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This paper-exarines some=rf the .developnents -in.recent years of key notions
in stratificaticn theory. Ve begin by briefly reviewing the initial develop-
ment of these: concepts ih the work of Marx and léber, ancd go on to discuss
their development under the impact of such potions as the alleged divorce of
_lownership! from 'control! ‘in modern 1ndustry, and the postulated emergence
of a new, 'affluent'! working class, - Our dscusszon of these latter aspects
will revolve, in the first instaznce, around the work of Ralph ‘Dahrendorf,

. and in the second instance, around the work of Goldthorpe and Lockwood.
. | I - ;
Although, as many commentators have pointed out, the whole of Marx's
- corpus can be seen-.as an extended examlnatlon; in one aspect cr another of
the notion of 'class', there is a certain irony in the fact that Harx died '
just as he had embarked upon his first systematlc expos1t10n of the concept,
in the 52nd chapter of the’ third volufe of - Canital, Dahrendorf's resolution *
is to reconstruct that chapter with excerpts taken from all phases of harx's
worke As a postulated reconstruction of the ldst’ chaoter of Cagztal, one's
response - -to that exerc1ae rust perhaps ‘be determlred by one's position in the
'one Marx' debate. A final chapter of Capital . ccntalnlng quotatl ons from
The German Ideology may perhaps prove less than sat1sfactory to those who
speak in terms of 'epistemological ruptures! in Marx's work, and who lay
great stress on the 1mportance and 'sclent1f1c' nature of the work of. the
'‘mature! Marx.... Lo -

None the-less; in: the absence of a systenatlc account, we have to examine
Farx's work.for an ‘immanent tﬁeory of class Although (as Ossowski has
demonstrated) Marx uses. the notion of class in different .vays, the usual
interpretation of Marx's concept is that classes are breated by and defined

-with respect to.the relatlonuhlps of groups to the mode of production in
society - an’'econodic! .conception of class.

The lead'is usually taken from the famous pgssaoe 1n Marx s 1859 Freface
to 2 Contribution to the: Crlthue “of Polltlcai uconogx. .

o f

"In the social #roduction which men carry on, they enter into
definite relations that are 1ndlspersable .and _independent of
stbeir will; these: relatlons of nroauctlon correspond to a-

definite stage of' development of the1r material powers of pro-
duction. The totality of these relations of production constitutes
the economic structure of society = the real foundation upon which
‘legal and political supe: structures arise aLu to which definite
"forms of social consciousness correspond. The node of production
of material lifedetermines the general charucter of the social,
pol1t1cal and- Splrxtual procesves of llfe." :

As Rex points out, however, ** position 1n.re1atlohship to the memns of
production is for Marx a necessary but not a sufficiont condition for class
fornation. True classes only emerge in the process of political struggle,

T RS
cormmn .

* R Dahrendorf, C ass_and Class Conf11ct in an deustr1a1 Socxetz, Routledge,
Ke_,an &..P(..UI 1%9, PPe" 9 - 180 )

** John Rex, Key Problems in SOCiOlOglCul Theorz,'houtledge, Kegan & Paul, 1961,
Pa- 1’10‘ ]
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through which a class acquires political consciousness, thereby ceasing
to be a 'class-in-itself! and becoming a 'class-for-itself'!, l!Marx explains
the dlstlnct1on in The Poverty of Phlloso Shy': e

a "*conlmlc condztlons had -in the f1rst nlece transformed the mass

Ve " of the people into workers. The domination of capital created

"‘the common SLtuatlon and cormion interests of this class. -Thus,
‘thls pass is already a . class in relation to. .capital,, but not

. yet a class for. 1tself. The interests which it defends become
class intcrests. But the strugg le.bctween classes is. a polit-
ical struggle," *

- Ye shell not, in this paper, further pursue the complex and difficult
questzon of the relatlonshlp of !'class' and 'class consciousness!. in the
work both of Marx and of Subsequent Marxists, : :

Jhat sbould e noted, perhaps, arc some of the criticisms. vh1ch have been
made of the harxzot theory of class. Thesc. are considered to be particularly

;“'acute 1n any attemnpt to apply a relat1ve1y simple model of harx's concepts

to eresent-uay soc1ety. Yhilst it is generally agreed that Harx's: descriptive
analys1s ‘holds good for nlneteenth-century capitalist society,it is argued
“that the cynam1c (some would say, prahetic) aspects of hzs analysis have
failed to account for concrete historiczal. developnents” in ‘class structure,

and are conceptually 1nadequate in relation to present-day class structure.
These objections have been noted most cogcntly bty Birnbaus. They are: =

. 1.. The failure of the 'pauperxsatlon thesis; .
240 The emergence of new median strata in Jestern societies =
. E d1fferent from those observed by Marx; : :

v 34 "The' oroblems raised by the concentration of oronerty, and the
R ""d1vergence between 'ownershlp' and 'control! in rodern 1ndustry,
'y  the probleus raised by stratification in the 'State Capitalist

societies;
, . Se The vroblens raised by the existence of the 'global proletarlat'
< . of the Third Yorld; the relationship of. imperialism and the
conpradores-'the -relatiorisiip of ‘the 'national bourgeoxsze' and
the proletar1at in natlonal.llber“tlon struggles. -

Yeber's notlon of class, formulated 1n responsc to. the Marxist concept
is more accessible to use Uebcr tells us .that. we may speak of a 'class
when. . ' ) PR - ) ;o
'”1. a nunber of neople have in, cormon - sPec1f1c conponents of their
llfe-chances in so far as. - ‘.
2, th1s componcnt is’ represented exclus1vely by economic intcrests
in the. posse551on of goods-and opportunities for income and
3. is représented under the ‘conditions of the commodlty or labour
markets." *xx : :

R I
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. T. Bottomore & h. Ruber, Karl Mayx: Selected Jritings in Sociology and Social

Philosophy, Pelican, 1956, 1961, 1963, p. 195.

