Con- . . .

Shen st s

servative, only 417 of the downwardly mobile with Conservative~“4_4;w*,*L "

fathers d1d so,  Abramson is suggesting that considerable re-
socialization is taking place, Abramson's data thus suggests
that downward social mobility-is a barrier to continued support
foP the Conservative party unlike the non-mobile working class
who remain more strongly committed to their father's party, See——
Paul R. Abramson, op., cit,, 1972 and Paul R, Abramson ''Inter-
generational Social Mobility and Partisan Preference in Britain -
and Italy", Comparative Political Studipa’s (6), July 1973 pp. 221-
234, \

o Some support for the idea that large numbers of the
downwardly mobile were sociglized to Conservative party politics
but were not conscious 02/{t comes: from those workers who were
downwardly mobile 4nd recall their father's politics as being
Labour, This downwardly mobile group from the middle class
resisted any move towards Conservativism, .Only 12% voted Conser-
vative in 1964 (N—25) See Table 3-3,

1 - 3 ’
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7 See for ﬁg tance Angus Campbell et al, The American
Voter, New York, John wlley & Sons, 1960, Ch. 16, and Richard F,
Hamilton Class and Politics in the nited States, New York,
John W11ey and Sons, 1972, pp. 308-319,

8 Jessop, op, cit,, p, 178,

4
9 Howard Newby, "Agricultural Workers in the Class
Structure', The Sociological Review (20), August 1972, Despite
his remarks on the deference of the agricultural labourer, Newby
who has carried out research on farm workers in East Anglia a
large farming area in Eastern England, reports™with respect to
politics that '"there is evidence to suggest that agricultural

workers in East Anglia at least vote Labour more than is generally’

* recognized', Newby, op, cit., p. 433, For a work that perhaps
suggests tﬁe/origin or situations that could give rise to the
Labour yéting of agricultural labourers, see Colin Bell and Howard
Newby,” '"The Sources of Variation in Agricultural Workers Images
of Society', The Sociological Review (21), May 1972, pp. 229-253,

10 W. Williams, The Sociology of an English Village,
Gosforth, London, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1956, p. 43.

11 The finding of the limited, support for the Conserva-
tive party amongstffhose with a farmlngkbackground but support
for leftist parties is consistent with data reported for Franee -
and Italy on the politid’s of agricultural workers. In both
societies, tbe left vote of this group was high, _See Lipset,

op. cit., p 234-238, -~
12 We have followed the distinction that McKenzie and

A Sliver*have -made regarding the division of the working”class in

r— -

r=toprms - of--gkilled and unskilled. workers. Foremen and skilled

_""”Wo"ﬁéf?‘HrE“then'the skilled working class or upper working class
while 'semi- ana'unskllled workers are the unskilled or lower
working class.,’ In the McKenzie and Silyer study an 8% difference
was reported between the upper and loweY working class in their '
support for the two major parties, In the upper working class
327 supported the Conservative pargpwhile 247 of the lowet
working class did so, These figures are for the two major parties
only, SeeMcKenzie and Silver, op, cit,, pp. 92-93 and pp. 265-
269, ‘ =

13 peter Wilmott The Evolution of a Community, London,
| Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1963 .

o
* 4

Y 14 Housing in Britain: a short account, Reference
Division, Ceptral Office of Information, London #R5687/67, p., 1.
|
X
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15> Britain an Official Handbook, London, Her Majesty's
Statlonary Office, 1966 edition, pp., 187- 189

16 wilmott, op. cit., 1963, p. 164.

17 See Peter Wilmott and Michael Yourg, Family and
Class in a London Suburb, London, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1960,
p. 116, 1In fact 567% of their working class homeowners reported
that they thought of themselves as "middle class".while in the
Wilmott study of the council estate at Dagenham, that is of non-
homeowners, it was reported that only 13% of the manual workers
ascribed a "middle class" identification to themselves, Wilmott,

op, cit,, 1963, p, 102,

18 1n their study Wilmott and Young suggest that many
of their working class homeowners reported feeling resented and
re jected by the middle class residents of Woodford, ™ It was
Wilmott and Young who firgt talked of working class ' 'enclaves"
within middle class areas, Thus rejected by the middle class, .
the working cf-ass may well form its own community within the
middle class world, Being close t¢ this world and not a part

-

of it may crystalize the class conflict for these workers and in

time bring them back to the Labour party. See Wilmott and Young
(1960), op. cit., pp. 117-122, .

19 Margaret Stacey et al, Power, Persistence and Change,
London Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1975 pp 15-16.

. Q%L}ipset, op, cit,, p. 231,
21

Hamilton, op, cit., Ch. 6 and 7,

22 C.A, Moser and Wolf Scott, British Towns, London,
Oliver and Boyd 1961, This is a ploneerlng study thac attempted
to analyse along a number of dimensions, egonomic characteristics
and social class being two of them the 157 British towns of over
50,000 inhabitants, -

23 A number of studies have shOWn that con51derab1e
regional variation on a number of dimensions exists*in Britain,
particularly, with respett to the differences between North and
South, See B.E, Coates and E.M, Rawstrom, Regional Variation in
Britain, London, Batsford, 1971, Moser and Scott, op, cit,,

. PP. 42- 45 Mlchael Hechter "The Persistence of Reglonalism in

ghe British Isles, 1885- 1966" American Journal of Sociology,
Vol. 79 (23 September 1973, pp. 3192342 aqd ohn and Anne-Marie
Hgckett, The British Economy- Problems and Brospects, .London,

outhern Britain in

the emerging difference between Northern and
h and South, London,

the Victorian era, see Elizabeth Gaskell Nor
Oxford Universitv Press 1973,

N
"

eorge AlIen and Unwin, 1967, pp, 76-97. For%a novel which catches
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24 The extent to which the North, and this includes
Wales and Scotland, emerged as the dominant industrial region
during the revolution in manufackuring can be seen, from the
following sets of figures., As early as 1788, Northerny England
possessed: 637 of the spinning mules that had helped revolutionize
the textile industry, -Southern England possessedg@é 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 all steam engines, the Midlands 32% and the South 287%.
Again in the case of the power loom in 1835 the Nor'th used 72%
‘and the Midlands the remaining 287, the South had no power looms,
Slmhlarly with'coal production, whlch once the steam engine was
introduced and large-scale iron production began laid the founda-
tions 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 Scotland
and South Wales and together with the West Midlands, they produced
867 of the total production, Southern England at the time had
no iron furnaces, The above sets of figures are all taken from
Wilfred Smith, An Historical Introduction %o the Economic Geography
of Great Britain, New York, Praeger Publidhets, 1968, Chapter 2,
pp. '111-159, 1In addition, Paul Mantoux, The Industrial Revolution
in the Eighteenth Century, London, Jonathan Cape, 1961, has much
of interest with respect to this issue,

23 The above figures are taken from The M¥nistry of

Labouyv(ﬁ%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 occupatiops, 68% of these towns were
Northern towns, while 167 each are located in the Midlands and
South, Only 34% of the 157 towns Moser and Scott studied were
located in the North. The Southern towns dominated <in the white
collar categories, 847 of the top twenty-five towns with the
highest proportion of white collar workers were located in Southern
England, See Moser, op. cit., Appendix B, pp. 112-151, .
26 Lipset presents data from Germany and Australia that
suggests that theylarger the city size the dfore likely workers
were to'vote for left parties, Thus the workipng class Conserva- .
tives on this evidence would be likely to be found in the smaller

towns and rural areas., See Lipset, op. cit., pp. 264-267., Hamilton

found on the dther hand that manual workers in the non-South of

the United States were more.Democratic 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 b1g city workers the level of Democrat voting rose to

the level found in‘small towns and rural areas, In this case,
Conservativism within the working class is more likely to be

found ‘in the suburbs than the big cities and small towns and

rural areas. This is a sOmewhat different finding from Lipset,

3
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However, in the South, Hamilton reports that among manual workers
right-wing voting is more likely to be found in the middle-sized
cities rather than the large cities and small towns, This is
rather different from the cdse in the non-South and again different

from Lipset's d4ta from Germany and Australia. See Hamilton, (Class,..

op. cit., pp. 224-245 and pp. 288-289,

27 14 their study Moser and Scott divided th&ir 157
towns of over 50,000 population in five size categgfles cities .
of~(1) 500,000 and over (2) 250, 000 nd up, (3) between 100,000
and 250, OOO (4) ‘begween 65,000 and 100,000 (5) between 50, 000
and 65, 000 The smallest city size had the least percentage
of the Labour force involved in manufacturing, this percentage
increased and ‘reached a peak for the towns between 250,000 and
500,000, and declined again with cities of over 500,000, It is

- unfortunate that they weren't able to consider towns of less than

50,000 which could have given some idea of the nature of these

smaller towns also, See Moser and Scott, op, cit,, pp. 47-52,

What is also of interest is that they suggest that those towns

whose popailation was stable +157% for the years 1931-1951 have a
far higher proportidn of-the labour force in manufadturing,’

b 28 This point was discussed in footnote 26 where voting
differences between manual workers living in different size .
communities were noted between the non-$outh and the Southern
United States,

29 For the purposes of this analys1s North will include
as well as Northern England, the Midlands, Wwales and Scotland
also., The South includes both London and South East and South
West England, The North includes the English counties of Cheshire,
Cumberland, Durham, Lancashire, Northumberland, Westmorland, York-
shire, Bedfordshire Cambridgeshlre Derbyshire Herefordshire,

Huntingdonshlre Isle of Ely, Leicestershire, Lincolnshire,’ Norfolk,

Northamptonshire, Nottinghamshire, Shropshlre Oxfordshire, )
Staffordshire, Suffolk, Warwickshire, WOrcestershire, as well as
the counties of Wales and Scotland, Southern England includes
the counties of Berkshire, Buckinghamshire, Cornwall, Devonshire,
Dorset, Essex, Gloucestershire, Hampshire| Hertfordshire, Isle

of W1ght Kent London, Middlesex“"Somerset, Surrey, Sussex and
Wiltshire, In terms of city size, in their research Butler and
Stokes .when discussing city size refer to an urban-rural continuum,
going from London as a separate value, to the.other major conurba-
tions, through to multi-member cities and single-member cities,
urban areas, mixed areas and rural regions. Being bound bf5the
values they have chosen, I have combined the major conurbations
and multi-member cities to form large cities, These are centres
with a population in excess of 150,000 people, Other smaller
cities and tdwns that range in ¥ize from 5,000 t%§ough to 150,000
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make up the second value and finally the rural areas are those
with less than 5,000 people in a particular borough. This way
of dividing city size was selectgg~part1y because 'I was forced
to use Butler and Stokes' categories, but largely because these

divisions represent the major percentage breaks in working class

politics by city size, -

30 this type of voter Lockwood suggests would be located
in ""Small relatively isolated and economically autonomous communi-
ties, particularly those with well-differentiated occupational
structures and stable populations "in tdhs milieu Lockwood main-:
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
communities that make the communities that the defegential tradi-
tionalist live in different.and gives rise to diffegﬁht perspect-
ive on class for the deferential fraditionalist, In such communi-
ties, little manufacturing takeg 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, some of which involve occupation bgt others
involve outside activities as a member of the community., It is
in such milieu that Lockwood argues that deferential traditional
attitudes will emerge, that is attitudes of respect towards the
local status system that the worker is an integkal part of,
Lockwood furthermore suggests that high rates-of Conservative
voting can be expected from deferential traditionalisgts'since
they may get many of their basic values and orientations from
the basically Conservative. community they are attached to, See
Lockwood "Sources,,,.'", op, cit,, particularly pp. 256-257.

31 In terms of the descriptions offered of the areas
and cities in Britain, I have examined in detail all 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 Lippincof¥ Gazetteer and the information of types of
industry in that area noted. See Columbia Lippincott Gazatteer
of the World, ed. L,E, Seltzer, New York, Columbia University
Press, 1962, . '

.32 ‘
- Asa Briggs, Victorian Cities, London, Odhams Press,
1963, p, ‘81, - ‘

s
=

33 1bid., p. 324.

2 - 34 Goldthorpe %t'al, The Affluent Worker,,.,, Vol, 2, op.

