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Concept
Marx: defined class by one’s relationship with the means of production
(owner or not).

I Capitalist system allows the owners to extract surplus from the
proletariat.

I This leads to class struggle and political tension.
I Class consciousness important for the proletariate to realise their

political interests.

Weber: ‘We may speak of a ‘class’ when

1. a number of people have in common a specific causal component of
their life chances, in so far as

2. this component is represented exclusively by economic interests in the
possession of goods and opportunities for income, and

3. is represented under the conditions of the commodity or labor
markets.’

Equation of class and power is complicated by status groups

e.g. capitalists with aristocrats in Victorian novels

High class can lead to status and therefore power, but not if the status
groups are closed. e.g. Caste in India



Measurement of Class: ‘Objective’ Social Class

I Not consumer spending patterns
I so not market research social grade (A,B,C1,C2,D,E)

I Not income, which does not capture future prospects.

I Not simply manual/non-manual, which is too crude

Goldthorpe schema: Main distinctions are on the basis of
I Employment Relations

I Employers/Self-Employed/Employees

I Contract type (among employees)
I Service versus Labour



Service contracts exist where ‘it is required of employees that they
exercise delegated authority’. They characteristically,

I are long-term

I involve compensation in part through future benefits such as
career development, security, pensions, salary increments

I have positive incentives (carrots)

Labour contracts characteristically,

I are short-term

I involve specific payment for effort on a piece or time basis

I have close supervision to ensure productivity (sticks)

However, the relationship between contract type and the nature of
work has been increasingly muddied with the causalisation of
professional jobs and employment protection for some working
class jobs.



Goldthorpe Class Schema

I Service class—Higher-grade professionals,
administrators, officials, managers, proprietors of
moderate to big business, . . .

II Service class—Lower-grade professionals,
administrators, officials, managers, . . .

III Routine non-manual workers
IV Small proprietors, self-employed, farmers, . . .
V Lower-grade technicians, supervisor of manual workers
VI Skilled manual workers
VII Semi-skilled and unskilled manual workers

I Not ordinal. Recent social mobility studies put III with VII
(Breen 2017).

I Politically IV distinct.
I Pensioners, unemployed, and non-participants classified by

previous occupation if there is one.
I Possibility of ignoring an underclass

I a group of long-term dependents on state benefits including
unemployed, single parents, disabled, etc.



Cultural Divisions based on Occupation

I Long been clear that political loyalties, of the salariat
especially, are divided between those in private versus public
sector, and especially those in social-cultural professions
versus business management

I Question of whether we should separate professionals from
managers raised by Manza and Brooks (1999), and reasonably
commonly done now, e.g. Evans and Tilley (New Politics of
Class, 2017).

I Oesch (2008) argues for redefinition of class location based on
economic and cultural cleavages based on work economic
interests and work logics.



Oesch 2008 I

are expected to prefer political parties upholding cultural homogeneity
and national demarcation: right-wing populist parties (Kitschelt 1995;
McGann and Kitschelt 2005).
Table 1 summarizes the two division lines and attributes to each cleavage

the political parties and classes that we expect to be opposed. There is wide
agreement in the literature that the existence of a structural basis alone is
not sufficient to render a class divide politically salient (Bartolini and Mair
1990). In order to become politically salient, a structural conflict needs to
translate into a consciousness of shared interests and these interests further
need to be articulated by a collective actor such as a political party. Hence,
whether the two oppositions of Table 1 materialize in the political arena
depends, among others, on a country’s party system. This implies that
although we believe these division lines to have a structural basis in all
Western European countries, they will only show in those countries where
the corresponding parties !/ notably left-libertarian and right-wing popu-
list parties !/ exist. Hence, an analysis mainly focusing on the divides’
existence would need to take in account both the demand and supply side of
politics (e.g., Elff 2005; Kriesi et al. 2006). However, this is not the primary
aim of this article which concentrates on the structural context of
mobilization, that is party preferences of voters.

3. Countries, data and operationalization

Our empirical analysis compares class-voting in three countries: Britain,
Germany and Switzerland. While these Western European countries share

TABLE 1. Expected class cleavage in party preferences

Cleavage Parties opposed Occupational
classes most
strongly opposed

Decisive criteria for
class opposition

I. Economic ! about the
just distribution of
resources: holders of
organizational power vs.
blue collar workers

Conservative right
vs. traditional left

Employers and
managers vs.
production and
service workers

Differences in
socio-economic
resources (market
power)

II. Cultural ! about
questions of identity and
community: cultural
diversity and interna-
tional openness vs.
cultural homogeneity and
national demarcation

Libertarian left
vs. populist
right-wing

Socio-cultural
professionals and
semi-professionals
vs. production
workers and small
business owners

Differences in the
work logic
(organizational
experience) and
different levels of
education

334

EUROPEAN SOCIETIES

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [t

he
 B

od
le

ia
n 

Li
br

ar
ie

s o
f t

he
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f O

xf
or

d]
 a

t 0
3:

45
 1

4 
Se

pt
em

be
r 2

01
1 



Oesch 2008 II

We add a fourth work logic !/ the independent work logic !/ based on
differences in the employment status, thus separating employers and the
self-employed from the much larger group of employees. By combining
the two axes, we obtain the 8-class schema shown in Table 4.2 For each
class we have listed three frequent and characteristic occupations. We
believe this class measure to present three advantages for the analysis of
political behaviour: firstly, large employers and self-employed profes-
sionals are distinguished from salaried professionals; secondly, managers
are kept separate from members of the social and cultural (semi-)profes-
sions on the one hand, the technical (semi-)professions on the other;
thirdly, workers in production, evolving in a ‘‘Fordist’’ division of labour,
are differentiated from workers with comparable skill levels working in
interpersonal service or clerical jobs.
We allocate individuals to these classes on the basis of information about

(i) their employment status (employee or employer/self-employed), (ii)
the number of their employees and, most consequently, (iii) their present
occupation (ISCO 1988 codes at the most detailed 4-digit level). Table A.1

TABLE 4. Eight-class schema based on vertical differences in occupational skill requirements
and horizontal differences in the work logic