. Horman Birnbaun "The Cr1sxs Jinc Marxlst Socxology", 5001a1 °esearch, Vol. 35,
No.z, 1958 . e |

- *f* H, Gerth & C. Vright Mills, Prom. Max weber,,_aouuedge, Hbogan’ 2 paul’ paper=

back, p. 181,
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Like Marx's concept, therefore, Veber's concept of class is an econoaic
.. ones Rex suggests (og.cit. Pe 138)that Weber's def1n1t1on can -be -different=
o 1ated fron Marx's in three ways. - - . T
"1, that he 1nc1udes situatlons other than those arxs1ng from
' the differential relationship to the means of productlon
. (eege ownershlp of domestic: buildings)e - .
' 2,  that in the case of the latter he recognises a greater °
o variety, of relationshlps to: the means of production (e.ge-
" he says. ‘that- they may be dlfferentlated according to the ‘\
" U kdmds -of setvices ofTféred; and later distinguishes between’
~small and large landowhership. For Marx, landowmers and
... Wage-earners constitute single. groups)s and’ S
3¢ . that people's class situat1ons differ according.to the -
. meanzng that they can &@nd do give - to the ut111zat1on of
their property" : ’ : . St
In The Blackceatedeorker, David Lockwood has crystallised some of these
" distinctions by inting.out that a division can be.made within Weber's
notion of 'class' between !the market situation' and 'the work situation':

-

. What Lockwood ceans by this (which Rinciman fails ‘to make clear in his
section on the theoryin Social Science_and.Political Theory)y is that the
- tern 'market’ 51tuet10n' includes a number of criteria, -such .as bargaining

- powery: Jdb secur1ty, and relatxve social riobility « over and’ above the
“initial simple relutlonshlv of . the - individual to -the means: of productlon in
:terms of ownerehlp of capltal or the. supply of. labour. St :

Slmllarly, the term 'work sxtuatlon refers to: the Ehzsical location
and environment of the place of work. Thus, Lockwood's explanation of the
endurlng nature of 'false consciousness! amongst clerical workers is nade
in terms of an empirical analysis of the.differences, both within the 'market
situation' and the 'work situatjon! of.clerical® workers vis~a-vis the manual

worker. The explanation is not, as Runciman seems to imply, derived only
from differences in the fwork situation' with both groups enjoying sinilar
opportunities in the fmarket situation!, That is to say that although sone

of the explanatlon is to be _sought in the:physical environment of cler1ca1
workers: that they are more fragmented and work in -smaller groups than™
shop-floor workers, that thelr vork. brings them into closer contact ‘with
management, and so on - there are also difforences in 'market situatlon' be=
tween clerical and manual workers: as Lockwocd puts 1t. - -

...although he shares the propertyles status of the manual
yorker, ‘the clerk has never -been strictly !'proletariant' in
terms of income, job security and occupatlonal mobillty".'
(1958, Po 20’.&) "

-To return, hOWeGer, to Veber's original formulations. After delineating
his concept of 'class' Weber goes hn to distinguish: -

...1n contraat to ‘the purely economlcally determlned fclass
. situation'" an added dimension which he calls a 'status situation?,
‘and which he defines as: .
Wevery typical component of the life fate of men that is deter-
nined by a specific positive or negative social estlmatxon of
prcstlge" . (Gerth &, Mllls, Pe. 187). .o« s

C- - ce e -'-~
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. Ueber clarifles ‘this dlst1nct10n by snggestihg~that classes ‘are "stratified
in terms of productlon and the acquisition of goods; and status groups in

terms of consumption. As Runciman puts it: -
"The members of your class-are those wﬁb'éharé your location in
the processes. of productlon, distribution-and exchange; the
members of your status group are those vho share your style of

¢+ life and your relative position in terms of social estimation and
prestxge." (Soc1a1 Sc1ence & Pol1t1ca1 Theogz, pe 139)

- It can read11y be seen that this dcf1n1t1cn of 'status! provides us with
problems of !'subjective evaluation'. ' In fact we might say in summary of
this section:that both Marx's ‘and Weber's formulatlons rresent us with '
difficulties in our attempts to use themxés tools in the exploration of
rmodern social structure. ¥here Marx's formulation (at least, that formulation
in popular usage} is frequently unambiguous but unreveallng, Weber's nore
corplex tools are richer in their attenpt to do Justlce to the- complexltles
of systems of soc1a1 stratlflcatlon, but frequently prove amblguous 1n "concrete
T usages . g

Before ve - flnally leave this sectionzon' Weber, we wish ‘to correct a
oisunderstanding which has arisep throught.a mlstranslatlon of ieber! s
-terminology. The tltle of Bendix and L1pset s anthology Class, Status and
Power has caused people to credit ¥Weber with those three concepts, ‘as three
dimensions of his system of stratification. Strictly speaking, ‘leber dld not
dlstlngulsh three dimensicns of stratification at all. He dlStlﬂgUlShed three
dinensions of ‘'power'!: namely, those of the economic, status and 'legal'

(for which read: Vpolitical') orders. These dimensions are 1nhab1ted by three
entities, vize: classes, status—groups and: parties, reSpectzvely. .The problen
has arisen because.the tern 'partyl has to be interpreted in a'much broader

- meaning. than is- raccarded in eveéryday- usage. The get-out has been to translate
the third -term as- 'power!, -thereby obscuring the fact that the whole of ‘eber's
theory refers to differential allocation.of different dimensions of pp{er.

" We have already seen how,'ln the work of ‘Lockwood, a refinement of Weberian
_analysis-has been used:to_ tackle what is distimtively a Marxist problematic
~ the nature “of “false consclousnesg. This interaction between Marxlst and
_ ¥Weberian analysis can be seen as plalnly, if less productlvelv,ln the work
.. - of Dahrendor€. *

- . . . - o . .a

Dahrendorf beglns hiz essay, as we mentioned above, with an attenpt to
reconstruct liarx's notion of -'class?!, This concept is important to Bah rendorf,
not. because. of. any slavish desire to perpetuate Marx's. theory of class in its
entireity (rather, he is intent on tearing the heart omt: of 1t, as we shall
see)s On the contrary, Dahrendorf is concerned with-Marx's theory only in so
far as he believes that certaxn aspects have a heurlstlc value. .As he himself
sputs its e o el e oD i .

o ) - P . . i

"To use the misleadidg‘terﬁelbf modefﬁ seciology, the heuristic
purpose of the concept of class.was for lMarx not, tstatic', but
'dynamlc', not 'descriptive’, but.‘'analytical!.”.(p. 19)
' . e s . RV S PR PR

.

