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ABS'IRACT 

A SI'UDY OF MANUAL l\URKERS' ATIIWDE.5 TCMARD 

SOCIAL CI.ASS IN FOOR ONTARIO CCJ.MJNITIES 

by Vincent Keddie 

This study was concerned with the sources of variation in the 

attitudes of manual workers toward social class and related matters. 

A review of the literature suggested that, for workers to adopt a per

spective that challenges the existing distribution of rewards and 

privileges in society, they have to be involved in a series of relation

ships, in work and in the wider conmunity, that create barriers to the 

influence of the values of dominant groups in society. Evidence from 

studies in several societies suggests that involvement in predominantly 

working-class milieux, at work, in the cormn.mity, and in kinship and 

friendship networks, leads to the worker adopting a perspective that is 

"deviant" from the dominant value system. Exposure to the influence ) 

of people from other classes, on the other hand, 'WOUld weaken the ' 
7 

barriers and increase the likelihood that the wrker lli'Ould adopt a i 
I 

)perspective akin to that of groups higher in the social hierarchy. J 

This study involved the application of the perspective outlined 

above to differences in the attitudes of manual workers in four Ontario 

COJillJlLUlities. A questionnaire survey was administered in the four 

conmmities, which were selected because, in terms of class structure, 
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they differed from each other in ways that were believed to be associated 

-with differences in working-class attitudes. The indicators of class J 

attitudes examined in this thesis are class identification, choice of 	 ~ 
\ 

ioodels describing the bases of the stratification system, an index of 	 ) 

militancy, and support for the New Democratic Party. 

Residence in a predominantly working-class c.ormmm.ity was expected 

to influence the worker to adopt a "deviant" set of attitudes. But 

conm.mi.ty differences in class identification and choice of class models 

among workers did not follow the expected pattern. Militancy and support 

for the NDP were found to be related to differences in the class composit

ions of the conm.mities studied, but, over-all, ccmm.mity differences were 

not as large as evidence from studies in other societies would lead one 

to expect. It was argued that the extensive geographical mobility among 

workers, and the ethnic diversity in three of the comm.mities, attenuated 

sanewhat the effect that differences in canmunity class stnicture were 

expected to have on workers' attitudes. 

/ 
/ Elements in the work situation did, however, show a 100re substant

ial relationship with differences in workers' attitudes. Membership in 

a trade union was found to be the most consistently strong influence on 

the workers' adoption of "deviant" attitudes. White-collar kinship 

and friendship affiliations, on the other hand, particularly marriage to 

a woman who had, at one time or another, been employed in white-collar 

work, were found to be related to the worker adopting attitudes more 

~ similar to those held by people higher in the social hierarchy. 

It was argued that the barriers to the influence of the dominant 
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culture are nrutua.lly reinforcing, so that removal of one weakens the power 

of the others. Geographical mobility among workers, combined with ethnic 

and religious diversity, were seen as weakening eYen the solidarity ties 

that might exist in a conmu.mity predominantly working-class in social 

can.position. And the large number of workers who-were married to women 

with experience of non-manual work was seen as a further factor weakening 

the barriers to the influence of the dominant atlture. It was argued 

that, even though the trade tmion appears to be the most effective barrier 

to the dominant culture, the absence of other stn:ng barriers lessens the 

power the union has to provide a set of alternative definitions of social 

reality for workers. 

It was concluded that the weakness of the barriers to the influence 

of the dominant a.ilture may be suggested as one reason why Ontario workers 

do not provide the kind of support to the New .Detoocratic Party that is 

provided to parties of the left by workers in other western societies. 
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CIIAPTER I 

U·ffRODUCTION 

The phenomenon of social class may be looked at from one of two 

major perspectives. On the one hand, the sociologist may attempt to 

delineate the system of social stratification of a society in terms of 

'~_!'kct~ve~~!"J!~E_ia _he considers to be fundamental in the causation of 

stratification. To this end, he way focus attention on such factors as 

size of income, source of income, property, occupation, style of life, 

education, ":rela_·Uo_~}lip to the means of production", and so on (or a 

combination of these) as being the crucial factors leading to the diff

erentiation of people along social class lines. Adoption of this 

approach leads to the description of "objective" categories such as 

'Marx's "class in itself", Dahrendorf' s "latent interest group". or 

Porter's "artificial statistical group". 1 Although, for Marx and 

Dahrendorf, such "objective" categories may have the potential for 

developing into active conflict groups, for other writers such 

"objective" categories represent artificial constructs created by the 

researcher to facilitate the analysis of a particular social phenomenon. 

1K. Marx, Selected Writings in Sociology and Social Philosophy, 
edited by T.B. Bottornore & '1. Rubel (Harmon<lsworth: Pen.guin, 1963), 
p. 195; R. Dahrendorf, Class and Class Conflict in Industrial ~ociety, 
(London: Routledge &Kegan Paul, 1959), pp. 173-189; and J. Porter, 
The Vertical ~1osaic, (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1965), 
pp. 9-11. 

1 




2 

In this sense, the tenn "class" refers to aggregates of individuals 

sharing a similar life situation; it by no means suggests that the 

members of a social class are conscious of this similarity of 

condition, or, even if they are so aware, that their social behaviour 

follows partly from such a realization. 

The other major approach to social class follows from the above 

consideration, and leads to attention being focused on something like 

Marx's "class for itself". In this conception the tenn "social class" 
--~~-------~-- -- - - . 

is reserved for those situations where individuals who share the same 

objective class situation are aware of their common class interests 

~!1~---a~t accordingly. 
2 

For social classes to be more than mere social 

aggregates, for them to have some impact on the conduct of hlUTlan 

activities, there have to exist feelings of class consciousness, some 
3notion of class solidarity. Marx believed that, as capitalism 

developed, the proletariat would progress from being a "class in 

itself" to being a "class for itself", and that this process would end 

in a successful revolutionary challenge to the existing social order 

and the establishment of socialism. Although the organized working

2rt is possible to distinguish between "class awareness'~ where 
an individual knows that he is a member of a certain class hut does not 
necessarily act on the basis of that knowledge, and the stronger term, 
"class consciousness", which implies some commitment to action. See 
J. Manis &B. Meltzer, "Attitudes of Textile Workers to Class Structure", 
American Journal of Sociology, 60 (1954), pp. 30-35. 

3I am not, of course, suggesting that the objective designation 
of class membership is unimportant for sociology. 1Vith the plethora of 
social phenomena that can be analyzed, at least partly, in terms of 
class, such a claim would be ridiculous. But members of a class cannot 
act together as a class unless some element of class consciousness is 
present. 



3 

class has become a significant force in modern societies, especially 

in the economic and political realms, this development has not led, in 

western societies, to the revolutionary transformation that Marx 

4predicted. Analyses of this failure are numerous, as are the reasons 

suggested for it, but one possible reason is that the working-classes 

of western industrial societies never attained the degree of homogeneity 

and solidarity that Marx predicted. 

If, following fairly standard practice, we define the working

class as being composed of those individuals (and their families) who 

perform manual (blue-collar) occupations,5 there is an impressive array 

of evidence indicating that th~!~. is a fair amount of dissensus within 

the working-class. A considerable proportion of the ~~rking-classes of 

western societies behave differently from the rest of their peers in 

many areas of life where social class is a fairly reliable predictor of 

attitudes and behaviour. This thesis is concerned with one such area of 

dissensus, that relating to manual workers' conceptions as to their 

positions in the class structure, their views as to the nature of the 

basic systePl of rewards and privileges in Canadian society, and their 

voting preferences and attitudes toward the political system. 

The basic premise of this thesis is, therefore, that individuals 

4For some discussions, see Dahrendorf, op.cit.; K. Popper, 
The 0pen Society and Its Enemies, vol. 2, (London: Routledge &Kegan 
Paul, 1945); and J. Strachey, COntemporary Capitalism, (London: 
Gollancz, 1956). 

5This definition shall be defended in more detail in Chapter II. 
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who share a common class situation (in the sense of being manual 

workers) will not necessarily interpret the social 'vorld, particularly 

the system of social stratification, in the same terms. As Frank Parkin 

states; 

Although there is a factual and material basis to class 
inequality, there is more than one way in which it can 
be interpreted. Facts alone do not provide meanings, 
and the way a person makes sense of his social world 
will be inflm51ced by the nature of the meaning systems 
he draws upon. 

The problem, then, becomes one of specifying the conditions under 'vllich 

different ''meaning systems" are engendered within the manual working-

class. Before going into a discussion of the sources of variation in 

working-class attitudes toward social class and politics it is necessary 

to review some of the studies that have discovered evidence of such 

differences. 

The first area of disagreement between workers is that of class 
----- - ---- - . 

identification. When asked to name the social class to which they 

belong, either in an open-ended question where no class titles are 

presented or in a pre-coded question where respondents are asked to 

to pick one of the choices, a large number of manual workers identify 

themselves with the middle-class and not, as one might expect if there 
7 

were total agreement among workers, with the working-class. Richard 

6F. Parkin, Class Inequality and Political Order, (London: 
~facGibbon &Kee, 1971), p. 81. 

7rt is, of course, asstnned in this thesis that there is an 
objectively definable stratification system, and that manual workers 
are members of the working-dass. 
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Centers, in a study in the United States in 1945, found that, in 

response to a pre-coded question, about tl\r_e?tY percent 'Of the manual 
8workers in his study labelled themselves as middle-class. Later 

studies in the United States, for example those by J.A. Kahl and 

J .A. Davis, N. Gross, J .L. Haer, and R. W. Hodge and D.J. Treiman, 

have all noted the propensity of many manual workers to claim middle

class status,9 although none give the actual percentage figures. 