Cit., ‘P. 9. . ‘: - . )
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35 Stacey et al, op, cit,, pp. 14-153,

36 In fact Young and Wilmott report that "between 1931
and 1955 nearly 11,000 families, containing over 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, Harmondsworth, Middlesex,

1957, p. 124,
A
37 The "overspill" policy originated in 1945 involved
the creation of a series of ''new'" towns to handle the excess
population from the major conurbations, See J,B, Cullingworth,
Housing Needs and P]#nning Policy, London, Routledge and Kegan
Paul, 1960, p. 92,

38 The regions of Britain were broken up by Butler and
vStokes into Scotland, Wales, Northern England, Midlands’ and
Eastern England, Southwestern England, London and Southeattern
England, For more precise details of this d1v1sion see Inter-~
universiti Consortium for Political Rggearch, Ann Arbor, Michigan,

Study of Political Change in Britain 1963-1970, Volume 1 - o
Codebook, p. 14,
39

See Young and Wilmott, op, cit, (1957), pp. 121-199,
The latter part of this classic work is concerned with the move-
ment to a new council estate, just outside of London, of families

from Bethnal Green, -
40 Nordlinger, op. cit,, p. 199, ¥ -
41 Butler and Stokes: op. cit., pp. 159-160,
42
. Trade Union Status, Father's Class Background
‘ And Percentage Movement From Father's Party
. (Males Only)
2 - ;
Father's €lass Non Manual Manual ]
Trade Union Status Member Non-Member Member Non-Member
“Percengage not ‘ 50% 45 ‘ ' 68 : 36
supporting the Con- . r
servative Party of . ¢ . .
those with Conser- .
vative fathers '
Total (N . -

(N) ¢ (14) (11) (19) (11)
Perventage supporting 35% 36 Co14 . 22
Conservatfives of those
without “Conservative f{

« g [
s fathers ., ’

Total (N) { (20) (14) (168) (559

.
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N
. of researchers were/then suggesting that increasing affluqug

towards new middle class values and middle class existence",

CHAPTER IV . ‘ 5

THE ISSUE OF EMBOURGEOISEMENT

!

& . |
. . . !
In this section I want to discuss the embourgeoisement :
r . :

»
Ehesis and try to salvage at least a part of it, The thesis that

(

the growing affluence of the working class was changing some funda-
; ai
mental working class values, including pblitical attitudes, was #

seriously proposéd in the wake‘of the thigd successive electoral

defeat of the labour party in 1959, “Traditional wirking class

values had been eroded" reported Butler and Rose in their study
: 1«
of the 1959 election, "by the steady growth of prosperity".  How-

o Ak e e+

eveT, they provided no data to ‘support tbis claim, “Similarly,

Zweig had noted that '"working class life finds itself on the move
2

N

" L
While Runciman in his study reported that in terms of his sample

6f manual workers ''the frequency of middle clafs self-rating rises
3 N
with income'", although he doesn't say whether these workers had

middle class fathers, which is a possible explanation. A number

A, L

~ FOE LN

among manual workers was leading to their abandoning working
: ) L
class Ygiues and becoming emgfurgeoised. This, it was suggested,’

was a factor in the, poor electoral performance of the Labour party.

. v .

ALY = —- e
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' 2 4
o
Affluenb~WOrkg¥s it was imagined, were leaving Labour, their

“ (9 \

traditional paréy, and voting for the Conservative party.
LN -

The first major.piece of researcH to investigate the

questions arising from the discussion on the consequences of

qffluence effectively showed that the affluent worker was not

b

being embourgeoised. The "Affluent Worker' project was under-

taken in the e;rly sixties by a team  from Cambridge University
- 4
* led by John Goldthorpe and Dayid Lockwood. This research was

”
designed to gather data on the effect$ of affluenc%,@n all aspects .
of working class life, The selection of three large ﬁ;nufactur-

ing plants’ in and around Luton, a post-war industrial townkjust

south of the Midlanﬁsg was initially predicated upon.the decision
to find a site where the affluent worker was likely to be found.
The Luton site approximated the most modern type of industrial N
development where conditions, it was thought, would givé rise

to the "privatized worker". The majorfty of its workers having
left their traditional working class communities;”an the

suppq;tive and restraining enviromment this provided and moved

N

to Luton. It was thought that in this milieu the embourgeoise-
r‘ N
ment and the privatized worker thesis could best be ‘tested,

! L}

: ﬁ% is well known, the results of the "Affluent Worker"

xu
<
a V

study indicated that at Luton the.affluent worker was more

&

[
]

TN e ————— A — st o=



ol TR e

strongly for Labour than most other areas in the country. The

- : ' '
affluent worker then, despite his}presumed leaning. toward Con-
i L]
servangism)vwas, in fact, not Coﬁserbétive at all but a strong,
if ig;trumeétaij“@ébéur voter, Ihe embourgeoisement tﬁesis had

|

thus failed its crucial test, !
j [ ’ /
A numbqf of crithues have since % en made df this

)

5
study, Crewe has suggested tha¢ the researgﬁ was undertaken

6 ‘l -~
durlng a partlcularly good perloT for Labour d4nd that this was

l

thus a Ead year to'test for the 1nf1uence of affluence on workers,

I
The study Crewe suggests was degligned to reject the .affluence

A i

/ a I /
thesis but support_the instrumental voting of.the Luton workers,

°

since a number of factors were at work to generate instrumental
voting but at the same time prevent the affluént worker from

voting Conservative, Two of the factdrs mentioned by Crewe as
, \ :
retarding/?énservative voting would seem to be crucial, the in-

- b ¢

fluence of plant size and trade unionism. o~

A number of studies have reported a very strong re-

laﬁgouship between the size of plant &nd the extent of Labour
6 ' .
voting. They suggest that the more workers employed in a plant,

-

the greater the extent of Labour~voting amongst those workers,
¥
The three plants at Luton all employed well in excess of 2,000
’ *
workers. In fact, Vauxhall Moto@s in its two plants at Luton

and ggfrHy Dunstable was employing 28, 000 men in 1960\ Com-

bined, all thibe plants employed @about 30% of Luton's estimated

B .
NPT N I i chapge g
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(.a\ <t labour force of 74,000, While Goldthorpe et al set out to'?ind R
B ! -~ R

site where the embourgeoisement thesis'couId be tested, the fact
. //ﬂ‘w:/ . - 0 b _
, that plant size was not considered 3s a test ‘factor must bring
N - ”\ ' . N » A«
’ their findings of the lack of embourgepisement, at least with

SN - .
respggt to' the low Conservative vote, into question.’. Clearly, .
plant size must have'an inhibiting effect on the amount og Con-

. servative support affluent workers cowhd -give to the Conservative

¢

. party, However, where affluent workers might live and work has

not been considered within the:genera@ embourgeoisement theory.‘ \\-

- ¥ ] ? /\ 4 N
A' similar argument can #e made for the influence of <

‘ -3 : . “
trade unionism, a factor which has also not been taken account of
. { -

( in most presentations of the embourgevisement thesis, In the pre-

[y

vipus chapter, we discussed the ways in which trade Jniqns inhibit

3 . ¢

the development of Conservative voting amongst trade union members,

Given the facé that 87i of,thé\m7£;a1 sample at Luton‘were union-
- . . \".
> \ ized, it would be surprising if Coldthérpe et al had not found

’ 9 . !
¢ strong Labour voting. The trade union influence would seem to
g 1 ' )

. % *
prevent the development of Conservative voting among affluent
! ' A

workers in much the same way that plant size might-, Kkgain, the

embourgeoisement theory has assumed that affluence would over-

come the ifnfluence of trade unionism on workers' po{}tics
. A

\ - . .
- * and thls factor has also been ignored. We must conclude . .

A

then that the "Affluent Worker" study by choosing Luton as

a site, whilst clearly\?oséessing the chTracterrstics that
L4 < . -
{
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would give rise to embourgeoisement and instrumq'tal voting, if

as such they exteted, was unable, to disprove the embourgeoise- . ,

*

ment thesis because other fadtors acted to prevent the develop-

ment of embourgeoisement. Clearly given thesgﬁfacts, the &m-
bogrgeqisement'thesis‘hag not been very precisely stated and AR

is oversimplified, sipce ipﬁibitinéﬁTaéto:s are not considered,

- B ~
‘

To. test for embourgeoisement controls of some form would have to

' be introduced.’ , A

v

) Consequeptly,‘we‘must,éqnclude—that without appropriate

»

eontrols a test of the embourgeoisement thesis camnot be Tade

and that the ”Affluent Wbrker" study, by mot 1ntrodu01ng the - .-

appropriate controls, dld not resolve the issue of affluence .

-

) - P

‘and Conservativetvoting. U31ng the Butler and Stqkes data we
3o ! !

will re-examine this issué. It should be. ncted that 1n all the

t) W

following tables the income referred‘to is always.the/iafome of

“ -

the male head of the houséhblé, - - v -

,
. N ty R 3 - <

(
« 4

oL There is a weak but apparent relatlonship bétween

_-*
- - ~

affluence and voting implied in our data (see T. 4-1)8 Of
= — -

" vated Conservative in 1964. Thxs must be contrasted with the
hzghest paid workers earning more than fl 200 38% of yhom . |

were Conservat1ve supporters in 1964 An 18% dlfference then
separates highest from 1owest paid workers. The other two ,

» qs..
income categories fall in between and are prbbably more




[

L

trepresentative of. the working class (note the small cell size s -

K : - ) . Vs
for those earning over £1 200 per year). For those earning,

between £850 and £1,200 per year only a 7% difference separates them 1

l

from the lowest paid .group, Thls 7% dlfference (27? t0/207) in

1

the level of Conservative support suyggests nge,emboufgeoisement,
but of a 1imitef nature, Frdm this ‘can we imply that we have

disproved the thesis of embourgeoisement as_Goldthorpe\and

Lockwood did, Clearly, as we suggested preV1ously, other factors

5 .
‘ must be controlled for that are not con31dered in thls table ‘

* In addressing the problem of affluence, a crucial point

o

would, seem to have been consistently overlooked. At .its simplest,

: .

the embourgeoisement:thesis @#8sumes that the worker becomes a
- [} ) ) { ‘ ’ )

Conservative supporter ~thHrough his growing affluence, Yet, as

»
u-

.~ we have seen, many working class Conservatives have:had a Con-

servative family socialization; can they be considered as having

- . i x; J @ .
been embourgeoised because they voted for the. Conservative party

JuR L “Pn 19647 Similarly, much .of the Conservative party support within

/

the workingbclass‘comés from those with middle class parents,

e

Because many remain Conservative voters whilst becoming down- ’

- - %
N

> »
.wardly mobile, can, we claim thet,theyégre being embourgeoised?
In fact, those with Conservative backgrounds and/or middle class
social origins may be already embourgeoised. This suggests

a

that to make any sense of the embourgeoisement thesié, a number

of factors dealing withtseﬁéél background must be controlled for.

N A, . N PR N . . - E }'. TR i W v T S TS
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’ The reaction to differences in income could be a factor of the

(T type of working class voters' background rather than any speEifico

P

JRNSTIREE

embourgeoisement. .

o

g .
The political socialization and social class origins

of our manual workers may be a ctucial factor in.any differential *
, iesponses t$ affluence that is found, The factors that keep the

wgrkergwith a Conservacibe,past and/or a middle class background -

»

attached to the Conservative party,may be very different from
those that draw the worker with a Labbur party or no major party '
past towards Conservativis&; Théir respénses to affluence may
be very different. Thus divergent approaches and a number of

controls must be introduced in order to fully test the affluent

-

( ,f\\aarker thesis, It could well B¥ that the failure to taﬁe account
of political socialization and downward mobility could be .a major
factor in the failure to not find embourgeoisement, Clearly,

then, workers can react to high and’ low incomes very differently

»

depending upon factors in their backgrounds.

b N .
¥ " . ' Other factors may also be influential in detecting,

)

, y )
inhibiting or creating embourgeoisement, Workers may respond

differentially also because of reggonal influences or because
r -~ »
of the type of home they live in, or because a family has two

incomes (both husband and wife). Finally, we have alreédy raised

<

the issue of differential response to income as a consequence of

( ;

trade union affiliation. Unfortﬁnately, the issue of plant size

¥

L e S ¥ i vty 5 . . Coy ) et
T . . p
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cannot be raised as Butler and ‘Stokes asked no questions about -
, ’ * N
the work milieu of their informants, In all of these' cases

differential responses to income because of bacﬁgrOund or tilieu

~
-

may exist, thgf'by controlling each of the factors mentioned above.

-~ A » !

it may be possible ‘to test the ,embourgeoisement thesis adequately at
1 v *
least in terms of\yegsuring the .extent of Conservative support

with income differenceﬁ.