. Ralph Da.hrendorf, Class ahd Class Conflict” in Indnstrial 5001ety, 1957,
: Routlelge, Kegan and Paul 1959,
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What Dahrendorf is. assert1ng here is that the heurlst1c value of the
Marxist theory of class lies in the fact that it is focusséd upon the
processes of change in society. DBeing fanalytic' rather than 'descriptive',
it avoids the subordlnatxon of the category of 'funct1on' to that of
._"structure" LARRTI. ; . SRR

ﬂMarx never fell 'into the trap of .abandaing the problem of change out of
¢! fagcination with the beauty of his structural model, His subject was

' social change, and the.category of social structure was no nmore than a
tool with which to tackle this elusive and intriCate'problem" (p. 124)

Similarly with the d1st1nct10n between a.'static! and a 'dynamic' node
of analysis. Whilst recognising that Parsons is himself aware of the necessity
of deaking with change, Dahrendorf denies that Parsons!' notion of 'dynamic anae
lysis? actually allows him to do this adequately. According to:Dahrendorf,
. structural-functionallsm accounts for change withln ‘the ‘'social systenm

~. primarily by reference ‘to the system s ‘adaptation to’ exogenous, environ-

" rental conditions - thereby ignoring the fact that the social system jtself

. contains items which are far from being of an integrative nature-ané vhich

. by their disruptive act1v1ty can, and do, lead to the supercedence of the old
~swﬂ&u* - S : - S

Dahrendorf believes that this 1nadequacy of stuuctural-funct1ona1 theory
derives from what he deéscribes as its "more or less deliberate 1dent1flcation
of organlc and soc1a1 structuros or systems" As he says. - :

"Structural-functlonal ana1y31s as 1t stands today, fails to
. explain. problens of ‘change because it does not accourit for the
peculiar social as opposed to organic structures. It does not
look for the dynamic variables that, though operating within
. given structures, are in pr1nc1p1e independent of thexr (constructed)
' funct1ona1 1ntegration." (p. 123) : e

Marx s 1mportance does not lie’ merely'zn his focus upon change, howevere
For Dahrendorf, equally important is, firstly, Marx's focus upon conflict
groups as the forces that make for that change = and, secondly = Marx's'twvo=
class! model of conflict. As we have seen already, Dahrendorf lays stress
on Marx's theory of class as an 'analytic' rather than a 'descriptive! model,
and it is in thxs sense that he defends the dzchotomous model. As he himself
puts it R

...any theory of conf11ct has to ope:ate with somethlng 11ke a
two=class model. -There are but two contending parties -~ this is
implied in the very notion of conflict, There may be coalitions,
of course, as there may be conflicts'internal to either of the

o . contenders, and there may be groups that are 'not drawn into a

‘v 7 . . given disputej but from the point of view of a given clash of
.interests, there are never more than two pos1tions that struggle
_ffor domlnatlon." (p. 126) o

So far, therefore, Dahrendorf has follwwad. Marx in postulat1ng the need
for a theory of class which functions as a tool of. 'dynanic analysist, rather
than as-a static, descriptive analysis of social strata per se; an analysis

- m———

* For Parsons, see bibliography.
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that is, which focuses upon the dynamics of change in society; an analysis,
., furthermore, whzch postulates 1nter-group conflict as. being the essential
_ agenf of- change; Land. f1nally, an analytlcal model of confllct based. upon a
e not;an of a. slmple dichctomy of 1nterest groups..; Ty :Q ;.~.;;"1

W- DR
'

At that p01nt, Dahrendorf laaves Marx for good. Most notably he departs
from Marx in his definition of a 'class's ¥here, for Marx,. the determinent
of class: pos1t10n lay in the relatlonshxps to private property in the neans

.. of produ:t;on, such an’ ana1y31s does not, . for Dahrendorf, retain.its analytical
' value once the hlstorlcal fact has been accepted that in, modern industrial
soc1ety, 'ownersh;p of the means of productzon has become dxvorced from
. "control's ‘ . -

Dahrendorf deflnes 'cap1ta11sm' and 'capltalxst' soc1ety strlctly in terus
of "the union of private owndrshlp and factual control of the instruments of
prodUction" (p. L0), and thereby subsumes 'capitalist sogiety! under,a more
general category of '1ndustr1“1 society'. whzch is character;sed s;mply by |

_ "mechan;sed commodlty productlon in factorles and enterpr1ses. ; (locs cit.)

~4ij?~' “On the basis of th;s famllzar rGV1szonxst argument - that capztallsm is
R not only not what 1t once was, but is not even capitalism anymére '~ 'Dahreéens
dorf naturally decides that wmince Marx's definition of class vas based upon
the econonic relationships which existed only in 'cap;tallst soc1ety' that
defxnitzon 1t8e1f 15 due for rev1sxon.

. N E '<.‘ .
~ -t Sl - R Lo AN ‘
Dahrendorf s solution is drastic: he defines class as being independent of
property,. economic relat1onships, and social stratification, -He achieves.

this by defining class in terms of "the exerclse of, or exclusion fron
authorityb"' - .

v

"The authorxty structure of entzre woc1eties as well as particular
institutional orders within societies (such as. 1ndustry) isy in

- terms of the theory here advanced, the structural determinant

.of class formatlon and class conflict.”" (p.. 136)

. . ‘On this basis, of courSe, Dahrendorf is turn;ng Marx on his head._ Vhere,
: for harx, author1ty was only a special case of property, for Dahrendorf the
. reversa becomes true* T SR ‘ .

"NControl over the means of production is but a special case of
authority, and the connection of control with legal property
~an incidenta}l phenomenon of the industrialising societies of
. Burope and the United States." (p. 137)

- In other w0rds, Dahrendorf has shlfted the focus of analysis to the type
of social relationsh1ps 1nherent in the notion of autbor1ty. Thus, ven where
he allows that ‘economic classes' might exist as a.special case of the )
-phenomenon of; Qlass, they do .§0 by virtue of. the authority relationships that
exist in economic’ organisations - not by virtue of. the property relationships
per_see Thus, Dahrendorf is able to claim that for. him: "Classes are neither
prlmarlly, nor at all economic grouplngs." . .

P . . . P . S | ere
" L. e ‘ T R R
- - - * . - B . .
o T L . ot . . o et T
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Dahrendorf goes further to maintain that an analytic distinction must be
made between classes as authorzty groups and the system of social stratxfication.

Social strata, it is ma1nta1ned, are categories of persons hierarch1ca11y differ=-

entiated in terms of access to social rewards - chiefly income and prestige.
Now Dahrendorf is perfectly prepared to admit that, emplrzcally, there is

. "a significant indirect-connection', "a part1a1 parallellsm" even, between

classes as he has defined then, and the divisions of soc1a1 stratif1cat10n.

But this. partial parallelism arises, of course, because of the confusing

tendency of - the possess1on of autho:zty to be accompanled by h1gh 1ncome and

high prestige. _

."Thus", he says, [M'there. is in most societies a tendential, -
if not unequivocal, correlation ‘between: ‘the distribution of

. authority. and the system of soc1a1 rewards that underlies '

. stratification. In this sense, ‘but only .in this sense, ‘the
partial parallelism between the lines of class division and
those of: social stratification may be an empirical fact,

One might go.further and regard this parallellsm as, probable,

- as.it could be argued that a certain’ correspondence between
-people's share in authorlty and in social rewards in general
is a .functional 1npera*1ve of relatively stable SOC1et1es,

. "But", he adds, backing away quickly, ‘"no parallelisn between
between -structures of class and stratification ean be ’
postulated. Classes can be, identical with stnata, they can
unite several strata thhln them, ‘and their structure can’

Ceut’ right through the hlerarchy of strat1f1cat10n." (p.iéo)

Hévxng defined 'class' 1n~terms of author1ty, therefore, Dahrendorf goes
. on to explaln what he mains by 'class confllct' in terms of 1ndustria1 soclety.