Of these authors, only Centers, and Hodge and Treiman make any attempt 

to account for the lack of coincidence, in a large number of_ cases, 

between objective social class position and subjective class 

identification. Hodge and Treiman state: 

Our data demonstrate that patterns of acquaintance and 
kinship between various status groups, as well as their 
residential heterogeneity, are no less important than 
the socioeconomic position of individuals in the 
formation of class identies.10 

Al though they do not present data for manual workers separately, Hodge 

and Treiman show that, in their study, the status positions of friends, 

8R. Centers, The Psychology of Social Classes, (New York: 
Russell &Russell, 1961), p. 87. Centers divided manual workers into 
skilled, semi-skilled, and unskilled. The percentages of each group 
identifying as middle-class were 26%, 14%, and 18% respectively. 

9J.A. Kahl &J.A. Davis, "A Comparison of Indexes of Socio
economic Status", .American Sociological Review, 20 (1955), pp. 317-325; 
N. Gross, "Social Class Identification in the Urban Corrnnunity", American 
Sociological Review, 18 (1953), pp. 398-404; J .L. Haer, "An Empirical 
Study of social Class Awareness", Social Forces, 36 (1957), pp. 117-121; 
and R.W. Hodge &D.J. Treiman, "Class Identification in the United 
States", American Journal of Sociology, 73 (1968), pp. 535-547. 

lOHodge &Treiman, op.cit., p. 547. 
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neighbours, and relatives ~!e_as important in the individual's assess

ment of his class position as his own objective socio-economic 

position. 

In a recent Canadian study P.C. Pineo and J.C. Goyder have 

presented simi· ·1ar f.ina·ings. 11 Looking at Protestants and Catholics 

separately, ~~1le_o and Goyder found that as few as 33% of skilled 

Protestant workers claimed to be working-class (in response to a pre

coded question) and that even in the manual category with the highest 

level of working-class identification, protestant unskilled workers, 

38% claimed to be middle-class, while a further 5% claimed membership 

of either the upper middle or upper-class. 12 Among skilled workers, 

Protestants were more likely than Catholics to claim to be other than 

working-class (66% as against 53%), whereas the positions are reversed 

among the semi-skilled (47% and 56%) and unskilled workers (43% and 

50%). Apart from religious differences Pineo and Goyder found, 

as Hodge and Treirnan did in the U.S.A., that status contacts (in the 

fonn of "occupation of best friend") were almost as highly correlated 

with class identification as the nrultiple correlation of occupation, 

income, and education. Again, they do not present separate data 

for manual workers in this regard, hence it is impossible to assess 

/"' 11P.C. Pineo &J.C. Goyder, "Social Class Identification of 
National Subgroups", in J.E. Curtis &W.G. Scott (eds.), Social Strat
ification: Canada, (Scarborough: Prentice-Hall of Canada, 1973), 
pp. 187-196. 

12Ibid., p. 191, Table 4. 

http:upper-class.12


7 

the importance of the influence of non-manual affiliations on the class 

identifications of manual workers. 

111.e studies mentioned above note the existence of differences in 

the class identifications of manual workers but, apart from the brief 

discussions by Hodge and Treiman and by Pineo and Goyder, do not treat 

these differences in any great detail. p.. number of British studies, 

ho,vever, have devoted more attention to such diversity in class 

identification among manual workers. Several studies in Britain have 

shown that the extent of middle-class identification among manual 

workers varies with the social class composition of the communities 

within which they reside. F.M. Martin fotmd that workers living in 

Hertford, a small market town, were more likely to claim middle-class 

status than those residing in Greenwich, a suburb of London containing 

a large working-class population. 13 111.irty-one percent of the Hertford 

workers identified with the middle-class, as compared with twenty-three 

percent of the workers in Greemvich. 111.e researches of the Institute 

of Community Studies provide further evidence of this relationship. 

In Dagenham, a large working-class borough on the eastern fringes of 

London, only thirteen percent of the working-class people interviewed 

said, in response to an open-ended question, that they were middle

class. In Woodford, a London borough containing a high percentage of 

13F.M. Martin, "Some Subjective Aspects of Social Stratification", 
inD.V. Glass (ed.), Social ~fohility in Britain, (London: Routledge & 
Kegan Paul, 1954), p. 56. ?fartin divides manual workers into two groups, 
but the percentages presented here were recalculated to give figures 
based on all manual workers in the study. 

http:population.13
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non-manual workers, fully thirty-four percent of people from 	manual 
14

worker families identified themselves with the middle-class .

In discussing differences between workers in lvoodford and those 

in the old, established working-class community of Bethnal Green (where 

they had also conducted a study), Willmott and Young suggest that 

working-class people in Bethnal Green can maintain a favourable self

image while not rejecting working-class culture and values. 15 In fact 

any attempt to do so would be met by strong, negative sanctions from 

other people in this tightly-knit working-class milieu. In Bethnal 

Green, working-class identification comes easily, because of the 

weakness of middle-class influences in the corronunity. Willmott and 

Young contrast this '''ith the situation in Woodford: 

But in general the Woodford working-class have to contend 
with middle-class views which are a nruch greater, more 
immediate challenge than they are in Bethnal Green. In 
face of the challenge, they divide, a part clinging rather 
unconvincingly to a version of the Bcthnal Green code, a 
part accepting middle-class vie1-.rs and setting out to becori.e 
middle-class themselves, in attitude, in house and furniture, 
and in politicsJ6 

14For Dagenham, see P. Willmott, The Evolution of a Community, 
(London: Routledge &Kcgan Paul, 1963), p. 102; for 1\'oodford, see 
P. Willmott & '·L Young, family and Class in a London Suburb, (London: 
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1960) , p. 115. CUt of a random sample of 921 
people in Woodford, 65% of the respondents were from non-manual 
families. 

15willmott and Young, op.cit., pp. 129-132. The Bethnal Green 
study is fully reported in H. Young f, P. Willmott, Family and Kinship 
in East London, (London: Routledge &Kegan Paul, 1957). 

16Willmott &Young, op.cit., pp. 131-132. 

http:vie1-.rs
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The evidence from British studies suggests, therefore, that one source 

of variation in class identification among manual workers is the extent 

to which the area they reside in is homogeneous or heterogeneous in 

social class composition. 

Another factor centred upon by British sociologists is the 

work situation in "nich the worker finds himself. I.C. Cannon, for 

example, argues that the strength of the "occupational community" 

within which the worker is involved will influence his tendency to 

identify with the working-class. 17 Cannon argues that, in th~ case of 

compositors in the London printing industry, certain characteristics 

of the work, including the need for communication and mutual 

assistance, create a feeling of community among the compositors, a 

sense of solidarity between the workers that extends beyond the 'mere" 

performance of the job. The stronger the occupational community, 

Cannon suggests, the more the members of that community confonn to a 

common set of attitudes. Thus he finds that, in the larger printing 

finns, where the occupational community is strongest, fewer workers 

claim middle-class status than in the smaller firms. 18 This finding 

that plant size is related to the class identifications of workers 

has not been examined in any of the other studies consulted, but it will 

17I.c. Cannon, "Ideology and Occupational Community: A Study 
of Compositors", Sociology, 1 (1967), pp. 165-185. 

18rbid., p. 181. 76% of the compositors in the largest plants 
identified--as-working-class, compared to 58% of the sample as a 
whole. 
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be seen in the discussion of political attitudes that many sociologists 


have found a relationship between plant size and left voting. 


Nordlinger, in his study of working-class Tories, has found that working


class identifiers are more likely to vote for left-wing parties (in 

19

this case, the British Labour Party) than are middle-class identifiers,

and this finding would appear to suggest that the workers employed in 

large plants may also be more likely to identify as working-class. 

One other element that Cannon sees as fostering the occupationa] 

conmrunity among compositors is the trade union branch. As the majority 

of compositors were trade union members no comparisons of the class 

identifications of union members and non-unionists were made. 

Surprisingly, given the influence of trade llllions in British society, 

none of the other studies consulted deal with the influence of union 

membership on manual workers' class identifications. Centers, and 

Hodge and Treiman do discuss the role of union membership, but only in 

terms of their total samples and not relating specifically to 

differences among manual workers. 20 It will be seen in the discussion 

19E.A. Nordlinger, The Working-class Tories, (London: HacGibbon 
&Kee, 1967), pp. 163-175. 

20centers, op, cit., p. 115, found that the tetrachoric 
correlation between class identification and union membership was .32. 
Hodge and Treiman, op.cit., pp. 542-545, found that a positive zero
order relationship bebveen union membership and working-class identif
ication disappeared once differences in income, occupation, and education 
were taken into accotL1t. Chapter IV of this thesis includes a 
discussion of the influence of union membership on manual workers' class 
identifications, and an attempt to assess whether the relationship 
is the result of the intervention of other factors. 
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/ 	 of political attitudes that union members are more likely than non

members to vote for left-wing parties, and this may lead us to expect 

that union members will be more likely to claim lvorking-class status 

than will non-unionists. 