4

/ ! . ~

As with income alone, when we consider the issue of

the worker's political background a consistent but weak relation-
* ) 10
ship between ipcome and Conservative voting emerges, Eor those

with a Conservative faﬁher, 45% who earned underg£85b a yedr a
supported the Conservative party in 1964, whilst Sﬂi of those g
who earned oder £850 did so (see Table 4-2). Thos; who ' earn
more are then 5% more ljkely to stay with their father's party.
A 7% difference separates the high and léw earners #th a)Labour
father. Of thogg who earafd under £850 per year 97 supported
the Conservati&e'party in'1964. -On the other hand, 16% of those
who earned over £850 per year supported the T;ries in 196&.‘r

Those with no major party socialization also showed some tendency .

towar&s_emboyrgeoisement, but again only 6% separates the high

»

and low owners, Although, in all cases, the differences are in

the correct: direction - they(are'all consistently small,

What is interesting is the stability of the- Labour

votirng for high and low earners. There seems to be little
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LI

"

movement away from Labour associated with hlghe; incomef Also

- the Liberals ‘seem to be conSLStently supported by those 1n the

‘

lower income group; patticularly for those WOrkers reporting a

Conservative or no major party father In each case irrespectivé

‘4

of the father s politics WOrking class voters were less 1ike1y
to support the Liberal party’ if they earned an above average 1n-'
come, Qne readiﬁg of. this is that worklng class voters with h;gh

-

incomes seem slightly MOre likely to mpve towards the Cohserva-’

*

tives whjle those with a lower incomgimoue to the liberals:‘ P

. o L . , c. AR W
We éan conclude that income alone doesknob mOVe uoters‘

-

to any great extent towards the Conservatlve p@rty for those j -

with Labour*or no magor party background It also’ doee not egé

.
v

tain Conservatlve party support E//any great extent, But other
factors may still be at work which we w111 ﬁow examlne apdowhichA

thisytype of table hides. -It may well be the ‘downward mobility

v ’,

or nbn-mobility of a wotker {s an important‘factor here, Possibly

1"

those with lowalncomes who move towards Liberalism are non- mobile

-

'and those withvhigher incomes,who move to the'  Conservatives are

'downwatdiy mobile. ' ': ‘ ’ f\P o - o ’

.
v B
’ T L -~ s - -
. v .

Coxr . X . . K

* . *
r Some interesting differences emerge when we consider -

’p

~the issue~of,doanard~mohility'(see Taﬁle 2’3)3 By controlling

for father's occupation we note differential respoﬂ\ea to’ ' .

-

IS
P

. increaged income “for those Zith non-manual fathers compared to

those workers with manudl fathers, Of those workers who reported
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that théiy fdther was a non-manual worker and who were themselves

~

downwardAy mobile the higher paid workers were stronger supporters

.

of” both’the Conservative and Liberal parties in 1964. A 12% .

L4
Ia,

difference separates the high and low earning Conservative voters,
34% gi those with a non-manual father who earned less than £850
penﬁannum were Conservative supporters in 1964 compared to 467%
o Pthose earning over (850 per year, Similarly, a 7% difference
s parates Liberal supporters in this group. the higher peid
f being slightly more strongly Liberal than the lower paid, | By
the same token, those workers with non-manual fathers are much
less likely to support the' Labour party with increasing incomes
While 57% of those earning less than £850 voted Labour in 1964

only 36% oﬁ,those paid over £850 per year supported Labour-r a
# S

21% difference.

1

Those workers claiming to have had manual fethers‘are

on the other hand far less likely to be influenced by differential
income, A 1% difference separates the low and high paid Conser-
vative supporters 207 to 217%, while a 6% difference separate& :
the Labour supporters. Interestingly,,higher incomee for this'

group is related to a slightly stronger level of Labour support.

Liberal support, however, declines with income, the low paid /

¢ w
~workers are 11% Liberal, the higher paid only 6%, a 5% difference.’

2

This data suggests. that downward mobility is a real
. factor in embourgeoisement, both Conservative and Liberal support

increase with.higher wages, and the decline in‘Eabour support of

k4

[
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1ead‘og‘their prolefarianization and to their supporting the

'Labour party in the large numbers they do (57%). Thbsgtworkerﬁx“f
\ ‘- .o i N . ‘

‘the direction of their class party asfa result of inoreasfog
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i

71 s certainly noh,ineignificant. It may well be that higher

' ~ . . . v ] ’
-
.

R ’ | . ) $ ,
than average income.allows the downwardly mobile to cling to
. , B . ' 3 . . .

t '
’

. - N R ', . . > N [ R -
their middle'class‘$tatus by supporting either the Conservative
or leeraf parties, | Coming, from a m1dd1e ciass background we ]

1 [\\ ey l
can perhaps consider them as already embourge01sed btfore they S

entqred ﬁheiranks of the working class. . Hence, it is hggh income
. . o ' N o oq, S
that allows them to remain bourgeois, |Low income may, -in fact,

‘ *
' . . \

<, . {\’V

with_a manual ‘background, however, seem largely uninfluenced by ,

- h f * '
‘ ! il “
¥,

increasing income, If anything, they becomé more partisan fnx

i ! !

* £l -

+ fricome, ft might be a good 1dea at this p01nt to. consider ﬁhe .

\

-~ 1ssue of embourgeoisement from Lhe point of view of regiou

s

", and city'size and‘cry and locate whete :our embourgeoised workers Py

i

oo might be llvlng, and, ‘alsb where the L1beral supporters are located

. wage earpers. In the Soch, this difference is aga;n fairly

3

Unfdrtunately, we cannot Lontrol fog dQanard mob111ty ‘as the

o [ ~

cehl sizes become too small o S .
1 ) . ; ¢
' L . . ’ . , T ]"d ,
L _ ¢ . e : v . ‘ ' .
o When we consider regiohal and.tdwr size variations
»\‘, ‘a ' “ i' E

withqaffluenée, some interesting results emerge, The large

s
ﬂ

: cities“in'both regions show a considerable amount of- Conservative

4 * + N . . ‘

vot1ng associated with, higher incomes, Tn the North, & 15% .

]

difference in Conservat1Ve yotlng exists between high and Iow

v ’ -

4

‘e ’ - I3 N ! Wt
large,, 147 jseparating those Cofiservative 'supporters earning over
- ' . . i o ) ' -
. . , - b ) . bl .
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, medium sized towns. Absolutely no form of prosperity ybting'

« ! 95
t&SO from those earning‘£850 per- yea( From our preV1OUSkdlS-

cussion of reg;onal and city .size variations (see Table 3»10)

5

* we know that 1arge cities in the sample, both in North and South

{ ~

Britain, recofded'fairly high levels of working class Conservativ-
iﬁm. We also know that all havg_larée middle classes and a worke

ing class -that is not based around the older heavy industries

2

that initially gave fise to the working class., It is here that

we would expect to find our downwardly mobile workers who as we

3

saw from thguprevious table are far more likely to be Conserva-
tive supportirs wfthsincreased income, ' The largeamiddle class
in these cities being a greater pool ef potential “labour than

K4
medlum sized towns and rural Breas where the middle class is . N

1likely to be much smaller and dOanard mobility, consequently

s T

less .likely to Qe found, But also in large cities we can per- ¢t °

haps expect more interaction’betwéen classes than in smaller

Ve

towns where one class may dominate.

¥ !
< - § o

An interesting set of findings can be seen for the

N ’ s
jemerges in the Northern medium sized towns and cities, -187% of
the lower paid and 197% of the higher pa1d workers voted Conser-

vative in 1964. A large part of this area, §cotland, South Wales
& ) ’

L ,and~Nerehérﬂ~Eng%aﬂdTVQéfgely~eeqsists—bf-wéfkihg~tlass~cemmﬁnfr~w~ :
8 . ) v e - I .

ties in which the workers are -involved in many of the older heavy

P

1ndustr1es where strong traditionalistic working class communi-

. “ties exist. - The norms of these working class communléies are

=

- :
. | ,
' . . . . ' '

N
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probably very strongly agalnst workers mov1ng towards Conservativ—
LY

(: (¢ " ism in the fOrm of affluence voting. Similarly, the Médlands T

=1

4

o ¢ which is the Southern part of the region defined as North is (f 1
. P A

heavily industrial with many working,cyass communities much of

it based upon old heavyoindustry But huch of this area also

consists of medium sized towns with new technologically based

industries. This is, however the type of area that Goldthorpe .

and Lockwobd studied in the ”Affluent Worker" research if Luton

~ : J ‘o

,is typical with'its 1arge factories and strong unionization, then

these factors would prevent “the emerg\ﬁte~o£/éonservative voting

as workers ‘became more akfluenﬁ. :

Gbmpared with' the North, the Southern medium sized

towns and citles ~show a greater degree of affluence voting. A’

12% differegce in Conaervative support separates high an& low .

income, earners Ln this category, 217 of those earning under
. £850 per year supporting the. Conservatives in 1964 and 33% of
those  eaining over £850 doing so. This result is not unusual

given the nature;of theqe types of ,towns, in tne,South. ‘Being
, ‘ ] , IR ’ .
less industrialized and having a larger mi@dle class, any work-

[ing class enolaves'would tend to bg far less effective at re-
taining the allegiance of its working class members than in the

L 4

same sized}Northern communities At the same time with large L

middle class populations in these Southern towns we can expect . j(

| considerable potential for dawnward mobility exists and as we ;r

4

—_—— ]

have seen from.Table 4—3, it isvthe downwardly, mobile who are ~

' - -~ L

+ . . ‘ ~ . v b
v ] . a
- 4 - L. T
‘ : -
¢ P L]
.Aai\;“ku&,} . ' °
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most strongly assqcilated with Conservative voting as incomés
1 . N Ty B .
) (: \ ' increase, | : o

[

¢

The most interésting aspect of the rural communities = '

' ' [ . e

: " in Britain is the great number of low income earners who arg;

»

located in them, although this is a consistent patterﬁ revealed - B

- A
i

in research in other societies, In both North and South Britain, -

it is the rural areas that easily have the lowest income earners, )
7. ! - < . @ .- s ) v 4'14
S . In fact, only 9% of rural wage earnmers who are manual workers-

.
s . . . .

‘earned over £850 per year, This is an extremely low 'figure, and, -’

L

4

/L o8 » )
makes any comparison between high and low ‘income groups impossible.
- R - - -~ f .
* But we can say that low incothes in Southern ruraleritdiﬁ:are ‘
associaced with ConservatiQism.' 57% of the low income earnéfs

(~ . supported the Conservatives in 1964, while low incomes in the . \f t

.

eNorth are associated with Labour voting " Ohce again, this WOuld . .

...~_

. L
9 seem toﬁghggest the great differences that exist between Norch

and South rural milieu which we discussed earlier when an in~

sem e de A v g g w e

dustrialized rural North was compared to the‘agricultural rural

i

South, S

4

o ) 4 ' - .
Finally, we can note the decline in Liberal voting

' - ’ ‘ - - ) ’ ’
income, ‘Here we can more precisely locate the parts 'of the
) » : )
country this takﬁs place in, notablT the medium sized cities, =
) . } {i,, . , ; . 1
y .. towns, and tural areas of the Sbuth'and to some small extent, ’)//f
N - w — ’ » . tor

(- the, large cities of the North, It may well be that above a

A certain income WQrkers rather than moving to the Liberals in-
(%] ) ' N -~ o)
stea@jnovedto’the Conservatives, The large extent of,Liberal

. -




B o s o - - - ST -
- - . Lo ‘
P " »
: - -
- . / \ . .
YTt s e ¥ .
s . . .
N - “
P « » .

- voting among low income ‘groups in the medium sized towns, citiey
i ‘ LR . c o
. (t . and rural areas of the South does to some extent explain the
. ) . ) . . , :{; AN o
appargent decline of Liberal support with increased. income, This

-phenomena is largely limited to these Southern milieu,

. ! - o
[ . . i

- > ¥ .p .
d , ‘" " We ‘previously Aeh;ioned the fact that one criticism - .

- of the "Affluent Worker" study is that no contrpls were ipt:oJ‘
. . Lj ., duced for the influence of trade uﬁfbnsziﬁ inhibi;ﬁné the
developmégt 6f:3¢bourgeoisement."We see that when Ehig control -

is‘introduced, that the non-unionists seem'mucb more likely to

"\r"ﬁ - - ' T
‘be embourgeoised thap the unionists, whilst a 4% difference

v ’ : . ‘ . .
separates high and low trade unionists}ncome earners, an 11%

difference separates high and low non-unionist wage earners (see
. .
Table 4-5)\, This would seem to suggest that trade unions do in

’

fact work to inh#bit or retard the development. of Conservative ;

"sympathies amohgst their membership, No such/inLibfting effeet
? e ;

+is apparent for the nonfdhioniét,

, ‘ e - o

Surprisingly‘fhe,level of Labour voting remains con-

-

i

sistent and does not seem to vary withAincome;"Of the unionists
- 72% and 73% respectiveiy of the lew and Pighyearners supported
) 4 Labour in 1964. The same situation enférges with the non-

-

uynionists, There, 46% and 477 respe

vely of the low and hdgh
earners‘éupgbnged Labouf in 1964. 'Strange , it is the non- ‘
( - unionist Liberal vote that is most influenced by income. In

| o ‘ }
i - all 20% of the non-unionist low earners voted Liberal in,1964, !

|
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whff%t only 7Z'of thé high income group did so. "These Liberals
would seem to be the group wn have run into in other tables
where they were shown QO largely come’ fromJ the small towns ané

rurdl areas of the Sou;h ‘and to have fathers who were also

¢ o

" > ]

) manual workers We noy can see that the low paid workers in -

\these milieu are- als&wnot members of trade uqions It may well

be that like many of the wor%ing class ?pnservatives they work h
11

non-unionized plants ‘of Southern England. However

Y

ment of the non-unionists is a‘factor of their being‘middle class
- : ‘ . . . . A\ .