. He first of all. proposes that two (meta—) theories of socxety can be
dxstlngu1shed in modern sociological thought. The first of theée is 'the
Jintegration theory: of .society!',. ‘examplified chiefly in the'work of Talcott .
Parsons. In Dhhfendorf's formulatlon, thls uheory is based upon the followlng -
four assumpt1ons. - , ' . ) _ I

";1._;Every society is a relatlvely pers1stent, stable structure >
: of elenents, o : ~
2. . Every:society is a we11-1ntegrated structure of‘elements,
. 3e . Every elecment in society has a- functzon, 1.e. renders a.
. contribution to its maintenancé as’ a systen, ,
L; Every functioning social structure is based on a consensus i
" of values amongst 1ts members." (p. 161) A‘ - : f
In contra-d;stinctlon to th1s, Dahrendorf postulates the'coercion theory
of .society', which maintains that: - .
- " 1, Every society is at every p01nt subJect to processes of
changej social change is ubiquitous.
2, Every society displays at every poxnt dlssensus and conflict;
- social confllct is ubxqultous _
3+ Every elenent in a soc1ety renders a contrlbut1on to 1ts dis=-
" integration and change : : <
4, Every society is based upon the coerc;on of some of its
nembers by others.” (p. 162): ‘

1Y

Although Dahrendorf_himself:operétes_within the 'coercion theory of

“society', it is.important to point out that he explicitly denies any attempt

to.do away with 'the integration ‘theory of society's Although mutually ex-
clusxve in their assumptlons, hs clalns, both theorles arp valig. but partial

R .
.-

R . N : . . AL » L .
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models of soc1a1 realxty.\ The soclologi st needs to choose betueen them only
for the explanation of spec1f1c problems. Socxety, ofr Dahrendorf, is Janus-

headed. R P

. "x-.‘.'..#
T ;

Dahrendorf's present concern, however, is the explanatlon of structural
changes in terms of group conflict, and in pursult -of- thxs a1m he further

sharpens his. analytical tools. m;o, ,A- ,‘;,

"'; .

Thus, 'Authority' is def:ned in terms of Max déber's defin1t1on as’ "the
‘probability that a command with a given specific -content will be obeyed by a
given.group of persons';. and Dahrendorf also takesover Weber's concept of an
'impera tively coordinated association', which exists in so far as its members
are; by . vxrtue of a prevaxlxng order, subgect to author1ty relat;ons.

Dahrendorf also talks in terms of 'qua51-groups' whose nembers share
1dent1cal latent 1nterests (which are unrecognised role-expectations) and
contrasts these.quasi~groups with '1nterest groups! which are: defined in
terms of collect1v1t1es of 1nd1v;duals shar1ng 'manifest' (1.e. recognised)
1nterests.,; e o 4.»m :

Bulldlng upon thxs, Dahrendorf g1ves us a worklng model of 'soc1a1 class!
deflned as 'being “such- organlsed or unorganlsed collectivities of individuals
‘as ‘ahare man1fest or latent 1nteres$s arising.from and related to the authority
structure of 1mperat1ve1y coordinated associations. "It follows from the
def;nltlons of latent and nanifest 1nterests “that- social classes are always
confllct groups's  (p. 238) ,

Thus, vhat Dahrendorf has aatvaged from Marx is a focﬁs upon conflict
" as the universal agent of social change, and an insistence that in any
confllct situation there are only two sides of:the‘question. By defining
lclass' 1n terms of. 'author1ty' however, and: by rooting his notion.of .

: author:ty in discrete social associations, he is.in effect forced' into: ‘the

posxtzon of. saying that two classes exist,.in conflict, in.every single
"authority situation in socxety, In other words, every society contains

just twice as many sociel classes as it contains 'imperatively coordinated
_associations', The reductio ad absurdum of this approach, . of course, is N
“that ‘it leads one to claim that different menmbers of the same fanily can belong
to different social classes, and .even that, in so far -as any given individual
belongs, in dlfferent relationships to authority, to different ‘'imperatively
coord1nated assoc1at1ons', so he belongs to dlfferent soc1a1 classes.

- RO . - - . ) R . . . N A ' . ‘3

Having examined, through Dahrendorf's work, one major. aspect of the
controversies- which have arisen 'in relation to post-Marxzst theories of
fclass'! « namely that arlsxng from changes in the patterns of ‘ownership ‘and
control of industry - we shall now turn to the controversy ‘which has surrounded
the notion of the so-cilled  Ynew working'class! = the post-war 'affluent
. -worker's;: -and we shall begin by exam1n1ng the competlng not1ons of fembour- .
geozsement' and 'convergence' :

SR

In a paper published in 1963 *, Goldthorpe and Lockwood argued that the
then current notions of - 'embourge01sement' ** implied three essumptions about

- EPRR SINLd L
' e M . St . - R :
o ! P L

3‘;' J H. Goldthorpe & D. Lockwood,'“Affluence and the Brltish Class Structure"

Soc1ologica1 Review-'il, 1, July 1963, o t,u L P

uw’ Goldthorpe & Lockwood argue that the tem 'enbourgeo1sement' ig 1nappropr1ate,
failing, as it does, to maintain the distinction between the bourgeoisie and
the niddle class.
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Lwhat was happenlng to some sections of the. working class. These :were, f1rstly,
“that the’ standard of 11v1ng for soue members of the. working class was rising

fsuf¢ic1ent1y "to place then on a level with’ at least the lower strata of the

niddle class', Secondly, ‘that these workers were, also "acqulring new soc1a1
perspectives and new norms of behaviour which .are nore characterlstzc of

.middle class than working class groups." And thirdly,"that these same workers

were becomlng assimilated into middle claos groups on terms . of secial equality
in ‘both formal and jinformal social relatlons."r (p. 136)- :

Goldthorpe and Lockwood characterzse these three assunptlons as referring
respectlvely to the ‘econom1c' 'normativeé'! and’ 'relatlonal' aspects of class,

They go on to suggest, in effect, that proponents- of the 'embourge01se-

?ment’ thesis rest their arguments on observations about changes .in the eco=-

nomic aspects of class stratification, from which they assume corresponding
changes in the normative aspects of class. Thus, they quote Zwexg as advancing

~the clain that large sections of the worklng class population are finding

themselves Yon the mnove towards new middle~class values and mxddle-class

‘exzstence" *, whilst fa111ng to draw the conclusion from h1s own research

that these same workers exhibit few signs of hav1ng adopted middle-class

: relatxonal attrlbutes, such as mutual visiting and ‘the like." (p. 142)

Speaklng in purely economic terms, Goldthorpe and Lockwood accept that s0

' far as income levels and ownership of consumer durables are concerned,

“many manual workers have achieved economic parity, at least, with many

" members of the lower strata within the middle class" Sgeaking in the broader

Veberian terms of 'life-chances' however, they point out that considerable
dlfferences still exist between manual and non-nanual employment in terms of
Jjob securlty and such occupat1ona1 fringe benefits as renulons schemes.