Employees Self-employed

INTERPERSONAL
SERVICE WORK LOGIC TECHNICAL WORK LOGIC

ORGANIZATIONAL WORK

LOGIC

INDEPENDENT WORK

LOGIC

Socio-cultural
professionals and
semi-professionals

Technical
professionals and
semi-professionals

Higher-grade and
associate managers
and administrators

Traditional
bourgeoisie (large
employers [!9] and
self-employed
professionals)

Medical doctors
Social workers
Teachers

Computing
professionals
Mechanical
engineers
Safety inspectors

Financial managers
Managers in small
firms
Public
administrators

Accountants
Hotel owners
Lawyers

Service workers Production workers Office clerks Small business
owners with less
than 9 or no
employees

Children‘s nurses
Home helpers
Waiters

Assemblers
Carpenters
Machinery
mechanics

Bank tellers
Mail sorting clerks
Secretaries

Farmers
Hairdressers
Shopkeepers

2. This is the reduced version of a detailed 17-class schema that has been used for an
enquiry into employment stratification (see Oesch 2006a, b). For this paper’s analysis
of party preferences, the more parsimonious 8-class version seems more helpful.
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Kitschelt and Rehm (CPS 2016) I
Kitschelt and Rehm 1681

even considerable generosity to accept egalitarian redistribution on 
the greed dimension.

Table 2 summarizes our predictions regarding greed–grid–group with 
respect to the three types of task structures faced by high-skill professionals.7 
The table also reflects implicit predictions about occupations further down 
the vertical authority structure and lower in skill and job autonomy, regard-
less of whether they are immersed in organizational, technical, or interper-
sonal work logics. The differentiation of task structures matters primarily 
among occupations that involve higher skills (professionals) and that are situ-
ated at the intermediate level or peak of organization hierarchies (associate 
professionals). At lower levels in the authority and skill hierarchy, it is more 
difficult to experience different styles of task performance. Hence, it is likely 
that across task areas lower skilled employees express fairly similar prefer-
ences. With regard to questions of redistribution, these preferences are likely 
to be sympathetic to redistribution, whereas with respect to grid/group con-
cerns, they tend to be favoring authoritarian governance and exclusivist defi-
nitions of citizenship. Empirical research appears to suggest that this 
orientation toward conformism often but not always applies to lower skill 
occupations, even after controlling for education (Svallfors, 2007).

Table 2. Logics of Task Structures and Political Preferences.

Logic of task structure

 Organizational Technical Interpersonal

High 
dispositional 
capacities and 
autonomy 
([associate] 
professionals)

Greed Strongly pro-
market, anti-
redistribution

Moderately 
pro-market, anti-
redistribution

Equivocal on markets 
and redistribution

Grid Libertarian 
governance, 
with 
qualifications

More in favor 
of libertarian 
governance

Most in favor 
of libertarian 
governance

Group Inclusive 
conception of 
citizenship

More inclusive 
conception of 
citizenship

Most inclusive 
conception of 
citizenship

Left–right self-
placement

Center-right Center Center-left

Low 
dispositional 
capacities and 
autonomy 
([un]skilled 
vocational 
white-and 
blue-collar 
employees)

Greed Strongly in favor of redistribution
Grid Disposition toward authoritarian governance
Group Disposition toward exclusive group membership
Left–right self-

placement
Center to left placement

 at Oxford University Libraries on October 20, 2016cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



Kitschelt and Rehm (CPS 2016) II



Evans and Tilley (2017) New Politics of Class: Typology



Cultural Divisions based on Occupation: Critique

I Separating out socio-cultural professions, or professionals from
managers, arguably strays from Weberian definition of class if
there is no case for the separation based on differing economic
interests

I Need to be careful not to reorganising class schemas in light
of political values since that would raise questions of
endogeneity in two senses.

I Explanatory variable constructed to fit the dependent variable
I People choose the kind of work based on their politics

I Revising class measures to match voting patterns better does
make class voting look stronger but does not mean class
explains vote choice better.

I So need to consider carefully what the justification is for the
grouping of occupations into ”classes”.



Subjective Class Identity

I Objective and subjective social class are related but different
(conceptually and practically).

I Class identity is a tendency to think of oneself as a member of
social class.

I Narrower than class ‘awareness’ or ‘consciousness’

I Marxist distinction between ‘class in itself’ (objective) and
‘class for itself’ (subjective class consciousness).

I Measurement of subjective class identification with the
following questions.
Do you ever think of yourself as belonging to any particular
class?
IF YES Which one is that?
IF NO etc Most people say they belong to either the middle
class or to the working class. Do you ever think of yourself as
being in one of these classes?



I For men class identity is a function of Father’s social class and
individual occupation, in much the same way as in the 1960s.

I A woman’s class id is now more dependent on her own
occupation and less on her partner’s than it was in the 1960s
(Heath et al 2009).

I Roughly the same numbers of people identify with classes as
they did in the 1960s.



However, the sense of belonging to a social class has declined
(Heath et al 2009), but not by much (also Evans and Tilley 2017).



Sources of class identity: Evans and Mellon (BSA 2016)



Consequences of class identity: Evans and Mellon (BSA
2016) I

NatCen Social Research

British Social Attitudes 33 | Social Class 13

Table 9 Libertarian-authoritarian and left-right values and attitudes towards immigration, by 
occupational class and class identity

Liber-
tarian

Author-
itarian Left Right Anti-

immigrant
Pro-

immigrant

Occupational 
class

Managerial 
and 

professional
% 59 41 % 44 56 % 46 54

Intermediate, 
self-employed 

and lower 
supervisory

% 39 61 % 51 49 % 65 35

Semi-routine 
and routine % 40 60 % 58 42 % 69 31

Class identity

Middle class % 55 45 % 40 60 % 48 52

Working class % 40 60 % 49 51 % 65 35

The bases for Table 9 can be found in the appendix to this chapter

Those in routine and semi-routine occupations are more left-wing, 
authoritarian and anti-immigrant than those in professional and 
managerial jobs. They disagree about immigration and on libertarian-
authoritarian values in particular, while the division between them 
on left-right values is rather less sharp. Thus, for example, whereas 
a majority (69%) of those in routine and semi-routine occupations 
hold anti-immigrant views, a majority of those in professional and 
managerial occupations (54%) are pro-immigrant in their stance 
on the subject. Meanwhile, on both immigration and libertarian-
authoritarian values those in intermediate occupations hold almost 
identical views to those in working class jobs. At the same time, the 
balance of opinion among those who identify as working class is also 
more likely than among those who consider themselves to be middle 
class to be left-wing, authoritarian and anti-immigrant, and again 
especially so in respect if the latter two.