Thus far it has been shown that studies of the class identificat

ions of manual workers have traced the sources of variation in such 

identifications to differences in the social composition of communities 

and to elements in the work situations of workers. W.G. Runciman, in 

his study of relative deprivation and social class attitudes, found 

that middle-class identification among manual 'vorkers and their wives 

was correlated with such factors as income, region of residence, 
21

and father's occupation. Higher income workers were found to adopt 

a middle-class self-rating in higher proportions than low income 

workers. ~fanual respondents whose fathers perfonned non-manual 

occupations were likewise more likely to identify as middle-class 

than were those whose fathers were also manual workers. And workers 

in the Midlands were more prone to middle-class identification than 

were workers in the South of England, and workers in the North were the 

least likely of all to claim middle-class status. Nordlinger 

also notes a relationship between income and middle-class identificat

ion, 22 while Cotgrove and Vamplew found regional differences in 

211~.G. Runciman, Relative Deprivation and Social Justice, 
(London: Routledge &Kegan Paul, 1966), pp. 151-169. 

22Nordlinger, op.cit., p. 172. 
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the class identifications of manual workers paralleling those found 
23

by Runciman. It is impossible, from the evidence presented by 

Runciman and by Cotgrove and Vamplew, to gau6e to what degree regional 

variations in manual workers' class identifications are in reality 

due to differences in the social class compositions of the populations 

of these regions. The North of England, for example, is characterized 

by heavy industry and a large nlil!lber of cor.imunities that are 

largely working-class in composition. Runciman recognizes this 

possibility and, in fact, only uses region as a variable because the 

data he was working with did not permit him to adopt a more precise 
24

classification. 

A review of the literature on the class identifications of 

manual workers shows, therefore, that the inclination of manual 

workers to rate themselves as members of the working or middle-class 

varies with factors such as the class composition of their place of 

residence, elements of their work situation, class of origin, and 

income. To this writer's knowledge no single study has examined 

all these influences at one time, so there has been no attempt to 

evaluate the relative importance of each of these variables 

23s. Cotgrove &C. Vamplew, "Technology, Class, and Politics: 
The Case of the Process Workers", Sociology, 6 (1972) , pp. 169
185. 

24 . . 165Runc1man, op.cit., p. . 
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25(and others) in the fonnation of workers' class identifications. 

It shall be one of the tasks of this dissertation to undertake 

such an analysis of the class identifications of manual workers in 

several communities in Ontario. 

Subjective class identification is only one aspect of the 

system of meanings with which people may interpret the system of 

rewards and privileges in their society. A person's class identificat

ion will inform us of where he or she places himself or herself in the 

stratification hierarchy but in itself does not tell much about the 

way the individual envisages this stratification system. Ralf 

Dahrendorf, in Class and Class Gonflict In Industrial Society, reviews 

a m.nnber of studies involving working-class people's conceptions as to 
26the nature of the system of social inequality in their societies. 

25rhis statement does not apply if we are thinking of differen
ces across the entire social spectrum. Hodge &Treiman, applying 
correlation analysis and multiple regression techniques, did attempt 
such an analysis on U.S. data. And, partly using evidence from the 
study that provides the data for this dissertation, J.C. Goyder 
conducted such an analysis on Canadian evidence. See "Subjective 
Social Class Identification and Objective Socio-Economic Status", 
(PhD dissertation, i'1cMaster University, 1972). 

26nahrendorf, op.cit., pp. 280-289. Dahrendorf bases his 
analysis on four studies; those of Centers in the U.S.A. (op.cit.), 
H. Popitz, et al. in Gennany (Das Gessellschaftsbilcl des ArbCIEers, 
Tubingen, 19"5"7), A. Willener in Switzerland (Images de la societe 
et classes sociales, Bern, 1957), and Haggart in England (The Uses 
of Literacy, London, 1957). References are as given by Dahrendorf. 
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Drawing on evidence from the U.S.A. , Germany, Switzerland, and England, 

Dahrendorf distinguishes between hierarchical and dichotomous images 

of the class system. The hierarchical image views society as a 

continuum of levels or strata, whereas the dichotomous image sees 

society as being fundamentally characterized by a dichotomous class 

system. \ Dahrendorf suggests that the hierarchical image is basically 

an integrative model of social structure, recognizing that strains 

may occur in the social structure but denying the existence of 

fundamental social cleavages, whereas the dichotomous image is a 

model evoking ideas of "conflict, dissensus, and coercion". 
27~

j On 

the basis of the studies he examines, Dahrendorf argues that the 

dichotomous model of class is the image most often held by manual 

workers, whereas the hierarchical model is the predominant image 

of class structure among white-collar workers (and those above them 

in the occupational hierarchy). 

Dahrendorf admits that there may be workers who view the class 

system in other than dichotomous terms, but he does not develop this 

insight into an analysis of the conditions under which alternative 

models of the class system are adopted by manual workers. Such an 

analysis is undertaken by David Lockwood in his essay "Sources of 
28

Variation in Working Class Images of Society". Lockwood argues 

27nahrcndorf, op.cit., p. 284. 

/ 28D. Lockwood, "Sources of Variation in Working Class Images 
of Society", Sociological Review, 14 (1966), pp. 249-267. 
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that the dichotomous image of class stTI.lcture elaborated by Dahrendorf 

is but one of three possible models of the class stTI.lcture that may 

be held by manual workers. In an analysis of previous (mainly British) 

studies Lockwood describes the content of these different class models 

and attempts to locate some of the factors which lead to variation 

in class imagery among workers. V_ariation in class imagery among 

manual workers, Lockwood suggests, can be traced in differences in the 

every day experiences of manual workers • As he puts it : 

For the most part men visualise the class structure 
of their society from the vantage point of their own 
particular milieux, and their perceptions of the larger 
society will vary according to their experiences of 
social inequality in the smaller societies in which 
they live out their daily lives.29 

As working-class people do not all experience completely, or even 

predominantly, similar life situations it should come as no surprise 

that there are several possible images of the class stTI.lcture that 

working-class people may adopt. Lockwood attempts to develop a 

typology of working-class images of society (or images of class 
30structure, as I will refer to them), and discusses the social 

circtmlStances that promote their adoption. 

29Ibid., p. 249. 

30use of the term "images of class structure" helps to avoid 
tenninological confusion, for it is conceivable that there are images 
of society that have r}.othing to do with class. Lockwood and his 
coauthors in fact adopt this terminology in the third volume of the 
"Affluent Worker'' series of books. 

http:lives.29
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~ Variations in working-class images of the class structure are, 

Lockwood argues, to _be explained primarily in terms of variations in the 

work situations and corronunity settings within which workers are located. 

He develops three "ideal-types" of different kinds of workers, and sugg

ests that each type of worker will have an image of the class system 

that will be distinct from the class imagery of the other two types. 

The three ideal-typical workers, and the class models held, are: the 

"traditional proletarian", who will adhere to a dichotomous power model; 

the "traditional deferential", who will view the stratification system 

in terms of an hierarchical status model; and, thirdly, the ,,privatized 

worker", who will view the class system from the perspective of a 

pecuniary model. It would be appropriate to analyze in some detail 

Lockwood's discussion of each type of worker and the class imagery 

associated with him. 

The "Traditional Proletarian". The class imagery of the ''traditional 

proletarian:', in Lockwood's view, is dichotomous; the stratification 

system is seen prirnarily in terns of power, the world being divided 

into ''Them", those who have power and authority over "Us''. (This 

image of class is, of course, the same as that descrihed by 

Dahrendorf) . "Us" are neighbours and workmates, and people like 'TtJs": 

''Them", in the evocative words of Richard Haggart: 

Includes the policeman and those civil servants and 
local authority employees whom the working-class 
meet - teachers, the school attendance man, 'the 
Corporation', the local bench ... To the very poor, 
especially, they compose a shadowy but nur.i.erous and 
po~erful group affecting their lives at almost every 
point ............................................. . 
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These may be to other classes servants, but to the 
working-classes they seem the agents of 'Them' and 
are mistrusted, fven though they may be kindly and 

3well disposed. 

In this image of the class structure "Them" are obviously "superior" to 

''Us", in the sense that they have the power to influence the lives of 

working-class people, but they do not necessarily gain prestige among 

working-class people because of this fact. 

What type of worker will adhere to such an image of the class 

structure? According to Lockwood; 

The most highly developed fonns of proletarian 
traditionalism seem to be associated with industries 
such as mining, docking, and ship building; in 
industries which tend to concentrate workers together 
in solidary communities and to i~olate them from the 
influences of the wider society . .'.>2 

Workers in these industries, Lockwood suggests, usually have a high 

degree of job involvement, 33 and are involved in strong primary work 

31R. Hoggart, The Uses of Literacy, (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 
1958), pp. 72 &74. For an 1nterest1ng analysis of British working-class 
attitudes toward the police, in the context of a discussion of a riot 
in an English north country town, see B. Jackson, Working Class Community, 
(London: Routledge &Kegan Paul, 1968), pp. 111-119. Gans, in his 
study of an Italian-American working-class neighbourhood in Boston, also 
notes that people from the outside world were referred to as 'Them", and 
were regarded with suspicion because of the potential threat they 
presented to the life of the connnunity. See H. Gans, The Urban Villagers, 
(New York: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1962), pp. 120-122. 

32Lockwood, OE.cit., p. 250. One of the studies that Lock'Wood 
draws upon in developing his typology is C. Kerr &A. Siegel, ''The 
Interindustry propensity to strike: an International comparison", in 
A. Kornhauser, et al. (eds.), Industrial Conflict, (New York: ~lcGraw
Hill, 1954). Kerr"lf Siegel found that the propensity of 'vorkers to strike 
is related to the relative isolation of the workers from the wider society. 