. downwardly mobile workers holding onto their affiliation through ‘

support of the Consergative party. The next table takes up this
. ‘ B . ' ~
issue, ' - \

| . When we.consider the issue of the embourgeoisement of

\fon-trade unionists in terms of their fathers' social class, we |

;"note that the embourgeoisement, if"such it exists, is largely

restr1cted to those workers, with non-manual fathers (see Table
4- 6) However, a word'of caution is necessary in interpreting

these findings because of the small number of cases, Of those -

-, ) ,
workers who are trade unionists with non-manual fa;heﬂs,"a 9%

¢

difference separated the low earners from the higP,in kerﬁs of

 the level of their Conservative support. : For trade unionigts

S

n't*sz

reporting manual fathers, no difference in Conservative suppo

.was noticed between high and low earners. 167% of both groups

3

supported the Conservatives in 1964.

4

N ‘
» M -

*

Lo

t would be. useful to know to what extent the apparent embourgeoise—

i n e e p—
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g The non-union member® display a similar response’in

AR A e e+
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100%

,

[ Lo

(: oAl Ehe extent of their party support, For those claiming n-manual
fathers, a 14%\difference separated -the qu and high_g:?n s
36% of thdse edrning under £850 per annum supported the Conser-

I «

vatives in 1964 while 50% of those earning.over £850 did so,

b ) ' ) Howévérvvlittle difference in the level of Corfservative suppqr&

separated the nén-uniorists who reported manual {athers.,'Only

a 5% difference wés reported between high and low ipcome earners

in this g£oﬁp. Again, this finding is similar to the of fspring
. - )

of manual Wworkers who were trade unionists where no difference

> Vs 1
' between high and low income groups existed,
! ' : .
\x <o .7 ) '] .
‘~\@R~‘”di ~ JThese findings suggest that’ any embourgeoigement that

* \ )
3 ~ > “ \ \

(s N . takebdgplace.for unionists or non-unionists*is very lergely re-

‘ . T - .

&
i “\}l?ted yo the social class origins of the respondents, Both trade

' unionists and non-trade unionists who were downwardly mobile .
i i ) . .

' tended to be more Conservative with higher income, although the |

-

non-uffipnists showed- a slightly]higher level of Comnservative

~

support i 1964 with‘increased income. The offspring of m;nual

workers were most likely to maintain their low level of Con-

A gt it

seryative support irrespective of income. This suggests that
g .
myas we saw in Table 4-2, the downwardly mobile workers are more

‘ . L
susceptible to embourgeoisement while the non-mobile remain’ . :
¢

f largely immune, Trade unionism or ratliex the lack of trade union

- )

( afﬁiliation is then not a major factor {in explaining the em- }

.
3

bourgeoisement of the working class,
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We have previously discussed homeownership but now it

is being taken up with respett to embourgeoisement. Here we

N .

‘want to know if homeowning or non-ownership plus high income
\ , ) ° l - )
together eredte embourgeoisement, Owning 2 house can after all

be seen as a sign of affluence, When we "examine. homeownership,
, ‘ ,
we cah again see some signs of embourgeoisement, but only .for

L3

' "the homeowners., Both those workers who live in council housing’

or’rent their home show little difference between the high and

' T :/’\’ > Q I3 - 3
!;gﬁ’ggzzhaorkers with respect to their voting Conservative, For

those with council housing, 167 of the lower paid workers voted
Conservative and 20% of the higher paid workers did so (see

0 v T -
Table 4-7). The strongly Labour orientation of the council estate

- A d

. .,
seems to limit any trend towards embourg€bisemeqt that might ~

develop. Similarly, those who rent their homes seem unaffécted
? .

by affkuence. Whilst 27% of the lowet paid workers voted Con- #,

. , v ¢ ,
servative in 1964, only 247% of the higher paid workers did so,

Y -

- ~
Many of those who rent do so in older more run-down parts of

» \
the.city and perhaps form coﬁesive working class communities,
Here apparen%&y for those in council housing and renting a home
the milieu could bé a strong countervailing force against em- J ]

/¢ -

ﬁ%ourgeoijfment. ‘ “ ! W

."This dis certainly not the case for the homeowners,
. # 2
They do seém to be affected by prosperity. 1In fact, an 117%
difference s&parates the poorer from the better paid homeowner,

t \\‘ . .
Those who earned less than £850 a year were 277% Coriservative

L

“ &

. N
- . VS LI - -
g - s o - . ¢ st A
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ang those who earned more ‘than ﬁ§50 a year 'were 387 thservétive.‘

Some type of embourgeoisement may be occurring here, but it is
also possible that some other factor may be intervening, such as

" If
y downward mobility or. political sociali%ation,

An examination of thié iséue c%ptroiliﬂg for»downyérd

mobility quicklyoreVéals,that the ‘downwardly mbbile'are not
’ , ¢ g ¢ ‘ \

responsible for the apparent embourgebiéement oé the\above average_
income homeowners (see Table 4-8). Thié’tablé presents ho@eowngfs
only with father's oé%upation, (social class) ang\father's politics
independently controlled for; Clearly the g;idence from this table.
\with respect to the influence of Locial”background on the home-
owners is that those from working class homes wére more likely to
support the Conservatives in 1?64 with increasing incomg} While
for-those workers from middle class homes, support for the Con-
servéﬁivesndeclined‘with increased income./ However, in both
cases the percentage differences are not significant. 1In the
case of the downwardly Qobile, supporé for the'Conseantives
declined from 48% for those earning under £850 per annum to
447, forﬂthdse earning above f850 - a 6% decline with ‘increased
income., On the okther hand.for the non-mobile supborf increased
from 247 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 increased Conservative support

of the more affluerit workers. ’ .

¥
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With respect to the issue of political socialization

J

as a factor in the Conservative support of the affluent homeowner1

we can note some increased .Conservative support with increasing

income. For those with'Conéervative fathers, an 117 difference
in the level of Conservative support separates high and low in-

come earners. Those earning under 1850 per year were 48% Cén-

servative in 1964 while workers g%iQing over £850 were 59% Con-«

'servative, The most spectacular difference occurs among home-

owners reporfing(Labour fathers, Here a 13% difference se Lrated

high and low earners, tﬁe lower income being 11%‘Conservative
in 1964 and Lhe higher 247, Although the level of Conservative
support might‘appear low, if we compare .this support with other
tables .featuring Labour offspring, the figures are usuélly much
lower, jDverall, 11% bf those with Labour fathers supported the
Congeryatives in 1964 (see Table 3-1). 1In light of this figure
/}he 247, support Ey homeowners earning over 850 per year must
(/be considered significant, particularly so if we remember that
this is not due to downward mobility whiqp is numerically insig-

nificant for this group. Even controlling for downward mobility

and taking those with manual fathers only does not alter the

1
5

figures, .Of those earning under 1850,711% were Conservative

supporters in 1964 (N=53) and of those earning over £850, 23%

1

were Conservative supporters in 1964 (N=30). (These figures

1?re not reported in tabu}ar form,) TFinally, those workers
* 4 ¢ )

reporting a father who supported no major par?r show a 3%

1
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difference between high and low income eannef%Hwhicﬂ is largely
insignificant, We can conclude ﬁhat we have detected some limited
embourgeoisement for those with Labour fathers who own homes aa§
earn over £850 per year as well as to a lesser extent those with
Conservative fathers.’{Presumably, these are workers ing in

middle class suburbs b t not with éi’gle class baékgrou ds, who

are becoming Conservative supporters as.a result of the middle

,class milieu and increased income. But the increased income

woulﬁ seem 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 Labour past towards Con-
servativism, Similarly, above average income ﬂeeps those with

a Conservative past more strongly attached to their fathers'
|

party than those earning below average incomes, ‘An alternative

to the affluence argument regarding the Conservativigm of high
income home owners may be found in the fact that the issue of
incomes may also be significant in/ti¥hs of the,type,aﬁdflocatio;\

of the home the worker purchases. The better paid worker may be

)

able to afford to pay a higher price for his house ‘and is thus

7

more likely to be located in.a middle clggs milieu than the lower

+

paid worker who may buy his house in a largely working class
district, :
. / ® -

A final issue that shoufﬁ.be considered is that of the

. : &
political effects of dual incomes on workers and their wives.

~ -

"
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Here dual income’s is used to dgsériqu a siPuation where both
busband and wife are wage earners. It could be argued that befng

. LA
a member of a dual income family substantially in some cases in-

creases the amount of purchasing powsr a family has just aé -
effectively as an increase in the in&pme of thJ head of the house-
hold. Certainly in view of the 1arge\number d% women entering

the labour force, the embourgeois;heﬁt of dual incomeg families
could rdpresent a significant source of wofkiﬁg class Conservative
_support, In all, 38% of the married feméleé'in éur sample had
jobs, so we are dealing with a siénificant section of the labour
force. It.may well be|then that the politics of families is

being influenced by dual incomes, that is the husbands and the

wife's, and not simply the high wages of the husband,

The working wife is, in fact, slightly more likely to 4

‘ ‘ £ 5
be a Conservative supporter (31%) than the wife who does not work® °

hd

(24%). A 7% difference thus separates these two (see Table 4-9),

L

On the surface, then, dual income families, that is with husband

and wife both earning, were a'little more likely to be Conserva-

Ed

tive supporters in 1964 than families where the husband was the
i . a8 .
sole bread winner. However, just as the politics of males vary

by social class, the type of occupation a wife is engaged in may
influence -her politics and this may, in fact, explain the differ-

ences between working wives and housewives. In fact, a considerable

difference of 247% doesYxist between those wives who are»engageq
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R

in non-manual work from those in manu&l occupations (see Table'

o

4-9), Of the working women engaged in non-panuaf work, 447 were

Conservative party supporters in 1964,'while of /those wiwves who

3

reported to be manuaL*workers only 18% were gbnservative supporters
in 1964, Thus both the housewives and manuéa working wives tend

to be less strongly supportive of the Conservative pafty\thdn the

»

' }
non-manual women.” This finding, however, may hide some important

social background differences,” The non-manual wives may, in fact,
s . 4

re \
come from noanaLual homes and have married a manual worker, but,
in a sense, maintained their own middle class status and political

affiliation through’ their work. Similarly, the manual working

b 7

wives may be basically from families of manual workers.'
In fact, this is not the case. ’No great difference
-
, . P

separates those wxves with manual backgrounds from those with non-
manual backgrounds except in the case of housewives (see Table

4-9)., 1In the case of housewives, a 28% difference separates those
s’ o

with non-maqhal fathers, 45% of whom were Conservative in 1964

from tbose/whose fathers were manual workers, 177 of whom were
/ T

Conseryéfive supporters in 1964, Obviously, social background

operates here as a significant factor determining the politics
/- -
of housewives. Those with middle class backgrounds hang on

/ determinedly to. their middie class politics.” Surprisingly,

little difference separates the non-manual wives in terms of
father's occupation. It ig a mere 5% - those with non-manual

) \ ,
fathers being 47% Conservative supporters in 1964 and those with

+



\;' ~
™ : manual fathers being 427 Conservatlve A word "of caution i
.—-0'() 3
3 (: . in interpréting this‘&esult is necessary due to ‘the small number ol
/

W q} edses for those w1th non-manual fathers where N=15, However,

A

‘?( (\’

- hekfalrly large number of cases, N=52 for those reporting mahua}.

l

N
o, Y ‘ :

fathers,=makes this a significant finding. Tt suggests that power- - _

ful influences are at work within the wbrld 6T‘t5e'non-manba1 wife 7

— ! - o

-~ from a manual past moving her towards the COnsem@*glve party It’

may well be that the same types of 1nf1uences operate on. the’non-

manual wives as operate on non-manual males, Clearly, their’non-
manual occupation brings them into a‘world veryyﬁiffereht from

. :
the world of the manual worker or the housewife, Presumably, -~

they will socialize at work with “¢ther white collar workers, .
R ™

—

( particularly males, who are likely to be Conservativewyoters.