.-—More importantly, they point out that not only do manual, workers have. less

opportunlty for enjoying upward occupational mobility, but that since the shift

;~r~towards ‘achieved' occupational role allocation on the basis of educational

attainoent has taken. place, the opportunity for ranual workers to achieve

‘\promot;on beyond 'supervisory'! leval is clearly declining in modern industry.

One might add that if a sufficient number of university graduatea take the
advxce of their appointments officers to "lower their 51ghts" in the current
slack labout market, and take’ jobs at a superv1sory level in 1ndustry, this
trend is likely not only to harden but actually to be 1ns»1tutlona11sed, as
personnel recruitment officers begin to expect foremen's jobs to be filled
with people with graduate qualificationse.

With respect to the 'relational! aSpects of'cless, Goldthorpe and Lockwood
quote a number of contemoorary studies suggesting that a narked decree of
segregation exists between manual and non-panuzl workers in terns of housing,

>

informal ‘neighbourhood groups,-local clubs’ and societies, and so on., Runciman

"takes up the point that even if material acquisition by the working class is

d1fference between manual and non-manual workers" *k

- to be regarded as status-seek1ng' - a desire to be regarded as being middle

_class - rather than. a purely instrumental desire to obtain useful consumer
“durables, this by no means indicates that members of the 'objectively-defined®
' middle class will actually confirm the definition. Indeed, citing Villmott

and Young's study in Woodford, Runciman remarks that "it is just such things
as these vhich nake the middle closs-more anxious to preserve the status

T

'*‘ F. Zweig, The Wbrker in an Affluent Soc1ety, 1961, p. ix.’ See also ppe 116

119,
* & J.G. Runcxman,"'Embourgeoxsement', Self-Rated Claso end Party Preference",
Sociological Review; 12, 2, 1964. pp. 138 £ff,
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It is, however, on changes in the attltudlnal and normatzve aspects of
class, “that Goldthorpe and Lockwood see the 'embourge01sement' thesis mainly

Briefly to summarise their argument, they criticise the

evidence that has been brought forward for these changes on, two grounds.
Flrstly, that field studies on the 'new work;ng class' have generally been .
carried out either in tprogressive! firms in expandlng and. prosperous- industries,
' or alternat1ve1y, 'in_new housing developments in new estates or satellite

-towns,

They first of all question the 'generallsabillty' of these studies,

and secondly, they question whether or not the findings indicate not so nmuch
ani aspiration to changing c1rcunstances of pre-exzstlng,1'trad1t10nal' modes
of working class life,

' grounds.

k[ The second form of ev1dence for normative changes amongstthe worklng class
is that whidh has arisen-fron opxnlon polls and attitude surveys. Goldthorpe
and Lockwood regard these findings as be;ng grossly suspect on methodological

They point out, for instance, that 'self=-ratings' on.class continua

vary enormously according to how open-ended the questionnaire may be; whether,
arid which sets of class cateﬁorlsatlons are offered may elicit entirely differe

ent reoponses.

#urthermore, they argue, the ‘subjective! meaning of class

categorlsatlon is generally ignored by pollsters.» fny given number:of: people
who rate themselves as 'middle class! may have between them a veritable ple-
- thora of subgect;ve understand1ngs of what they mean.by the middle class =
meanings which are not taken into account by the pollster in the subsequent
evaluatlon of his materlal. ) : - :

e

Y

~.

Bearlng all these factos in mlnd, Goldthorpe and Lockwood offer us a
forumllsatlon of the process which they feel . should be investicated in'any
attempt to prove the . ’emuourge01senent' thes1s. "It is en error!", they point

- out, "to take up a naive econonic determlnxsm, as ‘some vriters appear to have
done, and to regard working class progperity-as providing in itself-a sufficient
basis for embourge01sement."(p. 149). Rather,. they see the process as being

a Y"specific form of a general proce ss by which-individuals are attached to and

detached from social groups." Tak;ng their lead from liertonian reference

group theory, (without. Ain any way linking reference group analysis to {!Mertoniant

functlonallst theory), they argue that the process of embourgeoisement must

proceed through. three dlstlnct phases: . :

lla.

b.

“Vhen working class persons are in Some way notivated to

reject working class norms and are exposed to, and come
to identify with the norms of middle class groupsj

when they are able, furthermore, to resist the pressure

" to conformity within their working class Lembership

groups, either by w1thdraw1ng from then o;.as_a result
of these groups for some reason or other losing their
coheszveness and thus thelr cortrol over 1nd1v1duals-

vwhen thc1r are genu1ne opportunlvles for: them of gaining

.acceptance into the middle class groups to whxch they

asplre to belong.U\ (p.- 150) vl

For Goldthorpe and Lockwood, therefore, the process of eebourgeoxsement

involves, firstly, the 'traditional worker! shifting from an integrated position
in his occupational membership group to a position as a 'privatised worker!,
isolated from his membership group, but still retaining his normative identific-
ation with the working class. he second shift is one in which the privatised

- worker shifts his normative identification to -that ‘of “a middle class reference

groupe.

In so far as he has yet to 1ntegrate hlmself W1th hlS normat1ve refer=
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. ence group, however, hé remains 'isolated' and is caaracterised as being
'soc1a11y aspiring's The consunmatxon of embourgecisement takes place when
.the aspzrant worker actually nanages to 1ntegrate himself with the group fronm

,_Mwhlch_he takes his ndrmative identification, Gold*horpe and Lockwood character-
AR ise tn1s 1nd1v1dua1 as the tazsinmilated worker'

Given this formalisation of the embourgeoisement thesis, Goldthorpe and
Lockwood argue that the model reveals certain defects and crudities in the
assumptions which the thesis contains. In the first place, the notion of
- Yassinilation' implies that the new working class' is moving into a riiddle
class life~style and set of norms which is homogenuous and statice Hovever,
‘they argue, "it ip clear that ,tratlflcatlon amongst the middle classes is
highly developed. Rather than postulate that some sections of the working
clags are adopting 'midale class' notions of ‘individualisa' tout court, the

authors argue that the process s tould be v1ewed as one of 'convergence’ .be=
tween certain manual working class groups, and certain 'vhite collar' groupse
the individualism of the latter being as attenuated (through the developnent
of activzst whlte-collar unlons) as the 'collectivisa' of the. former.