33R.K. Brown notes that, in the British steel industry, workers 
with the highest morale are the most likely to come into conflict with 
management, for they are the workers most concerned about management policy 
and the organization of work. See, "Participation, Conf t, and Change 
in Industry", Sociological Review, 13 (1965), pp. 273-29 
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groups. Factors such as these lead to feelings of solidarity and a 

sense of "occupational corrmunity", and the worker's invol verent with 

workmates extends into his non-work life. The ideal-typical corranunity 

is one characterized by occupational (hence, social) homogeneity, a 

stable population, and extensive kinship networks. The worker 

residing in such a cormnunity is involved in criss-crossing networks 

based on work, kinship, and leisure. It may be suggested that such an 

over-lapping of roles has the effect of increasing the loyalty of 

individuals to their corrmunity and their peers, and of enforcing a 

sense of solidarity among the workers. 

Because of the predominantly working-class composition of the 

corronunity, middle-class influences come predominantly from the outside. 

Of these "outsiders'' Locl-wood says: 

Even though these outsiders are remote from the corrnnunity, 
their power to influence it is well understood; and those 
within the conununity are more conscious of this power bec
ause it comes from the outside. Hence the dominant r.10del 
of society held by the proletarian traditionalist is most 
likely to be a dichotomous or tlvo-valued power model. 
Thinking in tenns of two classes standing in a relationship 
of opposition is a natural consequence of being a member 
of a closely integrated industrial cornnunity with weU
defined boundaries and a distinctive style of life . .:>4 

Hence the "pure" power model of the class structure will, on Lockwood's 

reasoning, be found a.'Tiong "traditional proletarians''; those workers 

who, because they reside in relatively isolated, solidary working-class 

communities, are most acutely aware that they stand in a position of 

34Lockwood, op.cit., p. 251. 
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subordination vis a vis "Them". 

The "Traditional Deferential". M1ereas the "traditional proletarian" 

image of class structure is founded upon differences in power, the 

deferential model, in Lockwood's view, perceives the system of social 

stratification as being based upon differences in status and prestige. 

The "deferential worker" is a person ignored by Dahrendorf, but he 
35 . 1 f . d f B . . h . Aexcites a ot o interest among stu ents o rit1s society. s 

Lockwood points out, the deferential model, because people who think in 

prestige tenns generally perceive a strata below them as well.as above, 

is likely to be at least a trichotomous one. In addition to this, 

the "deferential" will not identify with those above him in the 

hierarchy, or aspire to rise up in the hierarchy, but will rather 
36defer to the status claims of the "higher orders of society11 He• 

accepts his lowly status, and respects the rights and privileges of 

those above him, especially their right to make decisions that affect 

his interests. In Loc'bvood's words; 

His recognition of authentic leadership is based on 
his belief in the intrinsic qualities of an ascriptive 
elite who exercise leadership paternalistically in the 

35see, for example, M. Stacey, Tradition and Change, (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 1960). Working-class deference has heen of 
special interest to students of the working-class Tory. See Nordlinger, 
op.cit.; R.T. McKenzie & A. Silver, Angels in Marble, (London: 
Heinemann, 1968); and D. Butler &D. Stokes, Political Change in 
Britain, (London: Mac.'1illan, 1969). 

36Tuis, it would seem, differentiates the deferential prestige 
model from a middle-class nodel, where there is more emphasis on 
the possibility of achieving a higher status. 
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pursuit of 'national' as opposed to 'sectional' or 
'class' interests.37 

Because of this insistence on inheritance of leadership qualities it 

is possible, Lockwood goes on to say, that the "deferential" will think 

in tenns of a fourfold societal division, distinguishing leaders with 

the proper ascriptive claims, leaders with bogus claims to legitimacy, 38 

"respectable" working-class people like himself, and "unrespectable" 

(i.e., non-deferential) working-class people. 

The "ideal" location for the "traditional deferential" would be 

in rural areas and small towns, where the scale of industry is small. 

The typical work-role of such a worker would be one where the worker 

is in direct contact with his employer and/or other middle-class 

influentials, and where, at the same time, he has little chance to 

associate with many other workers. Unlike the corrnnunities of the 

"traditional proletarian", the corrnnunities within which this type of 

worker is found are socially heterogeneous. The community has an 

"interactional status system", social prestige being conferred on the 

basis of fairly detailed knowledge of the participants in the system; 

and there is a fairly general consensus as to the "rightness" of the 

social hierarchy within the corrnnunity. Thus the "deferential workers" 

37Lockwood, op.cit., p. 253. 

38Leaders of the British Labour Party, especially those frora lowly 
origins, may fit into this category. So too r.1ight Conservative Party 
politicians ·who do not have the correct social pedigree. An example 
from a non-academic source may illustrate this. On a popular British 
television show (the model for "All in the Family") the working-class 
Tory "hero" has little respect for IJ.ward Heath, the British (Tory) 
Prime Minister, describing him as a "Granrnar school twit"! 

http:interests.37
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social milieux is one characterized by paternalism from above, and 

normative acceptance of the existing distribution of rewards and 

privileges by those at the bottom of the social hierarchy. 

The "Privatized Worker". The third working-class model of the class 

structure that Lockwood distinguishes is that held by the "privatized 

worker". In this image of class, possession of money and material . 

goods are seen as the primary bases of social differentiation; power 

and status are not seen as having the same roles which they are assigned 

in the other class models. In the pecuniary model of stratification, 

Lockwood says: 

Power is not understood as the power of one man over 
another, but rather as the power of a man to acquire 
things; as purchasing power. Status is not seen in 
terms of the association of status equals sharing a 
similar style of life. If status is thought of at 
all it is in terns of a standard of living,_which all 
who have the means can readily acquire. ~9 

The holder of a pecuniary image of the class structure sees society 

neither as a dichotomous structure based upon the distribution of 

power, nor as a finely graded hierarchical structure differentiated 

on the basis of status and prestige. Rather, Lockwood suggests, 

most people in society, in both manual and non-manual occupations, are 

conceived of as belonging to one very large income class, bordered 

on one side by the very poor, and on the other by the relatively 

few people who have so much wealth as to be outside this central 

39Lockwood , op.Cl"t . , p. 260 . 
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class. 40 

The worker most likely to adhere to this image of class structure 

is, Lockwood suggests, the "privatized worker". He works in the modern, 

large factories and production plants utilizing mass production 

techiliques, and, in Britain, resides in the newer types of council, or 

low cost private, estates; areas characterized by high levels of resid

ential mobility and occupational heterogeneity, albeit of a blue-collar 

nature. 

Drawing on findings from industrial sociology, 41 Lockwood 

argues that the work situation of the "privatized worker" is such 

that he derives little intrinsic satisfaction from his work or from 

the work groups of which he is part. Perfonning work that is generally 

repetitive, lacking any great deal of autonomy or opportunity for 

individual initiative,42 and frequently prevented from any prolonged 

40In their study of "affluent workers" in Luton, Lockwood 
and his associates found that this model of the class structure was 
held by the majority of :r.i.en in their sample. See J.H. Goldthorpe, 
D. 	 Lockwood, et al., The Affluent Worker in the Class Structure, 
(Cambridge: Camoridge University Press, 1969), pp. 145-156. 

41Examples of such research are: R. Blauner, Alienation and 
Freedom, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1964); E. Chinoy, 
Automobile Workers and the American Dream, (Boston: Beacon, 1955); 
J.ll. Goldthorpe, "Attitudes and Behaviour of Car Assembly Workers: A 
Deviant Case and a Theoretical C:ritique", British Journal of Sociology, 
17 (1966), pp. 227-244; and R.H. Guest, "Nork Careers and Aspirations of 
Automobile Workers", J\merican Sociological Review, 19 (1964), pp. 155-163. 

42Blauner, op.cit., exempts process workers from this fate, arg
uing that the technolo:_;ical organization of such work allows the worker 
great autonoCTy and increases his job satisfaction. Goldthorpe, Locb·mod, 
et al., however, found little difference in attitudes between process 
worKe"rs and workers in other types of work in Luton. See The Affluent 
Worker: Industrial Attitudes and Behaviour, (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1968). 

http:class.40
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interaction with workmates by the constraints inherent in the technological 

organization of the workflow, the worker in this work setting very often 

adopts an instnnnental orientation toward his job. \Vork is not seen 

as a source of intrinsic rewards, nor is much stress placed on 

relationships with workmates. The job, rather, is valued primarily as 

a source of income and security. The fact that many of the workers 

in these factories have moved their homes in search of higher incomes 

reinforces this instrumental orientation. The instrumental orientation 

toward work (or, rather, its emphasis to the detriment of intrinsic 

satisfactions) would seem unlikely to allow the development of strong 

nonnative attachments to working-class culture. 

The lack of involvement in work is reinforced by the kind of 

life the "privatized worker" leads in the wider connnunity. In his area 

of residence he will experience little in the ~~y of strong ties of 

extended kinship or neighbourliness. Residential mobility means that 

the worker lvill have few ties in the neighbourhood, and lack of 

involvement with workmates indicates that the worker 1vill not seek their 

company in his leisure time (even if they reside in the same area). The 

connnon adaptation to these circtnnstances, Locklvood suggests, is a 

retreat into the confines of the nuclear family, and relative isolation 

from other people in the neighbourhood. The social isolation within 

these communities prevents status within the estate being conferred 

on an interactional basis. The status system is "attributional"; people 

being judged by criteria that are readily observable. Hence status 

is based on conspicuous consumption, people judging their social 
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standing relative to others in tenns of economic prosperity, rather than 

developing out of associational activities. 