-

This may, then, become an added’ influence on their politicéL

orientation and'tend to Conservatize them. Whether theiy husbahds
! N v
)who are manual workers'are also Conservative voth{s is.-impossible

- i .

to say. But given the fact that they as white dol}nr wcrkersxare a
N . . \ .

likely to<be emplojed in the South and/or in a‘'large city, it is :

- L
; possible that the husband is also a Conservative voter, ' Clearly, ° }
& ¥ - M ) _ ':,g
though, this is ‘an unusual group. ’ : . .
i ‘ . . W'
T? By comparisoﬁ,‘irrﬁspective of class background, the
women employed in manual work are far less likely to be Conser- "
. . ° ]
o \ vative, TFor those manual working wives reporting a non-mamual
' , - v - x | . -
; (" , background and who are thus downwardly mobile, only 207% supported
i ’ . ~ L&
i - & . «
r:l M e " ;,..\_‘ . rs/w
. ’ y ¢ = .
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the Conéervatives in 19@5 (but note the small number of cases,’

N=10), WHile of the non-mobile manually employed wives, enly ‘
& - ,

17% were ConservatlvgggLPPOrters 1n 1964, It would seem that

agpéﬁ husband and wife engaged in manual work and thus in-

M‘n‘*u‘ ’ o2
habltlng similar working class worlds, this tends to reinforce

»
\

the values' of the work1ng élass world in a way that is not possible

.

for a/mqmgp/Qlth a non-manual occupation Both parbners are then

'.deeply embedded‘Lnjthe working class with a working class sense o

7 5 -

of seriderity. With respect Eo"the issue of embourgeo{sement, it
| would seem that aﬁong those women where we have two income families,-
. |
the‘adged ipcqme,eﬁ the wife is not an influence on her politics,
Af the sameiti&e, neithef is the social class packgroend of the -

wprking.wife a significant source of Conservative suppofc. Al-

though 'some evidence suggests that this may not be the case with

'housewives; but we will return to this point- later, What is im-

_ portant-in shaping the polit{gs of the working wife is the type

f
i

of occupation she is engaged in., In this way, the working wife -
' [
“is very similar to the'working husband. ’ \

4 ) . -
# “ v , ‘
If* we: have Eisn unable to show any embourgeoisement:

T e A

-] .
for dual income famili?s: some may still exist'if_ye control for
+ , i
[ S f
the income of :the husbands of the wives in our sagple. With

* -3
ingggme controlled for, little difference exists between levels |

)

of Conservative voting for, working wives# bé;h non-manually and

o

" manually employed, although a significant difference exists for

—

] PES
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housewives with husbands' income (see Table 4-10), For working .

wives, the extent 'of Conservative support actually d&qregses with

“°

increased income. For non-manual wives, Conservative support

i
_ ¢

L ! -
decreases by 3% with in¢reased income and for manual wives, Cori-

Tt .- /
servative support decreases,by 8%, -In both cases, the number

of"cases.is small. Clearly, embouygeoisemegt does not take place

amongst these two groups.

1

. Among housewives differences in the extent of.suppoft

Ke)

~ “ e

for the Conservatmve party ex1st between high and low incomeé

earners, Those earning under £850 per year reported to be 177
’ &

. Conservative supporters, while 40% of those earning over {850

per year were alse Conservative supporters, This represents a’
’ $

gsignificant 237 difference., Previously, we had sgeen that the

downwardly mobile housewife was. more likely to be a strong Con-

L4

P

servative supporter, so it is conceivable that the downwardly !

<
B

mobile have husbands who,are higher income earners. However,

-

!
this proves not to be the case, when father's occupation is ’

~r

controlled for (see Table 4-10): With both those from non-manua},
5 : -

3

homes and mandaI,homes, the extent of Conservative support in-.
creaseé with income. For"wives from non-manual homes, those Qith
husbagds eafning under £850 per year, 367 were Conservativé
Jupportéks in 1964, while those Teporting hJsbands éﬁrn;ng ovér
£850, 62%,Werq ConserVative supporters ih 1964, This represenFé

a significant 26% differehce. Buf note the small number of cases,
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particularly for those whose husbands earned over f850 where N-13

Differences in Conservatlve support al#o exist for those wives

coming from worklng class backgrounds. Here for those reportxng } o} ;
husbands earnlng under £850, 147% supported the Conservatmve party ‘ .%"
T in 1964, while 317% of .those repogtlng husbands earning over f?SO )
did so. Thie'répresenrs’a fa%;iy siénifipanfll7i difference.. On jéi;
. 280

B

- had a Conservative‘fatheg.' However, when this isdle is examined,

L)

‘that simply cannot ‘be explained by dowriward mobility as some of

this proves not to be the case, For those wives with a Conserva-

support separates those with low income “From high income husbands,

the strength\of'thisffénle some embourgeoisement is taking place

.
'
- i 5

the other forms of apﬁarent embourgeoisement we looked at earlier

could be Anothgr p0581b111ty is the policical sac1a11zation

-

tbeéié. The mafe affluent Conservative wives may, in fact have
’ - |

I3

e

tive father, a 13% difference in the extent of Conservative

Simifarly, for those wives with Labour fathers, g significant &é

30% difference in Conservative support separeres the low earning

W

3

_from.high earniné hu;:;gﬂs. This figure is very intereétrng | i

. . [ ] .
given the usual low f¥gures for movement towards the Conservative ‘

party for those reporting Labour fathers. Finally, for wives who
clained that their father supported no major party while they
were growing up, a 13% d}fference in Conservafive support a
separates }pw end h;gh income grouis. Political socialization

-3
b

then i3 not an explanation of the increase in Conservative
. ] LY '

support with increased husbands' income for housewives,. It may
\ - ‘

v
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~ as her husband, Many.of the better paid will have their own
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well be that ghe housewife having no pressures exerted on Her by

‘
-

' t ) . . -
the working environment that might inhibit her hus@gﬂd's movement
’ { .

towards the Conservative party is influenced far more strongly

%han her husband’by the high income they enjoy. $he is at home

most of the day and is not as tied into a workiqg class communit§‘
‘ , Fi a - .

rd

3
'

S

§
(

hemes.. Few will pﬁrhapé live on councii'estateg with their strong
sense of Labour values*and working class solida

ity. The house-

o

wife with a husband earning aboye average income is”then.lessg

1ikeﬂy to be tied into a working qlassacommhn' y in the way that
’ 1

!
e, then, can be in-

’

the wife of a poorly paid woiker might be,

fluenced by otheﬁ forces in the environment, Thesg\apparentli'

!

R . . -~ :' v -
are Conservatizing factors. : ’

o
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1 pavid Butler and Richard Rose, op. cit., p. 2.
s e Zores

2 Ferdinand Zweig, op. cit., p. 4. Other works that
have tended to support an embourge01sement thesis, include /Mark

Abrams, "The New Roots of Working Class Conservatlvism , Encounter,
May, 1960 and Robert Millar, The New Classes, (London: Longﬂans,
1966) . | o ’ :
po [ 3 ‘ ' Sy ;
W.G) Runciman, op. cit., p. 150. - . ‘
4 The monograph among the many publlshed from the re-
search of this project that critically examined the issue of the
* politics of the affluent worker is John H, Goldthorpe, David
Lockwood et al, The Affluent Wbrker Political Attitudes and
Behaviour op. cit, ] 5
i See, in particular, Ivor Crewe, '"The Politics of |
Affluent and Traditional Workers in Britain: An Aggregate Data,
Analysis' British Journal of Poflitical Science, 3, 1973, pp. 20-
52. For anothe critique, but %%Qﬁvngarxldh perspectlve see
. P.J. Kemeny "The) Affluent .Worker Project: Some Criticisms and a
i Derivative Studyﬂ, Sociological Review, 3, 1972, pp. 373-390,

‘ 6 Although the issue of plant size and its influence on
votlng is not gone into in the text, it would seem.to be an im-
portank variable in the explanation of working class Conservativ-
ism, Unfortunately, the data that Butler and Stokes gathere& did
not deal at all with the actual working enviromment- of the respond-

"ents, However, other studies have considered this point in detail,
‘see G.K.” Ingham, "Plant. Size: Political Attitudes and Behavioug!',
op., cit, For an interesting review-of the relevant literature
this issue, see also Geoffrey K. Ingham, Size of Industrial Or
zation and Worker Behaviour, Cambridge, University Press, 1970.-
The received view that larger plants seem to be related to higher
Labour voting is supported by Ingham, However, he also suggests
that Congervatives in large plants arg pragmatic or instrymental
voters, whilst in small plants they are more likely to be defer-
ence véfers For another work also in a British context, see
Nordlinger, op cit., 'pp. 189-209, where much the same Vl&W"iS

put forward., Nordlinger presented the following figures fro

his sErVey of manual workers to show a strong relationship b tween
" plant size and pOllthS .

.
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‘:' S - ’ . Plant Size and Voting, Behaviour : .
No. of employees ~ 1-10/ 11-50 51-300 301-1000 1000 +
— - - “ N T 7 .
, Conservative .., 62 - 38 37 34, ¢ 25
e ” -Labour . ) 38 " 62 .., -63 , 'y 66, ' 75
. Total PRer Cent 100 100 100 "~ 100 . 100
S Total Number , 37 ‘61, 82 . 8L -~ 160- i
N It is'only in the very smallest- plants employlngtl 16 people
- that the madjority of the workers vote Conservative. In other
I " plants of verying sizes, the differences are much 'less. 1In fact
T only a 137% difference in Conservative- votlng separates the plants 3
' employing between 11-50 workers and those employing 1000 and over
workers. . 5”
Af?*\\ ' 7 Zweig, op, c1t., p 235.\' ‘ ,k‘ ('-3 b ’

; ’ 8 GoldthoréT et. al Affluent Wbrker PoIltlcal Attitudes...,
N E e t., P. 3 , :

L : ? (»9 Ibid Ibid., p. 167. " . 'ﬁ . P
: o : I

é ( - , 10 In each of the’ "tables that folicw with, respect to
v ‘ .+ income, it has been decided, for the.purposes of’ assuring an
adequate number of cases that would he statistically significant,
to limit the alues for income tb two indBme groups, Those workers.
. earning over 850 per year and those earning under 850 per year J
- ‘ will be treatad as two separaae groiups of. lower and higher .paid °

‘ workers, Thi$ division seems’ to be ‘the break at which.political
o ' affillation changes with income, when a measurable .distance exists;
. It also represents whati.was approximately the average wage in -
- " Britain in 1964,. Consé ently, we have(two groups of wor -
: ' those earning below average. wages'ﬁfﬂ those earning abovetgﬁérage . |

wages.
v ’ i1 In fact Ingham in his. study . of the effects nf plant :
size notes with respect to income ‘that "'the large plants of this -
"study provided con31dgrab1y higher .earnings than the smaller ,
ones', See Ingham, E citm, , p 249 . i
., L . ‘i l \ ' - J
A} ~ '
> 2] ?_
Q) . N {I, .
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CONCLUSIONS
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This paper began by suggesting that the numerous accounts

' of: working class Conservativism over the last twenty years had all"

\

been fragmentary and incomplete, Having reviewed the deficiencies

-

of these accounts, suggested a synthesis of political socializa-

N

. tion, political culture and structural interpretations of working

'

Jclass Comservativism and presented .data that attempted to test

—

this synthesis, We can now present a more coherent account of

working class Conservativism, at least-with respect to the causes

4

*

of working class Conservativism in the early .1960's, when the

debate*seemed at its most intense.

The major source of working class Conseryativism, as

-
Butler, and Stokes-rightly suggested, is politica socia%ization.

L o

"39% of worKing class Conservativism came from this source: How-

- /

ever, working class Tonservativism is not the indigenous inter-

o | 9
generational affair that Butler and Stokes had claimed. Only 20% .

[

of the total working class Congérvative support came from those
: 1

. wr
with working class Conservative fathers, . A second major source

. ' ‘o a o
of working class Conservativism and one neglected by Butler and
. ) .

LY

s g e
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Stokes was, the downwardly mobile. They constituted 387% of working
.: class Conservative support. Of this total, the downwardly mobile

with non-Conservative fathers made up 19% of the working class
. ¢
. Conservative support. ' Goldthorpe and Lockwood's claim that work-
) /
ing class Conservatives had middle class affiliq&?ons is-in part

%

supported By these findings,

<X

1
*

In all, political\gocialization and downward mobility
~

SN

! accounted for 58% of all working class Conservative support in

i? »

1964, Furthermore, those wor;;fé'ﬁith Conservative fathers from

o

middle class homes remained Conservative more frequently than
! y !

those workers reporting Conservative fathers from &orking class
v

Komes. Abramson's finding that the downwardly mobile were less
. A -
likely to hang onto their father's Conservativism than the non-

mobile is rejected éy\this study. The downwarélydgobile from
other party backgrounds were also more‘likely to become Conser~

) vative than the non-mobile. Presumably, as Goldthorpe and
Lockwood have suggested, white collar affiliations such as family

ties and friendship getworks sustain the downwardly mobile . .

i
’

¢ _The other major source of Conservative support was
+ generated within @h;ngrking class from those with no previous
K %%%ilyati;n with the Conservative party, This source accounted
féc a rather large 43% of working class Conservative support,
g Havinglsuggested where the| support for working ciasé Conservativ-
ism was coming from, it is now necessary to explain what it is
- b ’ ’ {/ |
: ﬁ ‘ .