However, on its own Table 9 does not tell us whether class identity 
makes any difference to people’s attitudes. Perhaps the differences 
in attitudes by class identity simply arise out of the fact that those 
who identify as working class are disproportionately engaged in 
routine and semi-routine occupations. As such, it is important to take 
into account the overlap between occupational and subjective class 
and see if the latter still matters substantially. In Table 10 we show 
what happens when we take into account someone’s occupational 
class and their class identity simultaneously. For each combination 
of occupational class and class identity it shows, first, the proportion 
who are right-wing; second, the proportion who are authoritarian; and 
third, the proportion who are pro-immigrant. Thus, for example, the 
59% figure in the top left-hand corner of the table means that 59% 
of those in professional and managerial occupations who identify 
as middle class are classified as right-wing. Meanwhile as 60% of 
those in the same occupational group who identify as working class 

Those in routine and 
semi-routine occupations 
are more left-wing, 
authoritarian and anti-
immigrant than those 
in professional and 
managerial jobs



Consequences of class identity: Evans and Mellon (BSA
2016) II

NatCen Social Research

British Social Attitudes 33 | Social Class 14

are right-wing, this means that class identity does not make any 
difference to the prevalence of right-wing values among those who 
are in professional and managerial occupations. 

Table 10 Prevalence of right-wing, authoritarian and pro-immigrant attitudes, by 
occupational class and class identity 

Managerial and 
professional

Intermediate, 
self-employed 

and lower 
supervisory

Semi-routine 
and routine Unweighted base

% right-wing

Middle class 
identifier 59 61 59 378

Working class 
identifier 60 47 47 524

% authoritarian

Middle class 
identifier 38 55 49 381

Working class 
identifier 56 60 63 526

% pro-
immigration 

Middle class 
identifier 64 42 34 427

Working class 
identifier 38 32 31 610

This, however, is not the general message of the table. Rather it is 
the exception. Within each occupational class, those who identify 
as working class are more likely to be authoritarian and less likely 
to be pro-immigrant.  At the same time, with the singular exception 
of those in professional and managerial occupations, those who 
identify as working class are also less likely to be right-wing in their 
values. All of these effects prove to be significant when modelled 
statistically.8 Evidently while having a working class identity and being 
middle class does not make you more likely to want to redistribute 
wealth, it does make you more authoritarian and less pro-immigrant 
and thus in these subjects at least more likely to have an outlook that 
is very similar to that of those who are occupationally working class. 

Conclusions
Working class identity remains widespread in Britain. Even though 
only a minority of people are engaged in working class occupations, 
a majority of us still think of ourselves as working class. Those in 
middle class occupations still think of themselves to a surprising 
degree as working class, and especially so if their family background 
was working class or they have never been to university. And this 
sense of working class identity apparently means that they are less 
libertarian and less pro-immigrant, but not necessarily more left-wing 

8  These differences are generated using a logistic regression. The percentage differences 
are the marginal effect of being in each of the class groups versus being in the manager/
professional class and being a working class identifier versus a middle class identifier. All of the 
differences are significant at the 5% level.



Class Inequality

Social class has a major impact on . . .

I Income

I Health (including mortality, morbidity, mental health)

I Education

I Quality of life

Moreover, concerns about class inequalities are compounded by
low social mobility.



Example of a Social Mobility table

class class destination
origin I II III IV V VI VII overall

Higher Service 45.2 18.9 11.5 7.7 4.8 5.4 6.5 7.3
Lower Service 29.1 23.1 11.9 7.0 9.6 10.6 8.7 5.9
Routine Non-manual 18.4 15.7 12.8 7.8 12.8 15.6 16.9 7.3
Small Proprietors 12.6 11.4 8.0 24.4 8.7 14.4 20.5 14.3
Foremen & Technicians 14.2 13.6 10.1 7.7 15.7 21.2 17.6 11.5
Skilled Manual 7.8 8.8 8.3 6.6 12.3 30.4 25.9 27.5
Semi and Unskilled Manual 6.5 7.8 8.2 6.6 12.5 23.5 34.9 24.6
1972 Overall Distribution 13.6 11.5 9.2 9.4 11.6 21.2 23.5 9434

Source: Goldthorpe(1987)



Piketty (2014): for next six slides
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FIGURE 9.7.   The top decile income share in Europe and the United States, 1900–2010
In the 1950s–1970s, the top decile income share was about 30–35 percent of total income in Europe as in the United States.
Sources and series: see piketty.pse.ens.fr/capital21c.

What we find is that on the eve of World War I, the top decile’s share was 45–50 percent of
national income in all the European countries, compared with a little more than 40 percent in the
United States. By the end of World War II, the United States had become slightly more inegalitarian
than Europe: the top decile’s share decreased on both continents owing to the shocks of 1914–1945,
but the fall was more precipitous in Europe (and Japan). The explanation for this is that the shocks to
capital were much larger. Between 1950 and 1970, the upper decile’s share was fairly stable and fairly
similar in the United States and Europe, around 30–35 percent of national income. The strong
divergence that began in 1970–1980 led to the following situation in 2000–2010: the top decile’s share
of US national income reached 45–50 percent, or roughly the same level as Europe in 1900–1910. In
Europe, we see wide variation, from the most inegalitarian case (Britain, with a top decile share of 40
percent) to the most egalitarian (Sweden, less than 30 percent), with France and Germany in between
(around 35 percent).