Lack of attachments to strong, solidary work groups, and lack 

of involvement in a vital working-class connnunity, mean that the 

"privatized worker" will not develop that sense of class solidarity 

necessary to the fostering of an image of the stratification system as 

a class based dichotomy. Thus the "privatized worker" may very well be 

a trade unionist but he will see the union in instn.unental tenns and 

not as an expression of class solidarities. On the other hand, his 

role as an industrial worker, and his location in a connnunity of ~~ge

earners where people are judged on the basis of attributional criteria, 

will preclude him from envisioning the stratification system as a 

structure of status groups set apart from each other by differences 

in prestige and life-styles. The "privatized worker", therefore, 

is not becoming embourgoise, adopting the social perspectives of the 

middle-class. He is, rather, adopting a new interpretation of social 

reality, one that stems from the situation he finds himself in, a 

situation that is different from the situations of the "traditional 

proletarian" and the "traditional deferential" and that is also 

different from the life of the non-manual middle class. 

The above discussion has presented what Lockwood considers to be 

the distinctive features of the three types of images of class which, 

he suggests, are held by different workers in Britain. Being ideal

type constructs, Lock-wood's descriptions of the three types of workers, 

and their class models, are ''extreme'' examples developed to illustrate 
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in a clear man.Tler the "pure" types of class model that workers adopt 

in "ideal" situations. Lockwood himself acknowledges that precise 

examples of the "traditional proletarian" and "traditional deferential" 

are increasingly difficult to find, particularly as processes of social 

change are leading both to changes in the stn1cture of industry and to 

greater residential mobility, 'vhich will create changes in the communit

ies within which these workers are located. Conversely, privatization 

and the pecuniary model of class stnicture are, in Britain at least, 

emergent phenomena, and it is unlikely that either this type of worker, 

or the model of class associated with him, will, as of yet, be found in 

great ntunbers. But it is still possible to suggest that the closer the 

actual social situation of a worker approximates either of the three 

outlined by Lockwood the more will his class imagery resemble one of 

the three class models depicted. 

This may be illustrated by discussing some other works that 

have a bearing on this issue. Firstly, it has already been noted that 

the set of social conditions underlying the development of traditional 

proletarianism are becoming less of a conunon feature of British life. 

But because the traditional, single industry community may be declining 

this is not to say that all ne,ver working-class communities approximate 

the kind outlined by Lockwood in his analysis of privatization. As 

Parkin says: 

Although this ideal-type constnict ["traditional proletarianism". 
V. K. J is based largely on studies of conununities of several 
generations standing, ... the comparatively newer working-class 
estates ... and the post-war towns may be included equally 
in the model, in so far as they a near to duplicate over 
time the same socia natterns as t ose aic own 1n o er 
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conmrunities. Again, although the cornmon image of the trad
itional working-class community is one that envisages a 
fairly undifferentiated industrial base ..• it is probably 
new more likely to be the case that working-class neighbour
hoods will exhibit a more diversified occupational structure 
- particularly of course those in large urban centres of 
population, and the new towns. It is necessary to r.iakE'. 
this point to avoid slipp_ing ~nt:q_ the _;1ssumpt;ion_ that .. 
Decause· the traditional, single-occupation, COJlll11U!1~-ty ni.ay 
oegraduaily disappearing, the homogeneous working-class 
"community must be disappearing !9.<?L 43 

Dagenham, an outer suburb of London, for example, has a population that 

44is ninety percent working-class. Although the Ford Motor Company is 

a very large employer, only twenty percent of the men in Dagenham work 

for that company. Forty percent of the men work outside the borough. 

Yet Willf.lott found that, in many ways, Dagenham resembles the more iso

lated, single industry community. Solidarity feelings were by no means 

absent in the town and, al though many were not born in Dagenham, the 

newcomers hailed primarily from the East End of London and maintained 

relationships '~ith other people with similar backgrounds. Although 

the people desired material goods, these were not sought after as a 

mark of status to enable the possessor to be "one up on his 

neighbours". "People on the estates seem to see their fellows not as 
45adversaries but as allies in a general advance." 

43
F. Parkin, "Working-class Conservatives: a theory of political 

deviance", British Journal of Sociology, 18 (1967), p. 283 (my emphasis). 

441~illmott, op.cit. Dagenham, in the early 1960's, had a pop
ulation of approximately 90,000. 

45Ibid., p. 100. 
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Because this type of working-class comnrunity is more diversified 

than the smaller, single industry community, it may not exhibit the same 

intensity of solidarity feelings that typify the latter. But this is 

a far cry from suggesting that privatization is the typical ~ode of 

social existence of workers in such a comrmmity. Even if the '\orkers 

are employed in industries conducive to privatization (given that the 

largest employer in Dagenham is engaged in automobile production it 

would, on the face of it, seem that many Dagenham workers do work in 

such an environ~ent), it is still probable that their class imagery 

would not coincide with the pecuniary model because they are involved 

in a richer corrununity environment than is the prototypical "privatized 

worker". The same kind of considerations would appear to militate 

against the adoption of a deferential prestige model by workers in 

such comnnmities who happen to work in small plants, and are thus 

likely to come into contact with their employer and other midd.le 

class influentials. It may be that, in this kind of community, because 

of the possibility of a wider variety of work experiences, class imagery 

will not be as precise as that outlined by Lockwood. It might also 

be that workers adopt a hybrid model of the class structure. 

It has been mentioned a number of times that one of the factors 

that Lock'Wood regards as influential in the development of a deferential 

image of class is employment in small finns, and consequent interaction 

with the employer. In her study of Banbury, Stacey argues that, 

in the small economic unit, there is close personal contact between 

"gaffer" and "man", and that this contact contributes to the worker's 
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acceptance of the justice of the existing system of inequality. 46 

Nordlinger, in his study of working-class Tories, disputes this argwn

ent. Dividing working-class Tories into "deferentials" and "pragmatists", 

Nordlinger finds that ''deferentials" make up a smaller proportion of 

the Tory workers who reported that they had contacts with their employer 

than they do of the Tory workers who reported no such contact with 

47their employer. As Ingham points out, Nordlinger may be correct 

in rejecting the simple hypothesis that personal contact has a direct 

impact on workers' attitudes. 48 Ingham goes on to suggest that a more 

plausible explanation of deference among workers in small plants would 

be one that emphasizes an "interaction effect". Drawing on studies of 

voting, he suggests that high levels of left wing voting and attitudes 

are found among workers employed in large plants "rhere there is a great 

deal of intra-class interaction, but little inter-class interaction. 

Citing Parkin' s work (which will be referred to later in this chapter) 

Ingham argues that left wing attitudes are fostered in a situation of 

relative isolation from the dominant cultural values of society. The 

less the worker is "protected" from the influence of the dominant, prim

arily middle-class value system, the more will he accept his subordinate 

role. As Ingham points out: 

46Stacey, op.cit., p. 28 and pp. 46-47. 


47Nordlinger, op.cit., pp. 189-197. 


48G.K. Ingham, "Plant Size: Political Attitudes anJ Behaviour", 

Sociological Review, 17 (1969), pp. 235-249. 

http:attitudes.48
http:inequality.46
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It is possible that, in the small firm, a worker need not 
experience direct contact with his employer to be influenced 
by a system in which a large number or even a majority of 
workers experience such contact.49 

He provides some support for this contention by showing that, in a study 

he undertook, working-class Tories employed in small plants showed right 

wing ideological attitudes underlying their political preferences, 

whereas Tory voters in larger plants were largely instn.unental in their 

support of the Conservative Party. 1E~J it would seem, deference am._<:mg 

workers in small plants is not a direct product of employer-employee 

interaction, but a consequence of the lack of barriers to the 

absorption of the dominant culture. 

At this point one further question can be raised concerning 

the deferential model of class. Can it be assumed t11at the "traditional 

deferential", in Lockwood's terms, will be found in all western 

societies? In Gouldner's U.S. study of the gypstnn plant at Oscar 

Center, although the conditions were, on the face of it, favourable, 

50the "deferential" failed to appear. The surface workers, although 

they were employed in a small plant where there was a great deal of 

supervisor-employee contact, and although most of them lived in the 

49Ibid., p. 237. 

SOA.W. Gouldner, Patterns of Industrial Bureaucracy, (New York: 
Free Press, 1954), pp. 33-39 &161-162. I am here referring to the 
surface workers in the plant, for the miners formed a separate and 
distinct occupational culture closer to the "proletarian·· type. 

http:contact.49


30 

small, socially heterogeneous town of Oscar Center, were not deferential 

to authority. In fact they expected supervisors not to display signs 

of personal superiority, and, Gouldner found, the supervisors complied 

with this expectation. 

In Australia, too, a major study failed to discern a deferential 

51working-class image of class structure. In the discussion of Ingham's 

work it was noted that he stresses Parkin's argtnnent that, in the 

absense of structural barriers of support, the worker will tend to 

adopt the values of the dominant institutional framework of his society. 

As many studies have indicated, part of the British political tradition 

is highly elitist, stressing the inherent superiority of the leader
52

h . l" . f . . l"s 1p qua 1t1es o an ascr1pt1ve e 1te. In Britain, therefore, 

working-class deference to the dominant cultural values would involve 

the types of attitudes specified by Lockwood. As Lipset points out, 

both the U.S.A. and Australia have value systems that are more 

equalitarian than the British, at least in the sense of emphasizing 
53

achievement values over qualities such as "birth" and ''breeding11 
• 

It is hardly to he expected that workers would touch their forelock 

when confronted with higher status people who expected no such behaviour. 