~
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that moves voters, both the downwardly mobile and the non-mobile,
9

from their family party and; in the case of those with Conservative

’

" fathers, away from their' family party, and for fhose with non-

-

Conservative fathers towards Conservativism. The-major weakness
- /‘"

with the political socialization perspective is that ‘the dynamics

"y

Vs
of conversion from family political socialization are not investi-

&

gated, %

2 o
The modified political culture approach developed with-
in the work of Nordlinger, Parkin and Jessop, in parg, qxplained'
thelmovementé away from family ﬁPcialization. This approach
claimed that although the dominant value orientation of British
\\““//’society was Conservative, where working‘class enclaves were es-
tablished, a set of counter values could be/de;eloped. Thus,
workers outside of working class enclaves were likely to be
Conservative., Those w%thin working class enclavié were likely
to be Labour supporters.” In terms of defining working class /
eq;laves, Parkin and Jessop have sugéested council estates and
trade unioLs as two specific structures.that acted as umbrellas,
shielding workers from what Parkin and‘Jessop take to be the
dominant Conservative Value system of.tge society, The%e
/

‘§tructures, they suggest, generdte their own political culture

/ N
which is one of Labourism rather than Conservativism, Ve

k ;n‘?art, the socdal structural account of working

class Conservativi'sm accounted for some of the changing aspects

S

o e
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of working giass Conservativism that the political socialization
(T thesis had been unable to explain, The ﬁolitical socialization
thesis' great weakness lay in the fact that it éould not explain
what led workers to move from their family'pafty. Witlt the help
of the structural account of Pérﬁin and Jessop, some of the factors
that moved Conservatives away from their family party and moved
those with non-ConSer;ative backgrounds towards Conservativism
J could be explained. |
!
g From our discussion of the type of home workers lived
- in, some elationship could be seen to exist between home milieu
and work‘isf politics: Both Parkin and Jessop had“suggested that
council housi%g estates were woiking class enclaveé where the z

(- dominant value orientation of Conservativism could be avoided,

and where the working class political culture that developed

would immunize workeg& against Conservativism. Council estates

clearly seem to perform this defensive function ascribed to them,

Those workers reporting Conservative fathers were much more

.likely to move away from the Consefvative party if they lived \
“ o

o~
in council housing than if they rented or owned their home,
/

The influence of the council estate was even strong enough to

P , .
move downwardly mobile workers with Conservative fathers away
r

from their family'party.~h7iﬁﬁwg;palso showed 1itF1e‘movement ,

‘ " towards the Conservative party, particularly for those non-
) . } ( '
(f mobiles with non Conseryaﬁive fathers. 'In most cases, particularly

-
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for the non-mobile working class, council housing acted as a .
nginite barrier to-Conservative influence’, and}h;sn moved Con-
servatives away from their family party. Over time this function
seemed to increase - the longer period of time on a council

estate, the less Conservativism was reported,

The structural approach, in part, also explained- the
behaviour of workers*owning their'o%y homes and presumably then
less involved in working c1¥ss enclaves, Those workers pwning‘
their own homes were for Parkin and Jessop more likely to be ex-
posed to the dominant value orientation of Conservativism. Thus
workers reporting a Conservative family background should have

remained strongly Conservative, while workers reporting a non-

-

Conservative family béckground should have been forcefully moved

towards Conservativism, This largely proved to be the case.

~

Fairly strong support for the Conservatives was found to exist
among workers reporting & 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 thg non-mobilé homeowners moved towards
- !

Conservative ‘party support., Downwardly mobile workers with non-

'

Conservative fathers did not appear to be influenced in a Con-

servative direction by homecdwnership.

A
o

Workers then outside of traditional working class

i

. enclaves tended to bevinflqenced in a Conservative direction as
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Parkin and Jessop had predicted, although more movement towards
Conservativism should have been expected froh amonh‘thosegwo;kers

comiﬁg'from non-Conservative homes, particularly among the down-

-wardly mobile, These workers outside of working class enclaves

2

are' according to Parkin and Jessop being exposed to the full force

of the traditional value system of British society,

k4

Some evidence, then, exists for claimingrkhat council

r

estates: perform an umbrella function with respect to protecting

workers from acquiring Conservative political attitudes, while

- 2

homeowners outside of shfé umbrella are more likely to be Conser-

vative,

‘ 4
W/ . i ) s : ’

: Region&i’ and.city size variations in the level of work-

ing class Conservativism can also in part be explained by a

hY

structural interpretation. This would. seem to be particularly

\M—

( a

true for the medium sized communities and rural areas of the
North. Thése, it was, suggested, are largely tfaditional wérking
class communities of the type characterized by Lockwooé as
having a traditiénal,proleia;iat orientation with sol%da;istic
Labour support, In these commup}tﬁgs, these w&rkerS*socialized
to Conservativism were moved strongly awayjfrom their father's

party, while there is very little movement towards Conservativism

for those workers from non-Conservative backgrounds. The big

cities of both North and South Britain, with their large middle

B L 3 -
classes, are on the other hand thegtypes of environmént where

-

*
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e s

workers are more likely to be exposed,

v

to a Conservative valie orientation, "In fact, those reporting

Parkin and Jessop argue,

Conservative fathers were much more likely to sustain their

part; support in the supportive environment of the’large city,
However, this milieu doeé not move workers tow;rds QOnservativism
to any great eXtent. Perhaps effective workiné class enclaves
develop within large urban areas. that.workefs with non-Conservative
backgrounds select themselveé into. Also, it is possible thdt

within the working class, the influences inhibiting workers from

moving towards Conservativism and a set of values not consistent

-~ -
¥

with working class morms, are much more powerful’than those

liberating workers from Conservativism and moving them towards

)

a party consistent with working class values,

1

It is in the rural South where the Conservative party
1s most. successful at holding onto those socialized into Conser-
vativism, while at . .the same time drawing new sﬁpport to the\gizl/

servative party. from among voters with other family voting tradi-

tions. The rural South would seem to be the area in Britain

where the working class electorate is mo _1ike1y to be exposed f

to the Conservative value system, Parkjh and Jessop claim,
s q | ) Iy
|
British society has. The area' tends to be less industrialized

than other parts,of Britain, Workers probably do not form pro-

tective enclaves the way they can in other parts of the country,

“

and are thus more open to Conservativizing influences, yLockwood A

S~ e

[ Y
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* . has suggested that these types of areas still have local status
|
(, ‘systems intact and this would tend to greate the "Deferential

v

traditionalist" type of working class Conservative. It is not

surprising, then, that phe level of Conservative support should

.
-

have been so high,
- " The regional and city size variations reported are

P : )
then consistent with the structural perspective, However, again,
as in the case of the homeowners, workers outside of working
class enclaves were not strongly moved towards Conservativism

in the manner predicted, The exception is, of course, the rural

South and there workers were strongly moved to Conservativism,

( : ., The politics of the working &ives, }n part, gives
added'support’taithe ifructuralist thes;s. Those wivgs’in non-
manual occupations and those in manual occupations both with
working class husbands, showed strikingly different levels of
‘Conservative sﬁpport, ‘This sti ensisfed eveq when class

P . | rigins were controlled for. The high proportion of Conservative
jéi:upport among women engaged ig q?é;manual occupations suggests .

f Ca that théir exposure on a daily basis to a middle class world

away from working class life and its supportive strucgufés has

a tremendously Conservativizing influence. * The wives empldyed

in manual occupations and thus Working within the working class

- .
J T o S
.

-

( world, on the other hand, showed little movement towards

¥
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Conservativism, In addition, what also interesting is the

-

small differences in the levels

port between doWn&ardly
mobile and non-mobile wives. Thd wonld working wives enter

seems to exert a tremendous influenc them irrespective of

. . s .t L , 4
social origins. This again seems to géve some support to the

arguments proposed by Parkin and Jessop.

-

) N
Botln Parkin and Jessop have claimed that trade unions

v

ﬁg%ay an important role in preserving working class community

AY

values by acting as an enclave against Conservativism, Similar-

ly, they claim, :those’ workers not in trade unions are most exposed

Y !
to Conservativizing influences, However, the issue is more complex

than Pag&in and Jessop had imagined, afd only, in part; can the
structuralist,thesis be supported. Clearly, our eY;dence suggests
that thoée wo%kers in trade unions are more strongly supportive

of Laéour tha% non-unionists. Trade unions then seem to function,
in part, as enclaves of Labour palitical culture., The downwardly
mobile unionjists, however, as wellfas supporting Labour have
levels of/Co%servative supporf consistent with the downwardiy

I

mobile who dre not members of trade unions. The trade union is
}

then not uﬁﬁermining this group's support for Conservativism as

Parkin an&!Jessop suggest it should,

.
[ ]

‘ The structuralist view also has some problems with
those workers .who are not members of a trade union,. While Labour
support declines by about 25% for both downwardly mobile and non-

mobile workers who are not 'unionists, this missing support is

Al
¢ . . n
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A

given to both Conservative and Liberal pafties. The Parkin and
Jessop thesis suggests that those workers outside of a major

workiﬁé class institution are exposed to a Conservativizing
»
political culture, yet the levels of Conservative support among

"non-unionists is not consistent with this perspective,

i
23

What seems to be eherging are some inconsistencies in
. i - o
the findings in terms of what should be,expected given the pre-

& .

dictions of the structuralist argument, This is particdlarly

significant in the case of the downwardly mobile workefs who

IS

“
in terms of their politics as trade unionists and as homeowners
o, -

have significantly different politics 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
-~ - s
Conservative support for those workers located outside of wotrkirg

class enclaves has not approached the levels attributed to them
‘ Ty ¢

¢+by Parkin and Jessop., Clearly, some other factors beside the

types of structural considerations that Jessop and Parkin describe

Q
are at work generating working class Conservativism,

A J

It has been suggested that other factors beside the
|structural ones must be utilized in order to explain working
clas§\Conservativism. The location of workers Qithin the work-
ing class was seen to be one factor that showed variations in
‘&?véls of~working classtsupport. This might bg‘explained in

terms of the different market situations workers find themselves,

»*
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The relatively poor mgrket situatioh and pgéérlessness\of the
unskilled workers might lead them to support Labour politics in
larger numbers than the skilled, workers with their better market
situation., However, the influeﬁce attributed to differential |
locations within the working class is too small to significantly ex-
plain much of the~working class Conserv§{;viém observeq. Another
far more important factor that seems to play a part independent
of family socialization-and structuf{l considerations was the
political impact of the relétive incomes'of worqus. Some workers
and their wives did tend to become embourgeoised in geftain situa-

tions, at least with respecf to their supporting the Conservative
- e ,

party in 1964, |

v

One group whose Conservative support increased@Lith

‘high income were homeowners. This was particularly true for

those homeowners with Conservative and Labour fathers, The

homeowner with a Conservative background and above average

A

income was-able to successfully maintain his Cdnservative party

support., At the same time, the homeowner with higher than aver-,

age'inqome and a Labour background moved strqnglyfg;wards Con-

servativism, In fact, just und&r a quarter of those workers

= e

with Labour fathers in this situation suppbrted the‘Consegvatives

1

in 1964 1t would seem, in this case; that although homeowners

are largely outside some aspegts of working class political
*

culture, homeownership alone is not enou§h to move the working

-~ ' * -
class homeowner towards Conservativism. The additional factor ;
e

{‘ / \ -
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_ers would tend to be exposed to other more Consefvatigizing'

?’\ . © 125

of increased affluence seems necessary to politically reorientate
the worker. Here it may not be so much a case of workers being
outside of working class culture and exposed to Conservative |,

political culture, but more .of working class homeowners outside

- !
of working class cultuge needing ‘other factors in their milieu

to move them towards Conservativism. One such factor asting

upon the worker to reshape his politics would seem to be

A

affluence, Being outside of the working class world and éxposed~

to what Parkin and Jessop assume is a Conservative political

culture, if such a thing exists, is clearly not enough, Other,

@ ’ -~
factors ‘are necessary to move workers towards Conservativism,

»
\
.