303



The Growth of the Social State in the Twentieth Century
The simplest way to measure the change in the government’s role in the economy and society is to
look at the total amount of taxes relative to national income. Figure 13.1 shows the historical
trajectory of four countries (the United States, Britain, France, and Sweden) that are fairly
representative of what has happened in the rich countries.  There are both striking similarities and
important differences in the observed evolutions.

FIGURE 13.1.   Tax revenues in rich countries, 1870–2010
Total tax revenues were less than 10 percent of national income in rich countries until 1900–1910; they represent between
30 percent and 55 percent of national income in 2000–2010.
Sources and series: see piketty.pse.ens.fr/capital21c.

The first similarity is that taxes consumed less than 10 percent of national income in all four
countries during the nineteenth century and up to World War I. This reflects the fact that the state at
that time had very little involvement in economic and social life. With 7–8 percent of national income,
it is possible for a government to fulfill its central “regalian” functions (police, courts, army, foreign
affairs, general administration, etc.) but not much more. After paying to maintain order, enforce
property rights, and sustain the military (which often accounts for more than half of total
expenditures), not much remained in the government’s coffers.  States in this period also paid for
some roads and other infrastructure, as well as schools, universities, and hospitals, but most people
had access only to fairly rudimentary educational and health services.

Between 1920 and 1980, the share of national income that the wealthy countries chose to devote to
social spending increased considerably. In just half a century, the share of taxes in national income
increased by a factor of at least 3 or 4 (and in the Nordic countries more than 5). Between 1980 and
2010, however, the tax share stabilized everywhere. This stabilization took place at different levels in
each country, however: just over 30 percent of national income in the United States, around 40
percent in Britain, and between 45 and 55 percent on the European continent (45 percent in Germany,
50 percent in France, and nearly 55 percent in Sweden).  The differences between countries are
significant.  Nevertheless, the secular evolutions are closely matched, in particular the almost perfect

1

2

3

4
5
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FIGURE 14.1.   Top income tax rates, 1900–2013
The top marginal tax rate of the income tax (applying to the highest incomes) in the United States dropped from 70 percent
in 1980 to 28 percent in 1988.
Sources and series: see piketty.pse.ens.fr/capital21c.

In France, the 1914 income tax law provided for a top rate of just 2 percent, which applied to only
a tiny minority of taxpayers. It was only after the war, in a radically different political and financial
context, that the top rate was raised to “modern” levels: 50 percent in 1920, then 60 percent in 1924,
and even 72 percent in 1925. Particularly striking is the fact that the crucial law of June 25, 1920,
which raised the top rate to 50 percent and can actually be seen as a second coming of the income
tax, was adopted by the so-called blue-sky Chamber (one of the most right-wing Chambers of
Deputies in the history of the French Republic) with its “National Bloc” majority, made up largely of
the very delegations who had most vehemently opposed the creation of an income tax with a top rate
of 2 percent before the war. This complete reversal of the right-wing position on progressive taxation
was of course due to the disastrous financial situation created by the war. During the conflict the
government had run up considerable debts, and despite the ritual speeches in which politician after
politician declared that “Germany will pay,” everyone knew that new fiscal resources would have to
be found. Postwar shortages and the recourse to the printing press had driven inflation to previously
unknown heights, so that the purchasing power of workers remained below 1914 levels, and several
waves of strikes in May and June of 1919 threatened the country with paralysis. In such
circumstances, political proclivities hardly mattered: new sources of revenue were essential, and no
one believed that those with the highest incomes ought to be spared. The Bolshevik Revolution of
1917 was fresh in everyone’s mind. It was in this chaotic and explosive situation that the modern
progressive income tax was born.

The German case is particularly interesting, because Germany had had a progressive income tax
for more than twenty years before the war. Throughout that period of peace, tax rates were never
raised significantly. In Prussia, the top rate remained stable at 3 percent from 1891 to 1914 and then
rose to 4 percent from 1915 to 1918, before ultimately shooting up to 40 percent in 1919–1920, in a

15
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right), there was one unanswerable argument to progressivity, which right-thinking people should
oppose tooth and nail: France, he maintained, became an egalitarian country thanks to the French
Revolution, which redistributed the land (up to a point) and above all established equality before the
law with the Civil Code, which instituted equal property rights and the right of free contract. Hence
there was no need for a progressive and confiscatory tax. Of course, he added, such a tax might well
be useful in a class-ridden aristocratic society like that of Britain, across the English Channel, but not
in France.

FIGURE 14.2.   Top inheritance tax rates, 1900–2013
The top marginal tax rate of the inheritance tax (applying to the highest inheritances) in the United States dropped from 70
percent in 1980 to 35 percent in 2013.
Sources and series: see piketty.pse.ens.fr/capital21c.

As it happens, if Leroy-Beaulieu had bothered to consult the probate records published by the tax
authorities shortly after the reform of 1901, he would have discovered that wealth was nearly as
concentrated in republican France during the Belle Époque as it was in monarchical Britain. In
parliamentary debate in 1907 and 1908, proponents of the income tax frequently referred to these
statistics.  This interesting example shows that even a tax with low rates can be a source of
knowledge and a force for democratic transparency.

In other countries the estate tax was also transformed after World War I. In Germany, the idea of
imposing a small tax on the very largest estates was extensively discussed in parliamentary debate at
the end of the nineteenth century and beginning of the twentieth. Leaders of the Social Democratic
Party, starting with August Bebel and Eduard Bernstein, pointed out that an estate tax would make it
possible to decrease the heavy burden of indirect taxes on workers, who would then be able to
improve their lot. But the Reichstag could not agree on a new tax: the reforms of 1906 and 1909 did
institute a very small estate tax, but bequests to a spouse or children (that is, the vast majority of
estates) were entirely exempt, no matter how large. It was not until 1919 that the German estate tax
was extend to family bequests, and the top rate (on the largest estates) was abruptly increased from 0
to 35 percent.  The role of the war and of the political changes it induced seems to have been
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Bases for Class Voting

Given the way class is defined there is no necessary reason for such
inequalities.