_ The fconvergence! thesxs, then, postulates a sh1ft on the part of the

neéw working ¢lass' from 'solidaristic collectivisa! - (collect1v1 sm Seen as
an end in itself) to 'instrumental collectivism'! (collectivism seéen as a
‘means to- largely private ends). The corresponding shift:. amcngst the white-
collar niddle class is from the 'radical individualism' of the middle class,
towards the same 'instrumchtal collectivism!, The working class shift is
seen as being the result of twenty years of full employn nt, increased leisure
opportunitiesy. and so cn; vwhilst the 'white collar! shift is seen as a
result of threatened standards of living due to inflation,: and reduced chances-
of upward occupational robility.

Goldtherpe and Lockwood do not, however, regard a theory of fconvergence!
as necessarily implying ‘'identity!': -

‘"It is reasonable to suppose that instrumental collectivism and
family-centredness are present in both strata, but it is also
. reasonable to expect that the rélative emphasis ~1ven to the two
elements will differ from one 'stratum to the other. This is be=
cause for the 'new! uork;ng class: canve;gence largely neans an adapt=-
vatlon of ends, while for the ‘new' middle class an adaptation of
, means. In the former case, convergence implies prinarily an attenugt=
ion cf collectivism of the solidaristic kind, of which an incipient
. . family-centrecness is a by-product. In the latter case, the by=
' product is instrumentalism, resulting from an attenuation of
radical individualisg. Thus, both the new 'individualism! of the
working- class and’the new 'collectivism'..of ‘the niddlé class,
-.. though bringing the two groups into closer app rox1mat10ﬁ, are
~ still likely to remain distint, in more or less subtle ways, froo
_the attendated individualism of the middle class and the attenuated
collectivism of the working class.' (p. 15%) . .

* Sece Appendix I, . -
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' The relevance of thxs debate in terms of pol1t1ca1 conoequences is obv1ous.

"Un11ke the United States, where 1nvest1gat10ns of. voting behaviour have gener-
. ally concentrated “on correlatlons with such varlables as ethnicity, religion,

urban v. rural voters, (and post-Lazarsfeld et, ale's The People's Ch01ce, with
primary reference groups and opinion leaders) studies of British electoral
behaviour have, until recently, concerned themselves almost overwhelningly
with correlations between voting behaviour and social class..

Profound postulated changeu in Br1t1sh class structure, therefore, might
. well be tiken . as belng indicative of equally profoand changes in resultant
~ voting behav1our. Much of the or;glns of the debate on eribourgeoisement
lies in the period folloxlng the Labour defeat of 1959 =, their third.successive
defeat ‘at the polls 51nce the Second Horld Var. The quest1on was whether
or not, in terms of, votlrg behav1our, traditional worklng class attitudes had
i been "eroded by the steady growth of prosperity!. **, : :

. The assumptzon behxnd such an argument of course, is, that of the 'naxve
economic detern1n1sm' of the enbour9801senent the51s writ large: that a
simple rise in the mater1a1 standard of living of the working class, leads it
‘automatically to embrace the nroms and life~styles: - includingvoting behaviour=-
"_of the middle classes. .The 'convergence' thesis leads to rather different
conclusions, however; the shift from’ 'solldarxst1c collectlvism' to 'instru-
mental collectivism!? by no means,. lmnlles thut the working class has become

":fully divorced from ‘the economic. ‘and “Olltlcal institutions that it tradition=-

" ally regards as belng 'its owri! . : Rather, that its attitude towards them

has changed, as we have seen, from .being one of "an end in itself" to one of
belng "a means to anend". ***. :

_ By and large; these were the conclusions at which. Goldthorpe et. al,

arrived in their later, extended study of the employees cf three magor industrial
‘eoncerns in Luton. EE : ,

it Lo I A . Ki

* .. But it cannot be stressed too strongly that.the assumption that 'changes! .
: are/have been taking place, !is very' insecurely founded, To argue that’
* workers are beconing 'embourgeoisad! or tprivatised! or whatever, is
to assume that we knew what they were beforese * And to a large extent,
. the comparative hlstorlcal data are m1551ng. hus, Runclman points
- out that: : :
MThere may be no way of demonstrat1ng that thlu frequency of 'privat=-
- isation', if that is what it.is, is any greater than it may have been
. long enough before the ecbourgeoisenent’ thesis becane fashionable',
(Runciman, op. cit., po 146) 4nd he carefully restricts the terms
- of reference of his own contribution to-the debaté to attempting to show:
- "eeshow far a state of embourgeoisement can be plauslbly attributed
to the working class of 1962.". (Ibide. ps 143) * .

b D. Butler and R. Rose, The Pritish General Election of 19593 p, 2.
.cited Runciman, op. cit,, p. 139 '

ke For sources of a fuller treatment of the political consequences of
changes in the class structure,; see the Blbllography.

B

**#**  Goldthorpe, Lockwood, Bechhofer & Platt, The Affluent dorker (3 vols.),
C.V.P. 1968, 1968 and 1969. . . . ~




Thelr-subaects were dellberately chosen as well-paxd workers in affluent
mlndustrles, well-distinguished ‘from-those industries -~'such as, mining,
docking, fishing, and ship~-building ~ which, by" concentratlng workers
together in solidary conmunltles, can best be calculated to produce t.e sort
. of fsolidaristic collectivism! associated with the ‘traditional worker'!, *
"By .contrast; the Luton'samiple was composed of workers whose social relation-
ships had moved away from 'commmal solidarity' to a more 'privatised', fa-
mllyucentred, soc1al exxstence.