What then, in these circtnnstances, takes the place of the trad

510.A. Oeser &S.B. Hammond, Social Structure and Personality 
in a City, (London: Routledge &Kegan Paul, 1954). 

52see, for example, Nordlinger, op.cit., Mckenzie & Silver, 
~cit., and S.M. Lipset, The First New N"aTIOn, (New York: Basic Books, 
T903}. 

53Lipset, op.cit., pp. 248-273. 
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itional deference described by Lock,vood as the image of class structure 

appropriate to workers in a similar structural position? In the Amer

ican case, I would suggest, workers in small plants (especially if they 

also reside in small, socially heterogenous conununities) would be far 

more prone than their big city, big industry brothers to accept the 

Horatio Alger myth of equality of opportunity, and to espouse the "Amer

ican Way of Life". It is, I think, fair to say that the Republican 

Party is more consistently in line with the ideas of elite groups than 

is the Democratic Party. In the light of this it is interesting to 

note that Oscar Center (the town studied by Gouldner) was eighty-five 

percent Republican! 54 It would still be possible, with some justific

ation, to refer to such attitudes as a deferential orientation, for 

they still involve the acceptance of the ideology of the dominant 

groups and institutions in society. Thus the content of deferential 

working-class ir:lagery may be expected to vary between societies in 

line with the content of the dominant cultural values of these 

societies. 

Lockwood's essay is but one of a series of publications arising 

from a major study that he and his associates conducted on the ''affluent 

54
Gouldner, op.lit., p. 34. Several studies have shO\'m that 

U.S. workers in large p ants (especially assembly-line) soon lose 
their taste for the .i\r.lerican Dreain. See Chinoy, op.cit., and 
Guest, ~cit. 
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worker". 55 In the last volume of the ''affluent worker" series of books 

Goldthorpe, Lockwood, et a~. discuss the images of class espoused by 

56the "affluent workers'' they studied in the British town of Luton. 

They found that the predominant model of the class structure espoused 

by the ''affluent workers" was, in fact, a pecuniary one. The Luton ______._.,_. ,. - -- - -- -- ·- ' - - - - - ' 

workers were not, Goldthorpe, Lockwood, et al. argue, the products of 

a process of embourgeoisement for, although their attitudes can be 

distinguished from those of more traditional workers, they are also 

different from what would be regarded as typically middle-class 

attitudes. Thus the emphasis on the pecuniary model. The men in the 

Luton study were also under no great motivation to claim middle-class 
57status, only fourteen percent doing so. The majority of them were 

union members and were also supporters of the British Labour Party. 

55Tue three books in the series, all authored by J.II. Goldthorpe, 
D. Lock'Wood, F. Bechhofer, and J. Platt, and all published by Cambridge 
University Press, are; The Affluent Worker: Industrial Attitudes and 
Behaviour, (Cambridge, 1968), The Affluent Worker: Political Attitude~ 
and Behaviour, (CaI'.1hri<lge, 1968), and The Affluent h'orker in the Class 
Structure, CC-am.bridge, 1969). The study was designed to test the ''emb
ourgeoisement thesis" that workers, due to rising affluence, are becOP.Ung 
like the muldle-class. To give this thesis the best possible chance of 
corroboration a particularly affluent and mobile group of \vorkers were 
studied. 

56Goldthorpe, Lockwood, et al., The Affluent Worker in the Class 
Structure, pp. 145-156. - 

57Ibid., p. 174. 67% of the workers identified as working
class, 8% claimed that they could equally well be described as either 
working or middle-class, while the remaining 11% gave no class 
identification. 
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Privatization, therefore, had not led the Luton workers into 

acceptance of middle-class nonns. But, Goldthorpe, Lockwood, et al. 

argue, their conmiunent to the traditional organizations of the British 

working-class was based on calculative criteria of their self-interests. 

"Instnunental collectivism" is the tenn applied by Goldthorpe and his 

, colleagues to this kind of attitude, and they contrast it to the 

"solidaristic collectivism" of the older form of proletarian tradition

alism. The class imagery of the "affluent worker", in Lockwood's 

phrase, is based more on "conrrnodity consciousness'' than either class 

consciousness or status consciousness. 

It is possible that there exists another working-class image of 

class that is not discussed by Lockwood. The images of class discussed 

so far have one thing in cor.unon; the worker is not necessarily led to 

claim middle-class status for himself. It has, however, been shown 

earlier in this chapter that a significant number of workers do in fact 

claim to be middle-class. In Runciman' s study, about one-third of the 
58

manual worker respondents claimed to be middle-class. Only about one-

quarter of these people, when asked to define the middle-class, did so 

by either mentioning the non-manual nature of mjdJle-class occupations 

or by stressing a middle-class style of life. It '-muld appear that 

only these two types of middle-class self-raters could be considered, 

in any meaningful sense, to be identifying themselves 'vith persons 

58Runciman, O!),cit., p. 158. 
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actually occupying middle-class positions in the stratification system. 

One 	might expect this type of worker to adhere to a non-deferential 

prestige model of the class system. 

Unlike the "traditional deferential", this type of worker would 

be likely to adopt the middle-class as both a comparative and a nonnative 

reference group. And his class model '~ould be similar, if not identical, 

to a middle-class prestige model of the stratification system. As 

Bott points out, the middle-class image of the class structure places 

greater emphasis on achievement than does the deferential model: the 

individual can rise in the prestige hierarchy "by acquiring the educat

ion, occupation, sub-culture, and personal friendship of people in a 

superior class. 1159 

It is probable that the non-deferential prestige model would most 

likely be found among those people most marginal to the working-class. 

It has been noted that middle-class identification (though not all 

workers who so identify would necessarily adhere to this model) among 
I 

i 	 workers is strongest where ties to the working-class are weakest. For 

example, workers residing in predominantly middle-class areas, workers 

who have middle-class contacts through kinship or friendship, and 

(possibly) workers employed in occupations at the fringes of the working

class would probably be among those most likely to adhere to such a 

model of the class structure. For this reason it would seem appropriate 

59
E. l3ott, "The Concept of Class as a Reference Group", 

Htnnan Relations , 7 (1954), p. 272. 
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to give the title the "marginal worker" to the manual worker who adheres 

to the non-deferential prestige model of the stratification system. 

There are, then, several perspectives from which manual workers 

may view the system of inequality in their society. As in the case of 

subjective class identification, research has indicated that variation 

in the class imagery of working-class people can be traced to differ

ences in the social networks within which workers find themselves. 

Differences in conununity, work situation, and experiences of social and 

geographical mobility all appear to play a part in the determination of 

the way the worker interprets the stratification system of his society. 

It is not suggested that this listing of class models is exhaustive, nor 

that conceptions of the class system in Britain will be exactly 

duplicated in other societies (although Dahrendorf's c~mparison of 

studies from four different societies suggests that they are not 
-, 

completely restricted to one society):. j But if similar types of worker 

exist in Canada then it is fair to assume that they will not all share 

the same conceptions, and, with the possible exception of the "tradit

ional deferential", it is probable that the nearer workers in Canada 

approach the "prototypes" discussed then the nearer will their class 

imagery approach that described. 

In addition to variations in class identification and class 

imagery, workers also vary in their political preferences and attitudes. 

In Britain, a country with a high incidence of class voting, about 

one-third of the working-class consistently votes for the Conservative 
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60
Party. In the United States, as Lipset shows, working-class people 

are much more likely to vote for the Democratic Party than for the 

Republican Party, but, again, a substantial nlil!lher of workers vote 

. 1 61contrary to t1e1r c ass. 
62 

l In Canada, as Alford shows, class voting 

. d . . . h . . d h15 not so pronoW1ce as 1t 15 1n ot er western 5oc1et1es, an t e 

votes of the working class are divided between the parties to a 

greater extent. However, as Alford also notes, support for Canada's 

social democratic party, the New Democrats, is class based, with votes 

for the N.D.:r. coming disproportionately fror.l the manual class. 

McDonald, in her study of the 1968 federal election in Ontario, found 

that class meMbership was the most important factor affocting N .D. P. 

voting, whereas religious and ethnic affiliations were more important 
63

than class in explaining Liberal and Conservative voting. 

The same kinds of factors examined earlier have also been found 

to be related to differences in working-class political preferences. 

Butler and Stokes, in their British study, find that one factor related 

to the tendency of manual workers to vote for the Conservative Party 
64

is the class composition of the amstitUEn:Y they reside in. They 

60Parkin, "Working-class Conservatives", p. 278. 

61s.M. Lipset, Political Han,(Garden City: Doubleday, 1963), 
pp. 303-306. 

62R. Alford, Party and Society, (Chicago: Rand ~IcNally, 1963) , 
pp. 250-286. 

63L. ~fcDonald, "Social class and voting: a study of the 1968 
Canadian Federal Election in Ontario", British Journal of Sociologv,
22 (1971), pp. 410-422. 