I Many could be alleviated by public policy (mainly
redistribution).

I Moreover the presence of class based inequality is usually
considered more unfair if there is also low social mobility.

As well as class voting on the basis of differing economic interests,
Butler and Stokes (1974) argued it is also a product of class and
partisan identity reinforced by . . .

I families (though socialization)

I trade unions and other organizations

I local communities

See Weakliem and Heath (Rat. and Soc. 1994) So how strong is
class voting? And how much has it changed?



Class and the Vote in Britain: 1964 and 1997

Vote
Class Con Lab Lib

1964
Higher Service 65 18 17
Lower Service 61 20 19
Routine Non-manual 59 26 15
Small Proprietors 74 15 11
Foremen & Technicians 37 48 15
Skilled Manual 25 70 5
Semi and Unskilled Manual 26 66 8

1997
Higher Service 44 34 22
Lower Service 37 42 21
Routine Non-manual 33 49 18
Small Proprietors 43 40 17
Foremen & Technicians 21 62 17
Skilled Manual 14 67 19
Semi and Unskilled Manual 18 69 13

Source: British Election Studies



Evans and Tilley (2012)



Class Voting in Britain: Clarke et al. 2004



Measurement of Class Voting
Absolute Class Voting: The proportion of the working class voting
Labour, plus the proportion of the middle class voting Conservative.

I But if, say, the working class are more Labour than the middle
class are Conservative, then a decline in the size of the working
class would lead to a decline in absolute class voting without any
change in the level of cross-class voting.

Relative Class Voting: Can be measured by,
I Alford Index: Proportion of the working class voting Labour,

minus the proportion of the middle class voting Labour.
I This is also sensitive to a changes in the overall sizes of the classes

or parties.

I Odds Ratio: The odds of A to B is is the probability of A divided
by the probability of B. An odds ratio is the odds of voting for
one party rather than another for one class, divided by the
equivalent odds for another class.

I Not sensitive to changes in the class or party sizes.

Conclusions as to the nature of and change in class voting depend
much more on which parties and classes are compared than which
measures are used.



Similar trends with different measures: Clarke et al. 2004

Note these are simple Middle Class/Working Class,
Conservative/Labour indicators. But definite dealignment.



Dealignment and Realignment

Lipset and Rokkan (1969) argued that party systems in Western
Europe reflected the social cleavages, including class, that were
important at the time of universal male enfranchisement. (The
Freezing Hypothesis).

Since then many have argued that there has been a process of
Dealignment, which is the weakening of the association between
class and vote.

Note that Lipset and Rokkan never said that the association
between class and vote had frozen, only that the party system
froze.

Realignment is a reshaping of the relationship between class and
vote.

e.g. the New Deal coalition of the South with the Northern
blacks and working class was a realignment (V.O. Key).



Class voting in the US

Major historical question—Why no socialist party?

I Early franchise

I Ethnically divided working class

I Liberal culture

I Most important thing is differential turnout
I Service class has a much higher turnout than the working class

I Professionals have moved from being the most Republican
class in the 1950s to the second most Democratic class by the
late 1980s and the most Democratic class by 1996.

I self-employed became significantly more Republican, and
non-skilled workers less Democratic, in the 1980s, with
nonskilled workers shifting even further towards the center in
1996. (Manza and Brooks (1999), and Weakliem (2013))



Weakliem (in Evans and de Graaf 2013)



Class voting trends cross-nationally: Brooks (2004)

be approximately 12%. Although class is typically the largest social cleavage, religion
has larger political effects in both the Netherlands and the US (despite an overall de-
cline in the religion cleavage in the Netherlands). Regarding gender, this cleavage is
virtually non-existent in four of our six countries, with evidence of a small, emerging
cleavage in the Netherlands since 1990, and evidence of a larger cleavage in the US
that has been growing steadily during the past three decades.

Fig. 1. Changing magnitude of the class, religion, and gender cleavages.

106 C. Brooks et al. / Social Science Research 35 (2006) 88–128



Class voting cross-nationally: Jansen et al. (2013): service vs. manual classes

decline in this country in the differences between the service class and the manual working class in the period 1965–2001.
The lowest levels of class voting are found in Italy, France, Switzerland and the United States. In all countries the self-em-
ployed are most different from the working class and the routine non-manual class are most similar. In most countries
the general pattern of declining class differences is also confirmed.7 The boundaries between the routine non-manual class
and the working class seem to have declined only modestly in the majority of cases, but this is hardly surprising giving that
these two classes were always fairly similar. In nearly all countries the decline of class voting is most apparent with respect
to the working class vs. service class. But the self-employed are also, in almost all countries, decreasingly inclined to vote

Fig. 2. (continued)

7 With regard to the extent to which the trend lines fit the estimated points country by country (Achen 2005, p. 455) we emphasize the relatively poor fit of
the trend lines for Switzerland in Fig. 2a and Finland in Fig. 2b.

G. Jansen et al. / Social Science Research 42 (2013) 376–400 385



Class voting in Europe and Britain: Gingrich (PQ 2017): middle vs working classes

working class includes skilled crafts workers,
technicians and skilled agricultural workers.

In order to find out if these groups behave
differently, I start by investigating their vot-
ing patterns. Figure 4 examines the propor-
tion of each group voting for a left party,
presenting simple group averages. Figure 4
shows that the key middle-class group that
consistently supports the left is the new mid-
dle class. When regression analysis is con-
ducted controlling for age, income, gender
and education level and including country
and year fixed effects, we see statistically sig-
nificant differences between the old and the
new middle classes in their propensity to
vote left (full results available on request).

To see where these choices are coming
from, I next turn to differences in basic
group preferences on two dimensions: redis-
tribution and immigration. The ESS asks
respondents to what extent ‘the [national]
government should take measures to reduce
differences in income levels’. Respondents’
answers can range from ‘strongly agree’ to
‘strongly disagree’. I recode this variable

into two groups, with ‘strongly agree’ and
‘agree’ coded as 1 and ‘neither agree nor
disagree’, ‘disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’
coded as 0.