The evidence from regional and city size variations

~

with incomes is'a further indication of the interaction that

i

' ' |
exists between affluence and structural considerations. Af-

v

flugpce voting seems to occur in the large cities of North,and |
South Britain. Here it was suggested that working class en- S
claves would be less defined and, becaus of the large middle
class population, there would be considerable overlap between
middle and working class worlds with many workers being exposed

to middle class,values, In this type of milieu, the value

/ .
drientation of the working class would be less pervasive. Work-

\ . -

x

influences, Income, as we saw, can be a factor moving workers

towards Conservativism in a milieu without clearly defined

e ot g e (ETS T ghemrome cp y e, . S T g ey e 7 |
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, 1 structures inhibiting such movement. Again, as in the case of
(: the Homeowners, being outside of the strong working class value N %

orientation is not enough to always move woxkers'towards Conser-

<

vativism,  But when combined with affluence as'occurs for the

-

workers in the large cities of North and South Britain, this is

'

L
~

enough to allow considerable movement towards Conservativism, }f‘
! +
. ) ' . ~
The medium sized and rural communities of the North,

7 +

on the other hand, show no movement to Conservativism as a result
k\- ‘ bf affluence, Thesé communities with théir strong working class

character and institutions are just the milieu where affluence
v i

v
1

H AN

voting or embourgeoisement would be likely to be inhibited. The

| .
structure of these communities seems to generate strong Labour ,

-

\) ! ' v /4’
{ . values that would seem t¢ inhibft any movement towards Conservd- ,

tivism resulting %rom increasing affluence, ' ‘

NS ~ ) {

4 . )

With region and city s{ze, it can be seen that the W,f\\\(

structural argument that workers outside of working class en- . ’

1

claves will support Conservativism is simply not enough of an

explanation, But when income is introduced as another factor,

@ - : :
then affluent workers who are outside of working class enclaves

ten? to move towards Conservativism, while for!workers within

3 -

working class enclaves, income seems to make little impact én

0

* .
oo the level of Conservative voting.

.. ' B . , ¥ » . .
( - e _» Another case where affluence voting seems to be »1*P

v significant and interacts with structdral features is amogg ’ .

. L . ‘ -

e
h
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housewives, Irrespective of their father's political qndlsoEial
‘background, housewives were mor® strongly supportive of the Con-

servative party-in 1964 only among those reporting husbands with ¢

T-t.—:-

above average incomes. Just as in the case of homeowners with .
. . ‘ -
. ‘ . . . |
Labour backgrounds showing increased Conservative support with
increased income, so those housewiyeé with La fathers were
- “ ” - * # 13
.also strongly inFluenced towards Conservative su port with in-

creased income, although the location of housewives within the
workinglclass cannet be speéi?ied. The faét that this associE?ﬁbn ]

between high income anﬁ Conservative support exists, siggeéts thaE
. o L N
other factors are at work generating wBrking class Conservativism,

1 -

It is not simply family and-social bagkground hor’!‘%ubtural
a = R \ -
factors generating a particular political culture that alone

L |
accounts for Lﬂ:king class Conservativism of housewives, House-
- ' ' - , ;
4

' wivgs are not ciosely related 'to the middle class world the way

. <,
tyives working in white collar occupations were, nor are th%yv
Q [ n
tied énto the working chpss world, the way wives working in mantal.
N . ! 4 "

“occupations were, Consequently, their politics are less likely

- to be influenced gy the structural features of the miljeu of the
. ¢ -

i

working wives, Little is known of théir relationship with .the
. - Y ‘

 working class world, ,But Ehey are influencgd by thg high incomes

of their huSBands; perhaps it is because they are not as tied
into the working class institutional structure, althoﬁgh {}

pénnot be saidfﬁith any ‘certainty the kinds of communities
Ls’ ) - < hid ‘
. .they live in. But the fact that they dre signifiﬁéntly more

~ o

’ , ?
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likely to be Conservative supporters within the high income
K
group does suggest that factors beyond family social and political

background and stfuctural location within the working class gen-

erating their worki?f class Conservativism,

Finally, #he cagse of trade unionists and their response
to affluence again demonstrates that other factors BEyond the

structural ones indicated by Parkin and Jagsop are necessary to

!
account ‘for working class Conservativism. In terms of trade
4 . - .
unionists, those workers from working class backgroundQ{;how~ g

absolutely no increase in the level of the Conservative support
with increased income, while those from middle class homes do

show increased Conservatixism with increased income. For those

-
-
¢ ow

workers who are not members Of a trade union; again those workers

from working class homes, show little increased Conservative

support with increased indome whi}e those Workers’ from middle

class homes again show increased Cgnservativism with increased

i
3
i

income, What seems to emerge is the fact that manual workers,
. ‘
irrespective of trade union status, tend not to be embourgeoised.

Non-manual workers, however, irrespective of trade union stafus,

i

if they earn above average iaoomg, remain attached to the Con- “

servative party, Irrespective of the milieu, the downwardly |
. |

tiobile worker finds himself in, increased income enables him to
retain his middle class identificétion through support for the

- @
Congervative party,. even within the working class institution

of the trade union which works powerfully 49 inhibit movements v
. - N

t
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towards Consetrvativism on the part of the worker from a manual
. 2 3
home, The affluent, downwardly mebile worker transcends working

/!Tr' -

PO

class political culture of the trade union and seems more in-

fluenced by his past situation than his present one.

But, whap‘seemsxto be more important is the political_
and social origins of workers, since tEeir response to the types
of structures that they find themgelves in is, to a large extent

determined by thegbaékground and past experiences of the worker,
i

Thus workers from middle class homes with Conservative fathers,

even though ‘they seemed deeply embedded in working class mjlieu,

continuedwto support the Conservative party. - Among workers on

council estates from this type of background, 40% clung to the

Conserva}ive party;‘\gjmilarly, some movement of workgrs toward;\ﬁil\\

Conservativism was seén to take place. Working class Conservativ-

ism continues to persist within working class enclades, but on a

A

limited scale, family socialization and middle class social origins

i;g re the main source of its continued survival,
! -
L]

The above discussion suggests that the perspective of
LY 1 v
" :
Parkin abhd Jessop with respect to various structures generating
o 2 e
a poligical culture, which those exposed to those structures are

influenced by, is correct up to a point. What Parkin and Jessop
* d - ,') ’ ’ .
take to bé a §$t'of°Labour structures seem t9/be fairly successful
: . " LT
at sustaining Labour support, particularly in terms of council
. ’ Bt > &
estates ¥ region and cityssize variations and to a lesser extent,

L]
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trade unions, Similarly, workers were more likely to be Conser-

vative outside of these structures.

The stronger support fog. Conservativism outsidefgj>/ S

-

working class enclaves, the fact that those with Conservative

A
fathers were far more likely to remain Conservative, while work-
ers without Conservative fathérs were moved to a limited extent )

towards Conservativism, does suggest that Conservativiziﬁg in-

-

fluences were at work. However, these 5Z;e hot as great as the
f v
political culture thesis ¢élaims. Workers outside of enclaves
Y

continued to become Labour or Liberal supporters and the political

culture thesis canndt explain why this is,

v

?;maoutstanding problem not accounted for within the

»
- -

politicalLculturggpérspectivé is that the agencies responsible

.
for genetating this political culture were never clearly specified
. . '
nor were the methods of transmission of that culture. Presumably
. o]
\

political socialization would be one way in which political culture

e

2

gets transmitted, ’ ~ * . .

L3

One other factor that seemed to interact with family

~

socialization and social structures, was the income of the head
L ,

/ »
of. the household, Income proved particularly important in moving -
]
workers outrside of working class enclaves towards Conservativ{sm,

It seemed that the Conservativizing political culture hypothesized

by Parkin and Jesébp wasiﬁot powerful enough to move workers towards

,’
/ L
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Conservative support, However, when location outside of working

’

class enclaves was coupled with affluence, workers were seen to

be Conservative supponters,

. oo

S

yorking class Copservativism, then, arises in large

part through the successful political socialization of workers
with Conservative fathers. It is sustained qﬂ;ough this inter-
generational transmission and also with significant amounts of

]

downward mobility. New/woriing ciass Conseryatives arrived into
the working class from middle class backgrounds., Intergenera-
tional Conserv#ﬁibism is, however, influenced by the type of
milieu the workers either expgses himself to through self-
selection or is exposed to, Workers within working class in-
stitutions tend to be less Conservétive, while those outside
become\gy?g Conservative. However, additional factors seem to
be important in moving workers outside working class enclaves
towards Con;ervativism. One of these, in ;articular, was the
level of affluence of the worker. Folitical socialization most

imporsﬂgily, but also structural features and affluence; all

interact to generate and sustain working class Conservativism.

~
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Table 2-1 Voting Jehaviour of the .orking Zlass Using 3utler
- and Stokes' Iriteria and the Criteria Used in this Study
= Jutler z2nd Stokes! vorkers Ixcluded™ Jorking. Zlass .
lorzing Tlasgs Frori Thig Study Ugsed ir This Study
. 2

2rty Junrart :

sonservitive = 287 « by - » 25 h

Lahcur 5€ ) 29 62

Libheral " 21 -9

Ton't I'now L : 5 4

»
Total Pggcent : 100 160 1¢9
Total (I (céz (1137 (749)
\
* This zroup censicss of thowmx worlers ircluded in the workxins class oy Sutler and 3Itolkes, Hut
. . .
excludei fror the working class in this present udv.
* . N £
g
' N\
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Tavles 3-1

: '

‘ - 4
Father's Partyv Preferer.ce and uorker's Farty’ Suppcrt

At vmres A1t ww a

‘Father's Farty Conservutive’ Izdour Liveral on't Krow  Tctal "otal

) N or {ther Farty Fercert Ryl

. Fa;Ty Sgpport ‘ - .
~orservative Les 11 297, »‘ 26
Lamour - 37 £l 53 58
Iinearal ) 12 7 15 9 B
“or 't rnow 3 \ 1 3 7
rotal Fercert 120 10C 100 100 o »
Tetal (V) (145) (309) (€s) (210}
Corgservative 39% 20 11 30 ‘ 10CC (148)
‘Labour 12% 57 ; 24 10C (441) .
R "
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Tahle 22 ] Social Cluss 3ackground of Jorker's Fathers ]
. - ‘and Percentage liovement From TFather's Party
. *Father's social 7Tlass ' ‘idc¢le Class .orking “lass
N ) e »

"Percertage ot Surperting -

+he ~“onservatives of Those L2 £1°
S 1 with Tdrservative Tathers ’
& . 4 —
Total (1) (52; (91)

tercentage Supporting

Hé ~“or.cervatives of Those R 3 1<
3 Jithout-—"orservative
. 1 |
~'{ mwFathers I | ‘ \
) . h |
Total (N) (93 (492)

‘EJ,J

3

* In all tables that refer to the'respﬁndemt's fathers social background the terms riddle class

ard non-manual occupation are used interchangeatly, as are working class and manual occupation.
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‘ Jable 3-3 Clilass and Tarty Crigirs of Jonservative
. and Labour Farties Jorking Class 3upporters .
- .
. .
Father's TFarty . N Soncervative Labour Zctal Total
- ()
Tather's Social
Class Middle Jorkine tiddle  Jorking- !"iddle lcrkirge
rarty Support - R .
h ° -
Conservative 19 20 2 17 17 25 100 f“iB)
AN . T
Labour : 3 9 L 52 -7 25 100 (44e1)
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.
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“Table 3-4

é

Father's Cccupation

t

and Jerker's Farty Support

.

ettt I AR B ot ot

., Father's Cccupation lanual Farm (wrer or "anual acricultural
t
s l.arager L1 cuLrer
. Farty Support
~onservative L2r — 30¢ 19~ 2L -
Lioour , Ly 60 70 £2 .
Iiveral 12 5 f 14
“on't Irow . 2 5 -k 1C
Total Fercent 100 n 100 160 1c0°
Total (M) (12)5%}%::Q§ (20) (502) (b2)
7 .
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Table 3-5 worker's Locatior, withir. the .orking Class and

Location .ithin The Upper worliing Class
<

y waorking Class

Party Support ¢

-

H

Lower .orking Tlass

. |

: (coupatior Grade Tcreren Skilled Sermi-3killed Lrekilled
Pirty Support
“onsarvitive 384 257 22 10~
- f
Labour - 47 . 63 L £ n2 /
Li»eral 15 - € . g g
o't Tnow 3 - 2 - 5 3 3 -
Totzl FPercent . 100 100 10¢C 1CC ’
Total (1) . (109) » (7L (175) ( oud
. %
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Table 3-6 Social Zlass Background of workKer's Father and Jorker's Location
s "1)1' ) . . - - - . \ -
C - Ji%hin the .Jorking ’lass .!ith Fercertage loverent I'rom Father's Farty .
; - )
: - -
cl
§ Tather's social Zlass . v iddle Class WOrking “lass
. 3 !
¢ restonderts rocation - Lpper Lower Upzer ower
Lo
“..  +ithin Jorkings Class : - -
. . 3 . S
Tercentage MNot Suprortirg
. the Corservatives of Those 325 537 L7 5L
¢ with Conservat%ve Fathers v ,
4 #
! R —
i . . T e L
; Total (1) (37) (15) o) (29)
Lol - .
? T“ercertage Sunporting —
t - . , - - l )
" Tonservatives of Those 36 2L 16 13
N\ .. ~ x ’
Jithout Corservative i} )\
Fathers
: fTotal. (N) ) o o (59) (34) (293) (157)
¥ - - o o~
- \,
.~ R — -
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Tarle 3-7 Type of iome ard Tercent.ige Tovement From Father's Tarty
T“yee of Tome “ourcil . vert {un
¥ v B
, Fercantage ! ot Supporting
‘ - - - o -
| _the Zonservatives of Those 6L 487 bl
! "- with Conservative Fathers —
! . » ‘
% Total (K) # (b5) -(31) — (55)
. PercentzgesSupporting N
* .
“; "ongervatives of Those 12, ) . 20 25
. ‘
Jithout Tonservative ~ - , )
4 TPathers
Total (M) . (237) (129) (1£3;
i .o '
e‘§ !
i
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~IManle 3-8

- Tather's Socizl

-

A

»

Tvpe of Home and

Social

.ovement

188

i

2lass Crigirs of .iorkers,ilith rercertace- -

from Father's Farty

_wvpe of Home

Fercertgnege Mot Supnortirg .