None'the less, the authors found that a h1gh proportlon of the men
in their saople were regular Labour voters. Although the 'instrumentalism!
‘of their pol1t1cal attitudes was not as- ¢lear-cut as the authors had found
_in relation to their sample'sattitude towards- employment and’ Trade Union
-membershipy: they found,aas expected, that support for Labour was strongly
based upon expected ‘pay-offs. in terms of higher-standards: of* living and’
- better social services. In’ so far as-there was a_stréng correlatlon be~
tween Trade Union a&mbership and Labour votlng, the authors saw little
" - reason’ to expect that the secular’ trend was against- Labour, since -the -
. -earlier parts of ‘the study had sug ted that the new 1nstrumentallsm
. of “the V‘affluentt worklng class manifestend itself in -a. strong tendency -
~towards ‘Trade Unian membership. On' the’eiher hand,". this must be-set
- . against. the. £1nd1ng “that. .where; Labou; ‘support: was low in the.luton sample,
-the.anthuca.dlscetnedwextensrve'whrtencollgr”afflliatxons anongst the in-
‘”dlvlduals.concerned ~-and_in"sa_far-as-the secular-trend’ 15 towards an-
Ancreasing proportion”of*the -laboux market-being defined. in terms.of ‘white=
collart rather-thah 'blue-cnllar' Jobs, "the authors.suggest that the key
~--t0-'possible develppments I -the directiop. of !embourgeoisement® {and. pre-
."sumably to ‘the political. consequences of,snch a development)- are to be
... .sought~in the changing occupational structure,rather than 1n.the simple fact
h.Dfﬁaffluence’rtself.

i

™ None. the:iess, it -should ve remembezed.that the Luton data is based
_ upon- fleldwork mndertaken within terms of. reference whlch Goldthorpe and
" -Lockwood-had_in fact criticised in- their-earlier papers: That is to say
that it was qndertaken with workers in expandlnﬁ and prosperous 1ndustr1es -
‘the workers Iiving.in relatlvely newly-dgveloped coamumltles. *x
‘As E&drxdge~p01nts out:

. _MOne ought perhaps to recoguise, as far as manual workers
“aré ‘concernedy that so far as one can discern a movement
‘from 'solidaristic collectivism' to 'individualistic collect-

 -ivism', the tendenoy might' not be irreversible, Thusy Lgton

T #-"Sea ppend;x 11

o Although,,to be fair to’ the authors,. this was for reasons ekin to those
of Durkhe1m ‘when he chose to test his belief that human behaviour could
be expla;ned .at- the level of the purely social’by a study of SUlClde -
the—most individualistic of. human actsa
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is a town that has experlenced a hxgh level: of 1nward m;gratlon
. "of labour, mainly because of job opportunities in the car
i industry. * It remains posszble a greater degree of residential
.stablllty W111 lead to a greater degree of socia bility. Hence,
the. prlvat1sed worker of today __z be the tradltlonal worker of
“tomorrow." * '

,In summary, therefore, we may say that Goldthorpe and Lockwood found
11tt1e suprort in thelr study for the, full=blooded embour9601sement thesise
Liferstyles amongst the workers they studled tended to be privatised and
"famlly-centred, but where little whlte-collar social affiliation already

existed, the authors found little change in terms of upward social inte-
‘gration.’ Economlc\asplratlons did, not appear to be acconpanled by status
asplratlons. In 1nterpret1ng these results, the, authors make a cla1m for
the relatxve autonomy of the class structure. '

-

L

T CM,,. as we understand'atg'socxal stratification is ultimately
' 'a matter of sanctioned soc1a1 relatlonshlps, and while major
changes 1n the respects above mentioned (rising affluence,
) changes in the technlcal organisation in industry, and changes
7 in patterns of urban residences A.M.) will obviously exert
"an influence on such relatlonshlps, this is not necessarllz
one. wh1ch transforms class and status structures or the positions
of 1nd1v1dua1s ‘and groups within these structures., A factory
" worker 'can double his living ‘'standards and 'still remain a’
. man who sells his labour to an empIOyer in return for wages; .
_he can work at a control” panel rather than on an assembly
11ne without changlng ‘his subordlnate p051t10n in the. -organ=
isation of production: “he-can live-in his own house in a .
Imiddle-class' estate or suburb and still remain little :
involved in whitg-collar social worldse. In short, class and
—status relatlonshlps do not change entlrely pari passu. w1th A
' changes 1n the economlc, technologlcal and SOClOlOglcal “infra=-

) structure of gocial life: they have rather an 1mportant de=-

b ~ gree of autonomy, and can thus accomodate con51derab1e change
in this infrastructure without ' thenselves changlng in any
fundamental way." (vol. 3., p. 162/163), "

'Thé replacement of solidaristic collectivism by instrumental attitudes
to Trade Union and labour organ1sat10ns suggest to the authors that either
of two 1nterpretat10ns ‘and projections can be placed upon their findings,.
The first of 'these is the notion that we have already discussed =~ that of
the long=term decline of working class collectivisme. The other possible
interpretation is cast in terms of the notion of 'alienationt,

Lockwood and Goldthorpe draw a distinction between a 'latent! theory
of alienation, as expressed by Marcuse and Gorz, and the 'manlfcst' ‘theory
of alienation to be found in the work of Mallet,

The first of these concentrates on the way 1n which alienation is sub= '
limated by compu151ve and escap1st consumpt1on, by the grat1f1cat1on of
false needs!, Mallet, on the other hand, argues that long-tern changes
'in capitalism are taklng place ‘which glve rise to an awareness of alien-
ation, and will thereby lead to the development of a new radical class
consciousness,

J.E.T. Eldridge, Sociology and Industrial Life, Michael Joseph, 1971,
) Pe 66

*

-



The replacement of solidaristic collect1v1sm by instrumental attitudes
to Trade Union and labour'organisations ‘suggest to the authors that either
of - two 1nterpretat;ons and projections can be placed upon their findings.
The first of tﬁese is the notion that we have already dxscussed ~ that of
the long-term ‘decline of working class collectivism. 'The other possible
interpretation is cast in terms of the notion-of -'alienation',
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Lockwood and Goldthorpe draw a -distinction between ‘a 'latent!-thecory of
alienation, as expressed by Marcuse and Gorz, and the 'man1fest' theory
of alienation to be found 'in the work of Mallet,

The first of these concentrates on the way in which alienation is sub-
limated by compu151ve and escapist consimption;’ by the araflflcatlon of
'false needs'. Mallet, on the other hand, argues that long-teria changes

-in capitalism are taking place which give rise.to an awareness of alientation,
and-will thereby lead to the development of a new radical class consciousness.,

.+ 9ith regard to the first of thesé theories, that of !latent' alienation,
Goldthorpe and Lockwood suggest that, superficially, the theory goes a long
way towards articulating their findings. Support for a model of latent
alienation is given by their respondents' concern over domest1c standards
of consumption, by their 'money model! of the 5001a1 order (as opposed to

-1¢lass? or !status! modeél), and by the way in wh1ch the work exper1ence
corresponds so well: to Marx's description of allenated labour:

'"... work is external to the worxer...lt is not part of h;si-?
nature...; consequently, he does not fulfil himself in-his
work, but denies ‘himself, has a feellng of misery rather
‘than well-being, does not develop freely his mental and -

: phys;cal energies, but is physically exhausted and.: mentally-. )
 debased., The worker, therefore, feels himself - at home only -

'dur1ng h1s leisure, time, whereas at work he feels homeless,

His work is not voluntary, but imposed, forced labour. It
is not the satisfaction of a neced, but only a means for
satisfying other needs."<* _

B e P

In contrad1ct1on to thls model, however, Goldthorpe and Lockwood challenge
one of the domain assumptlons of the theory of alienation, namely that
alienation in-the workplace is reflected in external behaviour and attitudes.