Figure 5 shows the percentage of each
group supporting redistribution across the
full 2002–14 time span. Both across Europe
(5a) and in the UK (5b) we see stable group
differences. New middle-class voters are
more supportive of redistribution than tradi-
tional middle-class voters—a pattern that
holds up over time and across place—and
indeed, in some contexts, new middle-class
voters are on average more supportive of
redistribution than the traditional working
class. While the new middle classes are sta-
tistically indistinguishable from the new and
old working class in their support for redis-
tribution, they are, pooled across countries
and time, nearly 9 per cent more likely than
the old middle classes to support redistribu-
tion (controlling for the above-mentioned
variables).

When it comes to immigration, we see a
different pattern. The ESS asks respondents
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Working Class in Europe moving more to Populist Right: Gingrich (PQ 2017)

further investigate this pattern, I turn to the
British Election Study internet panel con-
ducted over May–June 2016. The BES panel
is a regular survey of 30,000 respondents on
their attitudes towards a range of issues,

including leaving the EU. Unfortunately, the
occupation codes for the full May–June panel
are not available, but I am able to match
about half of respondents to panel wave 6,
which has detailed SOC 2010 occupation
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Working Class in Britain increasingly abstaining more: Heath (BJPS 2016)



Class turnout gap now bigger than the class vote gap: Heath (BJPS 2016)



Left parties in Europe no longer working class parties: Gingrich (PQ 2017)

to assess whether immigration has been bad
or good for the economy, on a ten-point
scale ranging from 1=bad to 10=good. While
this question is not policy-orientated, it
nonetheless taps into respondents’ support
for immigration. To ease interpretation, I
rescale the measure so that supporters of
immigration (scores 6–10) are coded as 1,
and those whose opinion is negative to neu-
tral (1–5) are coded as 0 (the original scale
shows similar patterns). Figure 6 presents
the results. Here we see that the new and
old middle classes are indistinguishable,
whereas the new and old working classes
are much less positive towards immigration.
These results hold up in the statistical analy-
sis and, after controlling for the above-men-
tioned variables, on average, the new middle
classes are 13 per cent more likely to be posi-
tive towards migration than the traditional
working classes.

There are three major implications of the
above analysis. First, as found in other work
(see n. 8), this analysis shows that new
class groups do have stable differences in
preferences.

Second, new middle-class voters appear to
support the more redistributive economic
ideologies of left parties, but they are also
much more supportive of immigration than
the traditional working class. This pattern
suggests a potentially uneasy alliance among
the two class bases of left support when
cultural issues around immigration are
politicised.

Finally, both the regression and descrip-
tive analysis also show much within-group
variation. This variation suggests that while
there are stable group differences, in reality
there is much ‘noise’ in political choices.
Indeed, at any given moment, traditional
middle-class voters (the ‘old middle class’)
are also an important component of left sup-
port, even if in a social-structural sense these
voters are less aligned with the left.
Together, these findings suggest that there
are stable differences in class groups that
hold up over time and across countries in
terms of left support, but that these groups
alone are unlikely to win elections—as in the
past, left parties also need to draw on less
aligned middle-class voters as well.
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Nonetheless there is a stable left vote in Europe: Gingrich (PQ 2017)

immigration are highly salient and populist
alternatives are available. However, moving
to the left on economic issues to shore up
this base threatens to alienate more tradi-
tional middle-class floating voters, who are
essential for electoral victory.

I conclude this article with some thoughts
on how to navigate these tradeoffs.

A middle-class shift?
Scholars of voting behaviour debate the con-
tinued relevance of class to electoral politics.
Most analyses of class distinguish it concep-
tually from short-term income, arguing that
social class represents a more stable set of
relationships in the labour market that under-
pin individual life chances. John Gold-
thorpe’s influential class schema, for instance,
defines class in terms of employment rela-
tions (whether an individual is an employee,
employer or self-employed) and the precari-
ousness of employment as proxied by occu-
pation.2 When applied to politics, the
underlying claim is that both the different
risks that individuals experience in the labour
market and differences in their longer-term
income lead to varying economic preferences
across classes, shaping voting patterns in
stable and predictable ways. Membership in
collective organisations, such as trade unions,
further strengthens these relationships.

Historically, the degree to which social
class shaped either preferences or voting

behaviour has varied substantially across
countries. In many European countries, reli-
gion and language were stronger predictors
of vote choice than class. Nonetheless, class
differences were present in most contexts,
with social-democratic parties drawing heav-
ily on a working-class base whose interests
were aligned with a more extensive welfare
state and collective wage bargaining.

As is well known, the changing structure
of both the economy and society has altered
this relationship. Technological develop-
ments, the mass entry of women into the
labour force, expanding global trade and
new patterns of immigration have all led to
growing heterogeneity in the workforce in
terms of both wages and occupations. Over
the past four decades, the size of the tradi-
tional manual working class has shrunk, as
has its organisational presence in trade
unions, and there has been a dramatic
expansion of employment in both higher-
skilled and (to a less extent) lower-skilled
service jobs.3

In this new environment, individuals’ eco-
nomic experiences have become more hetero-
geneous, leading some to question the
relevance of class for voters’ preferences and
political behaviours. Indeed, nearly all tradi-
tional measures of class voting suggest that it
has declined in significance, as both the
absolute and relative differences between
middle and working-class voting patterns
have blurred.4 Russell Dalton has influentially
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Class voting cross-nationally: Best (2011): group size and turnout also matter



Theories of Class Dealignment I

I Embourgeoisement and mobility mean class is less relevant for
determining economic life-chances.

I But there has been increasing inequality so plenty of scope for
redistibutive politics.

I New cleavages are more important.

e.g. gender, ethnicity, public vs. private sectors
I But for Britain Clarke et al. (2004) show that net effects of

other cleavages haven’t really changed.

I “Processes of individualization deprive class distinctions of
their social identity . . . They lose their independent identities
and the chance to become a formative political force” (Ulrich
Beck)

I There has been a weakening of the relationship between class
id and party id, but not the kind of secular decline that
individualization requires (Heath et al. 2009).