-thb'?cnservatives of Those

R
~xith Torservative Fathers

- Tor.servatives of Ihose

. .Jithout Zonservative

Fathers

Total (V)

\

(1C)

-~ 30

*(27)

—— — - LY
“ert- ur
bo 24 b 237 gs7
) * . N
(12) (23) (25) 17 _ (31} :
1 o 2
20 32 . 1cC 10 23
- ? \
T

(21) -(28) ‘ © (207 . (lif) (1Ee) -
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© Tanle 3-9

Type of Home with Years

¥ Courrcil

in Home and Jorker's Party Support

Tvre of Home Rent Cwr. ~
. JYears in Hone- Recer t T Few I any ~ecent Few Tai¥ ~ecenrnt Few anv
. . \‘ % . \ 5
(0-5vrs; - (€-1Cyrs) {Gver 10
L < - yrs) - ° N
— P ) * . -
Party Support “ = - L .
. ) i .
Conservative 18~ 12 -26 7 30 29 - 36 - 3= 29~
Labour 70 ° T 73 68 £5 . 2 17 57 52
Liveral 9 13 3 L 5 309 13
Tor't Know 3 2 3 L L 2 g
& ! ) . . R N
Total Fercent . . 100 10C 100 1006 100 100 ic0 120 cC
a ) ! ; - ! ' 9 B
Total (V) ' , 119 90 93 €5 23 79 110 L7 92
. ' t
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Tahle 3-1(5 Region and “ity Size with Fercentage llovement
La ‘From Father's Party

H . N .

A’\f ¢ ¢ é

RPegion P orth - ‘ 3outh

~ \: ~ . . B T - . ; . -

City 3ize \ - Large ediur . Zural Large erdlum zural
T ' (+150,000) (5,000 - {-5,0C0) \ *
) ) : 1472,000)

1o
Percentage .ot Supporting %
‘ the Conservatives of Those T L6 607 603 For €4 14
: ~ with Conservative Fathers *
- H ¢ A Ay
- Total (1) 4 (39) (45) 10) (19)  (22) (7)
J . .S, '

Percertage Supporting Jonserva- K/\\

"> tives of Those Without & 19 15 e - B 41
. Conservative Fathers . : X
% \ ] i o .
Total (M) L.~ (129) (213) (49) (95) (68) (22)
. ) /ﬁ‘ /—/\J ’ : -
‘ -
% ‘ R .
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Table 3-1il Influence oif Geographical . dﬁility in Terms of Those Jho
* Stayed in Reglon They Were Bought Up arnd,Those .ho lLeft, j
' =~ ..ith Fertentzge !.ovement from Father's Farty T
_7 oo ) . '
- — 7’
Jeo=riphical S .
CTobilitw Sake Region - ifferert Re=icn
’ L e 2 . i
- Fercentage Mot Supporting % : C .
" the ~“onservatives of Those V.50t g8 , ’
“with Sonservative r . - -
- lia‘t‘ﬁ/ers o - - /
" Total (I.) {103) (33)
Y »
Fercentage Supporting )
| : o . . .
Conservatives of Those 16 27 .
dithopt®lonservative ‘ e ™
Fathers . ) g .
. » " 3
Total (N) [ (LuB) (12¢)
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Trade Urion Status with Tercentage lovement From
“ ?

=% ) Father's Party, Father's Politics and Trade Union .
Status (l'ales (nlyg
LY
Trade mior Status - I'emhor ! or.—" emder Totzl = Detcl (n)
v )
Percentage Not Supporting \) ) }
tre “onservatives of Those . 61 - ’ . Ly ) y .
. . - k) %\‘ .
x:i":h\’,'onserva‘t‘ive Fathers ¢ !
Total (N) * . (33) (25) & -
Percertage Supporting v ” '
Zonservatives of Those . 17 25 N
.ithout Conservative ‘ —
¥ N
Fathers : .
~atal (N) . . T (192) , (72) )
: »
Tather's Politics - N e
~onservative 564 Ly 10¢C . (58)
- -2 2 100 264 :
Other —_ . 73 % - 7 ( /_\)
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Table 3-13 Father's Social Background, Jorker's Trade Urion Status and
\‘ -
, Party Suppert (liales Cnly) .
. . :
; 5 !
.+ Tather's Social 3Zacxground hon - I'mru~l Varuzl
- .
r14e Union Status I'ember ;.on-. enter ierher . er-"‘erker
- | L -
g Tarty Support -
*'§ “onservatise ' Lo Lt . 174 =9~
abour | 57 32 74 5 50
)‘i AN \ -
{:-; Ziveral C3 3 20 € 14
~ | “on't Erow 4 3 8
=N > ) ¢
-° Total Percent 100 ,1o0 100 100
g N .
C Total (N) — (35) : (25) - (191) {(7¢)
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—Table 4-1

T st Lot vtz o e s

Ircome of~H.H.

PO R, - SO Rl an .

Income of Head of Hoyse und .orker's Party Support

[

bbb e me e ot

Tart+ Suppert

Tor.servative

iabtour
~iveral

“or:'t Inow

Total Fercent

Total (1)

~

'

-Z5<0 +£550-£850

-~

207, 23~
69 L =
9 10
2 3
\ Ay
(129; (371)

L50-£1200 #1200
274 38
€6 50
& - P
2 3
(158) (34)
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Table 4-2 ,‘ Father's Party Preference 3y Income of Head of Household ard
_ Jorker's Party Support
Tathrer'c I};’cy Conservative Labour Xo -~ afor,;;}“r\t_v
ircore of 'L, -~ £F50 +£<50 . -£P50  —fFep -2ose -££50
. v . - ’ &
Party 3upport
- Conservative - T 5 » 505 —- 9’ 15 24 7 30
Iancur 49 4 39 £3 fO~ 60 58
Iineral 13 N 2 7 I 12 )
Ton't now . 2 k 3 1 5 .3
Total Percent ) 100 100 100 106G 100 100
Total (M) « (95) - (36) (213) (81) — (174) (69)
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ound with Jorker's rarty 3upnort- - -
I on- anual - T"anual
‘r.come of HW.U. \ -i 50 + £50 - Lo - fee
: ﬁarty SHipport
P f - - a3
.]' Congervative - 3he; LES ' 200 217
P~ Tanour - 57 .36 . 67 23
. Lioeral-- . 7% 14 11 €
 Ton't “how. N : 3 L 3 2 g
: ’ -
' 2
Total Yercert 2 100 100 1C0  10C
Total—(") (€73 (4€) (419) (137)
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“ahle L-4 Income of Head of Household by Region and Tity Size
. with .orker's frarty Support
“egion l.orth h
7ity 3ize Large  l'exium Rural
. (-15¢€,000,; (5,000~ (-5,000)
- ' 15G,000)
- 3 7 3
Ircome of H.H. __=fts0 ~FfEso -frso -Fhs0 _fFso -£7s0
Farty Sﬁpport
“orservative - 23 3% 18 19. 23 20 -
~ahour £5 58 74 7h 62 €0 70 55 55
livmeral g L 7 5 8 8 8 22
N \
“orn't Yrow * L 2 1 - 8 20 2 3 1
Tota)l Pertent 1c0. 100 *100 100 100 100 100°, 100 10¢C
“otal () (113)  (50)  (177) (7%) (53)  (5) (&%) (37) (£7)
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Table b4-5

-

. A%
N~
=
.

Income of ead of Household .ith "rdde Urior l'embership ard

Party Support (ilales Cnly)

¢

Jrace Urior Sttus I erbér i'or-i;.emzer
3
Tocome of H.H. , 1 -£950 <550 -frse £ 50
Tarty Support . o
’ \
“onservative 16~ . 22 29~ Lo -
Zabour ) 72 73 W6 b7
Iiveral 7 5 ’ 420 7
) Ve
.on't now 3 . ‘—‘ L i
- ‘ )
Total Fercent 100 100 1co 1C0C
"otal (N) (138) (€6) (60) (30)
N . *
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. Jackeground and

Jzther's Jocldl Eacigydund

0

_r»ade Lrion Status

recore of H.H.

Income of Head of Household with Trade Union Stﬁfus, Father's Social

Jorker's Party Support (1ales orly) .

* T R g g - veve Y
ron-.Tarwual ALaiid

-

-

1 on-,.ember I on- ember

-£7 50

Vemb

£ 50

Tarty.Support

‘Conservative

T anoud o
“ideral . - T

’dh%; now”®

Y -

Totz1 Fercent

Total (M)

oer
-ffe0 - fs0 -Fs0

+

16% 1€ € 317
78 L7 €2

27 * 1. .97 € 21

3
"
0
-~
™
o~

. 1L0C 1Q0 - 100 160 1CC 100 1G0

(16) (11)  -(12)  (120) (67) (53)- (1€)




Income

of Head of Household with Type of tome and -

Part& Support

1

~yvpe of Hone Zourcil Rer.t . own
“ncore of Y.,4, —1%50 ﬁi%SO . 1i§50 1Jﬁ50 -4@50 "f%SO
Farty Support
- \ '
Torservative 16: 20 27 24~ 27 % a 3e-
Tadour 73 70 €L 74 55 51
- Ziveral 9 5 b 3 16 107
~on't inow o2 b B 2 1
’otal Percer.t 100 102 100_ 100 100 100
otal® (¢) (209) (74 (123) (34 (1L€)  (22)
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~Table L.8 Percentage of Zonservative Supporters 3y Inconé%ﬁi;;_f//
| L Head of “ousehold, Father's Party Support
. . and Father's Cccupation (For Honmeovners (nly)
r ‘ . g
‘.
::Ir.co:'\e of HvH. -&50 -.,f’-i%("‘
Tather's Party
~sorservative Lac ) 59
! K >
Total (F) - _ (31) ' (17)
Zatour 11 \ ‘ 2h
Total (1) (53) {3%)
Yo *“zjor Farty — 30 L ) 33
’ . Y 7~ \
motal (1) (54) - 2h;
/
! N
- FPather's Occupation
won anual L8 ’ LL
Total (N} (20) - {24)
Manual - \ £ 24 | — 30
) ~ PSS
Total (K) - (122) , (52)
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Table 4-9 . Percentage of Consepgatives for Jives of I'anual
* . -
Jorkers Jith Wives Cccupation and Jives Father's ’
- # . P o « - X
; . Socizl Tzckground ¢
. I 4 v \
‘ives Cccupation Bousevife e iortircs L ife
7 “eonservative . ‘\.-/ el 31
. i 3
motal (i) (2u3) . 2= (1%0) ) ,
'ives Cccupation : Hougewife i 1 or=ianual “nual
~ Zonservative a 2k . ’ Liy {o1e
A N LN .
Total (I:)\l/{ i . (2835 - &~ (72) \\/\(_7‘7}
e \\\ )
“ ) N : \ - -
Wives Cecupation Housewife i Lon-&?“nual : Tzanual
x - ° ! h - *
Tather's ’lass L hL.on-"arual lhanucl orn~""anual “aruzl Tor~".mrual lant
< Zonservative * - . bs 17 Ly - - b2 20 1"
Total (N) , (33) - (190) (15) . (52) - (10) ™ (6¢
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Table 4-10 Percentage of Cornservatives for l.orking .lives and Housewives
. ;)f Fanual .orkers with Head of Household's Income and dive's
. . Father's Sociul Zackeround and Farty Support L
 ‘ive's, Cccupe tion HOM ’ lon-anual o . Tanusl
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