64Butler &Stokes, op.cit., pp. 144-150. Butler &Stokes cite 
evidence to show that a similar pattern has been found in U.S. studies. 
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first compare types of corranunities that differ greatly in their class 

composition; mining comnrunities and seaside resort areas. In the 

mining areas almost ninety percent of the labour force were in manual 

occupations, as compared to fifty-six percent in the resort areas. It 

is hardly surprising, therefore, that Labour gained a larger share of 

the vote in the mining areas. But even more than this, Butler and 

Stokes noted that working-class people themselves were more likely 

to vote Labour in the mining areas than in the resort areas. Thus 

over ninety percent of the manual workers in mining areas who supported 

one or other of the major parties supported the Labour Party, compared 
65to approximately half of the manual workers in the resort areas. 

In an analysis of poll data collected over the period from 1963 to 

1966 Butler and Stokes find this pattern applies generally in British 

political behaviour. \The larger the proportion of the population in a 

constituency that was in manual occupations the greater, they found, 

was the level of support for the Labour Party among manual workers. 

Likewise, the larger the proportion of middle-class people in the 

constituency the greater the level of support for the Conservative 

Party among middle-class peopl~ Thus it appears that, as in the cases 

of class identification and images of class structure, the type of 

community the worker resides in will have an influence on his 

political preclispositiof1S.. 

65Jbid., p. 145. The same holds for the middle-class. 36% of 
the middle-class people supported the Labour Party in the mining areas, 
compared to only 7% in the resort areas. 
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A mnnber of studies have also related differences in the work 

situations of manual workers to differences in political preferences. 

Trade union membership, for example, has often been cited as an influEnce 

leading workers to vote for the left-wing party in their societies. 

Thus evidence of a relationship between union membership and left-

wing voting and attitudes among manual workers is presented by Lipset 

(for the U.S.A.), J!cDonald (for Canada), Butler and Strokes, Nordlinger, 

and Goldthorpe, Lockwood et al. (the last three studies referring to 

. . ) 66
Brita1n . As Lipset points out, interaction between people who face 

corrunon problems enhances their feeling that they share conunon interests, 

and increases the possihility that they will endorse collective action 

to solve those problems. He further suggests that, when informal 

contacts are reinforced by membership in fonna.l organizations, political 

awareness is enhanced. And the trade union is the \•:orking-class 

organization, so it is to he expected that membership will influence 

the worker toward parties claiming to represent the interests of 

working-class people. Perry Anderson asks: 

Why does union membership make so much difference to the 
political loyalty of industrial workers? Despite the lack 
of direct evidence on this point, it is possible to conjec
ture an answer. The Union introduces the worker into a 
new ideological and relational universe, however rainimally. 
It creates its own loyalty (even if this may on occasion 
become very strained) and its own logic - a logic which 

661ipset, Political ~fan, p. 262; McDonald, op.cit., pp. 416-418; 
Butler and Stokes, op.cit., pp. 151-170; Nordlinger, op.cit., pp. 198
204; and Goldthorpe, Lock·wood, et al., The Affluent Worker: Political 
Attitudes and Behaviour pp. 62-72.
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leads to Labour allegiance. In a word, unionization 
changes the consciousness of workers, however ir.iperfcctly, 
and in doing so frees them from the elementary fonns of 
mystification.67 

The trade union, by emphasizing collective action and the existence of 

conflicts of interest hetween workers and management, may help to 

engender a sense of solidarity among workers, and a sense of apartness 

from non-manual workers, both of which may contribute to left-wing 

voting. 

The size of the plant in which the worker is employed has also 

been found to be related to left-wing attitudes. The larger the plant, 

it seems, the larger the proportion of workers supporting parties of 
68

the left. The typical explanation is that the larger plants encourage 

worker interaction and foster the alvareness of shared interests. In 

67P. Anderson, "Problems of Socialist Strategy", in P. Anderson 
&R. Blackburn (eds.), Towards Socialism, (London: Fontana, 1965), p. 263. 
The "elementary fonns of mystification'' Anderson speaks of are those 
that contribute to "false consciousness". ·r-.rarx, of course, recognized 
the importance of trade tlllion activities in the development of working
class consciousness. See, for example, K. >Iarx &F. Engels, The 
Communist Manifesto, C'·Ioscow: Progress Publishers, 1952), p. --s5". For 
an assessment of '.·!arx 's position on the importance of trade union 
activities, see >t. Harrington, Socialism, (New York: Saturday Review 
Press, 1972), pp. 36-76. 

681ipset, Political ~!an, p. 252; Nordlinger, op.cit., pp. 204
209; Ingham, op.cit., pass1P1~ Parkin, ''\'vorking-class Conservatives", 
pp. 286-287; SJ.t. Lipset, "'lhe Hodernization of Contemporary European 
Politics", in his Revolution and Counter-Revolution, (Garden City: 
Doubleday, 1970), pp. 286-287; and R.F. Hamilton, Affluence and the 
French l1.'orker in the Fourth RepubJ ic, (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1967), pp. 205-228. 

http:mystification.67
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Lipset's words, "a large plant makes for a higher degree of intra

class corrmrunication and less personal contact with people on higher 

69economic levels11 It may be suggested that this is not so much an• 

effect of plant size as such, but rather workers in large plants are 

more likely to vote for left-wing parties than are workers in smaller 

plants because they are also more likely to be members of trade unions. 

But Nordlinger and Ingham both report findings that suggest that plant 

size has an independent effect on political preferences and attitudes 
70 

even after the fact of unjon differences is taken into account. 

A!~~liation with white-collar people has also been shown to be 

related to manual workers' political preferences. Runciman found that 

manual workers whose fathers were in non-manual occupations lvere more 

likely to support the Conservative Party than were those workers whose 
71fathers were also manual workers. Goldthorpe, Lockwood, et al. divided 

the workers in their study into three groups, on the basis of their 

white-collar affiliations. One group consisted of workers who were from 

white-collar origins, or whose wives were, and who also had experienced 

white-collar work themselves, or their wives had. The second group 

consisted of those workers who had experience of one, but not both, of 

691ipset, Political }.fan, p. 252. 

?ON dl' . 204 209 d I h . 249or inger, op.cit, pp. - ; an ng am, op.cit., p. . 
71

Runciman, op.cit., p. 175. 38% of those whose fathers were 
in non-manual occupations supported the Conservatives, compared to 21% 
of those whose fathers were in manual occupations. 
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the kinds of white-collar affiliation. And the third group comprised 

those workers with neither form of white-collar affiliation. Goldthorpe, 

Lockwood, et al. found that Conservative support was strongest among the 

workers with both fonns of white-collar affiliation, and weakest among 

72
the workers with no such affiliations. Workers who are downwardly 

mobile, therefore, appear to be among those who adopt a political 

perspective that leads alvay from support of political parties that base 

their appeal on the premise that they are the party of the working-

class. 

1be effects of socio-economic differences within the working

class upon political preferences are by no means clear. In the case of 

income, Lipset states that studies in Australia, Britain, France, Italy 

and the U.S.A. reported that higher income workers were less likely 

to vote for the party of the left than their poorer brethren, whereas 

in Gennany and Sweden other studies found evidence that the higher 

73income workers were the most likely to vote for the left-wing party. 

More recent studies, however, cast doubt on the finding that high 

income is associated with Tory voting among workers in Britain. Tims 

Runciman, Goldthorpe, Lock-wood, et al., and McKenzie and Silver all 

report that income differences played no part in the explanation of 

72Goldthorpe, Lod.'"wood, et al., The Affluent lYorker: Political 
Attitudes and Behaviour, pp. 49-~.~ 

73Lipset, Political ~an, pp. 252-254. 
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74differences in voting among the workers in their surveys. Nordlinger, 

in fact, folUld that, among the workers in his study, income was 
75 . . 1 . d . h 1 f . .pos1t1ve y associate wit e t-wing voting. 

Lipset also cites evidence to suggest that differences in rel

igious affiliation are associated with differences in political prefer
76 

ences among workers, but the degree of influence varies as between 

countries. In Canada, for example, Alford argues that differences in 
-- . 77 

religious affiliation are more influential on party choice than class. 

A review of the literature, therefore, indicates that similar 

factors may be invoked to explain differences among manual workers in 

class identification, class imagery, and political preferences. It 

has been noted that variations within the working-class along these 

dimensions are related to differences in the class composition of the 

connnunities within which workers live, to differences in the work sit

uations that workers face, and to differences in workers' experiences 
78of geographical and social mobility. Parkin's essay provides a 

theoretical framework that can be used to incorporate these disparate 

findings into a more parsimonious explanation. Accepting that large, 

complex societies such as our o'<J!l display a variety of competing values, 

74Runciman, op.cit., pp. 171-172; Goldthorpe, Lock\1ood, et al., 
The Affluent Worker: Political Attitudes and Behaviour, pp. 38-=41; 
~iCKenzie &Silver, on.cit., pp. 82-84. 

75Nordlinger, op.cit., pp. 169-170. He notes that Hamilton 
reports similar findings among French workers. 

76Lipset, Political Man, pp. 255-261. 
77Alford, op.cit., pp. 272-278. 