Theories of Class Dealignment II

I Education and ‘cognitive mobilization’ have led to greater
issue orientation, a decline in identity based politics and a rise
in valance politics

I Elff (2007) shows that data on watching TV news, education
or discussing politics do not help explain the patterns of
change in class voting we observe.

I With more widespread media leadership effects are becoming
more important.

I But Clarke et al. (2004) seem to show that leadership effects
have always been important and haven’t grown in strength.



Rise of new value politics?

I Post-materialism is on the rise (Inglehart)

I and social democratic parties have responded to the declining
size of the working class by adapting policy platforms to
attract postmaterialist middle class voters.

I If this has caused dealignment then we should have seen
centre left parties gaining middle class postmaterialist voters
and loosing materialist working class ones over time,

I but we didn’t across seven W European countries from 1975
to 2002 (Elff 2007).

I but maybe we have since then.

I Post-materialist values of liberalism and environmentalism are
particularly strong among socio-cultural professions and their
movement to social-democratic parties broadly fits the
Inglehart argument.



Party choice explanation for change in class voting I

I Left-wing parties have responded to the decline in size of
working class and weakened the class distinctiveness of the
political choices facing the electorate by moving towards the
centre of the Left-Right ideological spectrum.

I Idea that party offerings matter for strength of class voting
goes back to Butler and Stokes (1974) and before

I The decline in class voting is a function of the party strategy
rather than the social changes. (Evans et al. (1999),
Oskarson (2005), Elff (2009) etc)

I Political Choice Matters book by Evans and de Graaf considers
this argument for various countries and comparatively, and
with an analogous argument for religious voting.

I Evans and Tilley (2017) present a broader version for GB



Party choice explanation for change in class voting II

Evans and de Graaf



Party choice explanation: Britain I

I Evans and Tilley (BJPS 2011) argued voters were only
responsive to changes in party polarization after 1974,
because that is when they became more instrumental rather
than expressive.

I Note that appealing to an increase is instrumental voting is
consistent with cognitive engagement version of the
modernisation theory they are arguing against.

I Even then there is clearly a big unexplained decline in class
voting (witness the class:post74 interaction terms in Model
3), and within the pre1974 period (compare Fig2a with Fig5).



Party choice explanation: Britain II

gap is around 35 per cent in the 1960s and reduces to under 10 per cent in the 2000s.
The gaps between manual workers and the other middle classes follow very similar trends.
Interestingly, what reduction in convergence we do see eliminates the shallow declines
between the 1970s and early 1990s and between the late 1990s and 2006. Although there is
still a noticeable decline between the 1960s and 1970, the gaps between the various
middle-class groups and the working class in 1995 are almost exactly the same as they
were in the early 1970s. What is also obvious is that the pronounced pattern of
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Fig. 2a. Predicted probability of Labour support by social class from a model including controls for other
social characteristics
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Fig. 2b. Predicted probability of Conservative support by social class from a model including controls for
other social characteristics

16 EVANS AND TILLEY

classes from that point on is removed and replaced by continuous differences in the
probability of choosing one party over the other, the implication being that, without
ideological convergence, there would have been no further class convergence in choices
between these parties over the last thirty years.

CONCLUSIONS

Though traditionally Britain has been characterized as a class-conscious society, in which
there are large divisions between classes in political attitudes and behaviour, the new
orthodoxy is that the influence of class has declined and that other factors have become
more important in structuring political choices. The reasons for this have usually been
attributed to aspects of social change that have weakened the distinctiveness of social
classes and the solidity of the class structure. We have shown, however, that the
explanatory power of this class heterogeneity approach is minimal when compared with
one that emphasizes strategic ideological convergence by the main parties. Thus, even
after controlling for changes in class heterogeneity and the impact this may have had on
party behaviour, the level of class partisanship observed in the electorate closely parallels
the extent of the main parties’ ideological convergence/polarization. Given that voter
perceptions of party difference closely track the pattern of convergence in parties’
manifestos, we can conclude that there is prima facie evidence that party positions
influence the electorate’s perceptions and, through this, the variation over time in the
political choices of the different social classes. This interpretation is further bolstered by
evidence presented by other authors of the pronounced drop in the power of left–right
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Fewer working class MPs has led to class dealignment and class turnout gap

(Heath, BJPS 2013 & 2016) I

I Political choice argument struggles to explain high class
voting in the 1960s despite low polarisation

I Descriptive representation might matter to people as well as
substantive representation

I Working class voters more likely to vote for working class
candidates

I So decline in the number of working class candidates for
Labour in Britain has led to decline in class voting a widening
of the turnout gap

thought to link social change and class dealignment, which relates to how parties have
responded to changes in the social structural composition of the electorate.40 So although the
top-down ‘political choice’ approach makes some significant advances over previous, more
sociological accounts of class voting, it also leaves a number of questions unanswered, and
suggests that there is perhaps space for further research on the topic.

Changing Party Representation of Working-Class MPs

The next task, then, is to consider social representation and examine how the social
representation of the working class within the two main parties has changed over time. If
the proportion of working-class MPs within the Labour party has declined over time,
then the social signals that the party sends voters about what group the party represents
will also have become weaker, leading to a hypothesized decline in class voting. Figure 4
depicts the changes that have taken place in the social background of Labour and
Conservative MPs over the last fifty years. Although never high compared to the
proportion of the working class in the population, the number of MPs with a background
in manual work has fallen dramatically. In 1964, 20 per cent of MPs had a working-class
occupational background, but by 2010 just 5 per cent had such a background. This
decline is almost entirely due to changes that have occurred within the Labour party,
which was traditionally expected to represent working-class people. In 1964, Labour was
not just a party for the working class, but was also substantially comprised of the working
class, with over 37 per cent of MPs coming from manual occupational backgrounds. By
2010 this fell to just under 10 per cent.
The decline in the proportion of working-class Labour MPs started in the 1980s, and

continued during Labour’s long march to the centre instigated by Neil Kinnock. This
sequencing appears to fit with the strategic incentives offered by changes in the social
composition of the electorate, and although there is not much evidence to suggest that
Labour moved to the right as the size of the working-class population in the electorate
declined, there is much clearer evidence to suggest that as the electorate became more
middle class so did the party representatives.
One obvious consideration is therefore to what extent variations in the social

representation of the working class in political parties is actually a cause (rather than a
response) to class voting. The core hypothesis in this article is that differences in social
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40 See Kitschelt 1994.
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Fewer working class MPs has led to class dealignment and class turnout gap