The authors claim that in matters. of empirical concern, little "direct
and uniform a551c1at10n" had been exhibited in their study between immediate
shop=floor work and behavlour of a wider reference, This is so, the authors .
clalm, because 'the effects of technologically determlned conditions of
work are always med1ated through thc mearings that men gzve to their work
and through their .own definitions of their work situation, and because
these meanlngs and definitions in turn yvary with the particular sets of
wants and expectations that men bring to their employment." (p. 181)

Because of the consistent instrumentalism of these respondents' atti-
tudes, therefore, and because of the very high percentage of their sample
who had moved into highly alienated forms of work from other, apparently
less alienated forms of labour, the authors suggest that, for some pro-
portion of their sample, exactly the reverse of the allenatlon argument
-.would Seen to apply. ' : .

. N

* Karl Marx, "Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844", quoted
Lockwood and Goldthorpe, vol. 3, p. 180,
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"Rather than an overrldlng concern with consumption -standards
‘reflecting alienation in work, it could be claimed that pre=
..cisely such a concern constltuted the. motlvation for these men
‘to take, and to retain, work of a particularly unrewarding
,and stressful Kkind wh1ch offered hlgh pay in. compensatlon

for its .inherent deprlvat1ons."_

T Although the guthors go on to quallfy this Tonclusion:
' "It mlght 1ndeed st111 be held that to devalue work rewards in
. this way for the ‘sake of increasing consumer\power is itself
' ’symtomatlc of al1cnat10n - perhaps even of alienatlon in an.
| extrene form. But in this. case; of dourse, the idea of work
’belng lnvarlably the prlme source of alienation has to-be .
abandoned and its orlglns must be sought ™ clsewhere; specife
‘ically, in ‘whatever soc1al-structural or cultural conditions
\ generate 'consumptlon-mxndedness' of the degree in question.,"
: (p. 182/3)

J

¥
L

‘The' manlfest,notlon of allenatlon, .as expressed by Mallet, places stress
on the postulated 5001a1 changes wrought by technological advance... Mallet

STYUeS that Capltal-lntcn81ve plants, in,which production is of a highly -
1ntegrated nature, are likely to lead to a revival of a synd1callst form
of Trade Unionisn and a revival of radical class consciousness. *

Contrary to this, Goldthorpe and Lockwood argue that ‘there is no evidence
that highly integrated technical production ‘systems lead to a high degree
of social inte.ration amongst workers. Rather, they suggest,.there is no
reason why workers in the new industries, exhibiting, as they 'do, a 1s€k of -
concern with national labour organisations, :and restrlctrng the1~Trade Union
consciousness to immediate, plant-level concerns, should not provxde the
basis for a _form of 'corporatlsm" SEIRREEY

"... Tif it is accepted, as Mallet apparently does accept, that
) the typical goals and aSplrut1ons of the new working class are
: - % for secure and rlsxng incomes ‘and higher 11v1ng standards then
it is-‘difficult to see why such a stance vis-a-vis employers,
" (i.es of 'teamwork! and -'accomodation': A.M.) is not a largely
‘rational:. one. At all events,’ the poxnt can scarcely be evaded
: that even in enterprises where a concern’ w;th 1ncrea51ng worker
v participation and’ control deve10ps, thls need not' be orlentated
. - towards class, as opposed to gectional” obJect1ves not need it
w1 -+ - entaiy any commjtment ‘to-radical change-in- the wider econom1c
: “or social order. Rather than representing a11enat1on made .
‘manifest, synd1ca11smc gestionnaire could simply be an advanced
.form-of 1nstrumenta1 collect1v1sn." (pp. 186/&)

“ . . g : I
B ‘ .. . -

* A relevant study here is R. Blauner, Alienation. and Frdedom, Chicago,” 196k,
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APPENDIX I

The Tyranny of Property-Spaces

It should be noted that-te three movés described on page 10, do not.corres-
‘pond to the thre: moves quoted above above on pages 9 and 10, in which
Goldthorpe and Lockwood originally cast,theif/argument.. The authors .provide
‘us, for instance, with this property-space: - ‘ -

Source: - Goldthorpe and Lockwood (1963), p. 150"

REFERENCE-GROUP. ~ :
(a) L )
‘Working'Class' . - ‘Middle Class'
"Normative ) - ‘ Normative
" ' ‘ . Identification - . - Identification
(@) N A e
'Isolated" S PRIVATISED - SOCIALLY ASPIRING
_Relationship ~“° ' WORKER S WORKER
. (- v
MEMBERSHIP -
GROUP
(c) ' .
*Integrated’ (A) (D)
Relationship TRADITIONAL . = . . - ASSIMILATED
- WORKER o }_ WORKFR

Very neat; and it is the relationships expressed in this property-spaee
that we have taken to be Goldthorpe and Lockwood's formalisation of the em-
bourgeoisement thesis. We also take it that théréuthors intend their typology
of the various positions which an individuel may actually occupy: (A), (B),
(C), & (D), to be defined by the relationships that are expressed in this
property-space. But note particularly that the 'privatised worker' in position
(B) above, still maintains a normative identification with the working class.
Compare this with stage a. (quoted on page 9): "When working class persons
are .in-some way motivated to reject working class norms and are exposed to,
and come to identify with the norms of middle class groups.! Endless confusion
is generated if that paragraph is taken to define in some way the movement
from the ‘'traditional worker' position to the 'privatised worker' position.
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APPENDIX II

Occupational Communities-

This notion (sec page 13) is an extension of David Lockwood's original
refinement of the Weberian notion of class. (See page 3). S

- The dlstlnétlon between the type of industry whlch produces what Lockw00d
‘describes * as 'occupational communltles' - a commun1ty 1solated and endo-
gamous, composed predominantly of a one-class populatlon with low geographic
and social mobility - and-those 1ndustr1es, notably the service 1ndustr1es,
which do not locate 1nd1v1duals in a total occupational commun1ty, may be
seen as an extension of the notion of the 'work situation' made at a level
wvhich includes not only work relatlonsh1ps, but social relationships external
to the workplace as well,

) 'Occupatlonal communities? tend .to produce the *traditional worker' oriented
towards *solidaristic collect1v1sm" .Industrles in which work relationships

tend to be divorced from social and communcal relationships tend to produce

the 'new worker! wvhose coilect1v1sm is 'instrumental' - a means to 'privatised’,
famxly-centred ends. ! o

* D. Lockwood, "Sources of Varlatxon in Work1ng Class Images of Socxety",
Sociological Review XIV, 1966.
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