(Heath, BJPS 2013 & 2016) II

I Some evidence at constituency level and also working-class
Labour candidates associated with greater perceptions that
the party is left wing

I However, danger of
I correlation due to trending phenomena (working class

candidates and both weakening class voting and widening class
turnout gap)

I selection bias at the constituency level (Labour fielding
working class candidates in the most working class and Labour
constituencies)



Fewer working class MPs has led to class dealignment and class turnout gap

(Heath, BJPS 2013 & 2016) III

I Also, not actually much change in working class support for
Labour instead of Conservative until 2015

as can be seen by the narrowing of the gap between the lines in Figure 1. The probability
gap between the salariat and the working class voting Labour rather than Conservative
has declined from over 0.4 in the 1960s to just 0.1 in the 2000s. The gaps between the
other middle classes (routine non-manual and petty bourgeois) and the working class
follow similar, though somewhat less pronounced, trends. However, the pattern is not one
of steady decline. During the early period there is little evidence of class dealignment, and
the pattern appears to be one of ‘trendless fluctuation’,38 but since the 1980s there seems
to have been a distinct convergence between the classes, a pattern that is often attributed,
at least since the 1990s, to New Labour’s ideological repositioning.

Changing Party Positions on Left-Right Ideology

It is often claimed that the Labour party moved to the centre of the ideological spectrum
in response to the changing social composition of the electorate and the shrinking of its
core support base in the manual sector. From Figure 2 we can clearly see that the size of
the working-class population has steadily declined since the 1960s, while the size of the
middle-class population has steadily increased. Since the early 1980s the middle classes
have overtaken the working classes in terms of size, and since 1987 the middle classes have
comprised more than 50 per cent of the electorate. These demographic changes would
appear to provide a clear incentive to the Labour party to broaden its appeal among
middle-class voters – particularly, one would think, since the middle class overtook the
working class as the largest occupational group in the electorate.
However, there is little evidence to support this claim. Whereas the size of the working

class has steadily shrunk over the last fifty years, there has not been a corresponding
shift toward the right by the Labour party. Figure 3 shows how the main parties in Britain
have shifted their left-right policy positions over the last half-century. During the first
part of the period there was little difference between the Conservative and Labour
positions, but – somewhat contrary to the expectations of the strategic incentives
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Fig. 1. Probability of voting Labour vs. Conservative by class, 1964–2010. Source: BES 1964–2010

38 See Heath, Evans, and Payne 1995; Heath, Jowell, and Curtice 1985.
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Fewer working class MPs has led to class dealignment and class turnout gap

(Heath, BJPS 2013 & 2016) IV

and the class turnout gap only widening since 2005.
I but most of the decline in working class MPs done by 1997



Evans and Tilley (2017) The New Politics of Class I

I Puts all of the above issues together and makes a broader
argument about the decline of class politics, not just voting,
in Britain

I Looks at class voting as a percentage of the electorate (not
just voters) to show that the main story is the collapse of
Working Class turnout for Labour since Blair.



Evans and Tilley (2017) The New Politics of Class II

Figure 7.1 Percentage voting Labour



Evans and Tilley (2017) The New Politics of Class III

I They attribute this not just to Labour’s move to the centre
and declining numbers of working class MPs, but also to
changes in the extent to which Labour are seen as the party of
the working class and politics is talked about in class terms in
the media.

I They make a compelling case that major differences in
economic life chances between the middle and working classes
persist, along with class identification and distinct policy
preferences, and so dealignment is not due to the decreasing
social relevance of class.



Comments on Evans and Tilley (2017) I

I Sub-title of the book is “The Political Exclusion of the British
Working Class” but this might be going too far:

I Labour policies remain more beneficial for the working class
than those of the Conservatives.

I And, as they argue, now that the working class is a minority,
Labour have to chase middle class votes to win.

I It is still not quite clear why class voting was so strong during
the post-war consensus when the Conservatives, as the party
of the minority middle class, had to chase working class voters
and maintained nationalised industries and high tax rates on
the rich.



Comments on Evans and Tilley (2017) II

I Given their argument, there is a puzzle as to why the middle
classes did not abandon the Tories in the 1950s in the way
that the working class has apparently given up on Labour
since the 1990s.

I Perhaps, as Butler and Stokes (1974) argued . . .
I High turnout in the 1950s was maintained by strong class and

partisan identification
I Tories achieved a positive reputation for economic management

I So, valence politics and the decline of party identification is
probably also part of the story behind recent working class
abstention.

I Also note that the 2008 financial crisis damaged New
Labour’s reputation for economic management and hurt the
working class most.

I Signs of declining working class Labour voting in 1970, 1979
and 2010 after economic crises under Labour governments



Party choice explanation for decline in class voting
elsewhere

I For US, increasing polarization of parties might help explain
increasing alignment of voters by income in recent years
(Bartels 2008), but Weakliem (in Evans and de Graaf 2013)
finds that change in polarisation does not explain changing
patterns of class voting in US.

I Jansen et al (Social Science Research, 2013) look
cross-nationally and argue that polarisation (from CMP data)
explains most of the changes in class voting (in line with Elff
(2007)) but that there is still an unexplained linear decline.

I This partly because no systematic decline in polarisation.
Jensen et al (in Evans and de Graaf 2013) argue that
increasing education helps explain the trend.



Conclusion

I Class is strongly related to economic and social welfare.

I The state has some power to increase or reduce the inequality.

I There is a popular perception that class is not as important as
it once was, either absolutely or in politics.

I There is a debate about whether the changing role of class in
electoral politics seems is mainly the product of the choice the
parties offer to voters.