78Parkin, "Working-class Conservatives". 
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Parkin nevertheless asserts that there are dominant institutional orders 

in these societies, and that the values surrounding these institutions 

exercise a dominant influence. In western societies such as Britain the 

values associated with the dominant institutional orders are hostile 

to the values associated with socialism. Parkin points out that studies 

of the working-class Conservative have generally regarded him as a "deviant", 

deviant, that is, from the majority of his class peers who, in Britain, 

vote for the Labour Party. Parkin, in effect, reverses this position, 

arguing that: 

Political deviance, examined from a national or societal 
level, is manifested not in working-class Conservatism, 
but rather in electoral support for Socialism 6n the part 
of members of any social stratum. Socialist voting in gen
eral can be regarded for analytic purposes, as a symbolic 
act of deviance from the dominant values of British capit
alist society, whilst Conservative voting may be thought of 
as a symbolic reaffirmation of those values. To be rather 
more specific the following hypothesis is proposed: namely, 
that electoral sunJ?2rt for Socialism will occur predomin
antly where indIV1dlials.. a..ie'involved in nonnative 'sub
systems which,serve as 'barriers' to the dominant values of 
the society.79 

Without the support of these normative sub-systems the worker will be 

far more likely to accept the values of the dominant political culture 

and, consequently, support the political party which is closest to 

those values (e.g. the British Conservative Party). 

The normative sub-systems that Parkin focuses on as "barriers" 

to the dominant values of society are the traditional working-class cmmn

79rbid., p. 282 (Parkin's emphasis). 

http:society.79
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unity and t11e value syster.i. created by industrial workers in response to 

their experiences in the workplace. Both of these nomative sub-systems 

embody collectivist values in opposition to the dominant values of a 

predominantly capitalist society. And these collectivist values derive 

out of the interactions and e:>q:>eriences of Horkcrs in their day-to-day 

lives.L~emove the worker from either of these norr.iative sub-systens and 

he is more likely to adopt the values of the dor.i.inant institutional 

framework. Remove him from both (which appears to be the lot of the 

"traditional deferential") and the likelihood is even stronger that he 

will accept the values of the status quo. 

Parkin further suggests that the non-existence of these stn1c

tural barriers to the penneation of doninant values within the working

class can account not only for overt political behaviour such as voting, 

but also for the value positions underlying such action: 

Manual workers do not vote Conservative because they are 
deferential, or because they conceive themselves as middle 
class; rather tlley have a deferential and a middle class 
and a Conservative outlook when they are isolated from 
structural positions which provide an alternative normat
ive sy~tem §oom that of the dominant institutional orders 
of society. 

Thus it is possible to conceive of class identification, class imagery, 

and political attitudes as a "package", and to argue that differences 

among workers in tenns of their involvement in nonnative sub-systems 

which shield them from the blandishments of the dominant groups in 

society will be of crucial importance in detennining the type of 

801bid., p. 289 (Parkin's emphasis). 
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"package" of ideas the worker will carry with him. Parkin only deals 

with involvement in the two major nonnative sub-systems outlined above. 

It is also possible to incorporate the mobility e}."Periences of workers 

into this argument . To the extent that a worker has white-collar affil

iations, either through his own past history, through kinship, or through 

friendship, my hypothesis would be that his involvement in the working-

class normative sub-systems would be attenuated. Even if a worker were 

a member of a solidary working-class comnrunity and were employed in 

circtnnStances favourable to working-class solidarity, his ties to the 

middle-class would act as cross-pressures on him and weaken the barriers 

that are in existence. 

I ' Community, work, and mobility appear, then, to be the crucial 
i 
I factors to be examined in any study of class and politics among workers. 

The Problem 

This thesis will attempt to examine the variations in attitudes 

toward the class system among manual workers in Ontario. Although there 

are numerous studies of worker's attitudes on class in other countries, 

little research has been undertaken in Canada, with the exception of 

political attitudes (research on political preferences, however, has not 

been conducted in terrns of the framework outlined here). 

The theoretical orientation of the study has been outlined in 

this Introduction, and involves examining variation in class attitudes 

in the light of a theory of ideological and political "deviance". 

Through examination of studies in this area it has been shown that 
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corrnm.mity work, and mobility are important explanatory variables in account

ing for the differences among workers in their perceptions of the 

class system. Parkin's essay provides the theoretical framework within 

which to incorporate these findings. Looked at in terms of Parkin's 

analysis, the ideal-typical worker could be placed on a continuum, 

running from the "traditional poletarian", through the "privatized 

worker", to the "traditional deferential" and then to the "marginal 

worker''. And this continutnn would be related to the extent to which 

manual workers are structually isolated from the influence of the 

dominant cultural values of society by strong working-class nonnative 

sub-systems. 

Taking note of Parkin's work, the major hypothesis that will be 

tested in this thesis may be stated as follows: variation in class iden

tification, class imagery, and political attitudes among workers will, 

to a large extent, be related to the degree to which workers are\ 
' 

' 	 involved in sets of social relationships that isolate them from the 

influence of the values of groups occupying dominant positions in the 

social hierarchy. The greater this structural isolation the more 

likely it is that workers will adhere to attitudes and values distinct 

from the values of the groups higher in the stratification hierarchy. 81 

81Homans, in his attempt to develop a series of theoretical 
propositions about social behaviour, asserts that equality between the 
participants in a social relationship leads to increased interaction, 
and that equality (in terms of performing similar roles) leads to the 
participants sharing similar values. He also suggests that interaction 
influences the participants to like one another (provided they are 
"rewarded" in the relationship), and that interaction within one group 
leads participants to express hostility to other groups that are seen 

http:hierarchy.81
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The "sets of social relationships" that this thesis will focus 

upon will be those related to the type of community the worker lives in, 

his work situation, and his contacts with the non-manual world, through 

his own occupational history, and through kinship and friendship. The 

more consistently the worker has been involved in a predominantly lvorking

class envirornnent the more I would expect him to adhere to attitudes 

that are distinguishable from those associated with people involved in 

non-manual pursuits. 

It was decided that, in order to study variations in workers 1 

attitudes on class and politics, four communities should be selected, 

each community having a social composition approximating that of one 

of the types of connnunity cited in the discussion of images of class 

structure. By "controlling" for community in this manner it will be 

possible to examine the combined effects of connnunity, work, and mobil

ity on the class imagery of manual workers. Chapter II will outline 

the manner jn which these four communities were chosen, will discuss 

aspects of the research procedure, and will present a stmUnary discussion 

as threatening. (See G.C. Homans, Socia] Behaviour: Its Elementary 
Forms. New York: Harcourt, Brace &World, 1961, pp. 181-186, and 320
323). 

If Homans is correct, if a person's interactions were almost tot
ally confined to other working-class people then this would lead to 
increased solidarity among the participants and greater hostility toward 
outside groups. IIornans ' work, therefore, may contribute to an under
standing of the social psychology underlying the argument that working
class normative sub-svsterns serve as barriers to the influence of the 
dominant culture . · 

Lipset uses a similar argur.ient to that presented iu this Introd
ucation to account for the higher levels of political involvement of the 
more well to do classes. He suggests that they live in a "relatively 
homogeneous political environment", and hence face fewer cross-pressures 
that might pressure the111 from diverse political sources. See s.n. Lipset, 
Political Han, pp. 213-214. 
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of the characteristics of the workers in the four communities. 

Chapter III will seek to establish that differences in attit

udes toward class and politics exist between manual and non-manual 

workers. If there were no differences as such, nruch of what has been 

said in this Introduction would be irrelevant. The rest of that chapter 

will be devoted to a discussion of whether or not socio-economic 

differences, specifically income differences, can provide a sufficient 

explanation of variation in class attitudes among workers. It will be 

established that this is not the case. 

I 
I The next part of the thesis, Chapter IV, will exar.i.inc the class 

' 

) identifications of the workers in the study. An attempt will be mac.le 
'· 

to study the influence of the kinds of variables discussed in this 

Introduction on the worker's class identification. 

Chapter V will be devoted to a discussion of the class imagery 

of the workers who responded in this study. The first part of the 

chapter will examine the extent of traditional deference among the 

workers in the study, '~1ich is important because workers espousing 

a prestige model could be holding a deferential or an achievement version 

of such a model. The rest of the chapter will be devoted to the reasons 

for variation in the choices of class r:iodels made by workers. 

Chapter VI '~ill involve a discussion of other aspects of 

workers' attitudes toward social inequality. An attempt will be made 

to develop a score from answers to a mnnber of questions, this score 

measuring the degree to which manual workers adopt a perspective that 

can be describ~d as 'militant". 
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The last part of this thesis, Chapter VII, will examine the pol

itical preferences of manual workers. Specifically it will deal with 

the sources of differences in support of the New Democratic Party. The 

chapter will also examine the question of whether workers in Ontario 

see politics in class terr.ls or whether other fonns of societal division 

are seen as the springs of political differences. 



CHAPTER II 

THE STIJDY 

This chapter describes the process of selection of the connnunit

ies in which the study was conducted. Four conmrunities were selected, 

each one approximating the occupational composition of the types of 

communities described in Chapter I. A brief description of the survey 
1

follows this section, including an outline of the weighting system 

used to compensate for bias in the response to the survey due to lower 

levels of response by people in certain socio-economic brackets. The 

next part of this chapter is devoted to a discussion of how, from all 

the responses to the survey, the group of respondents of interest to 

this study, working-class men, was selected. Finally, an outline of 

the characteristics of the working-class men in the four corronunities 

is presented. 

Selection of the Four Communities 

It has been suggested, in Chapter I, that the type of comnrunity 

a worker resides in will be an important factor in any analysis of 

working-class attitudes toward the class system. It was felt that it 

would be easier to focus on corranunity in the initial selection of people 

to be studied, rather than, say, size of plant or union membership. 

There were two basic reasons for this decision. Firstly, as the next 

lSee Appendix A for a more detailed discussion of the fieldwork. 

so 
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section will show, the study was conducted as part of a larger survey 

in which other researchers were involved. The interests of the other 

parties were such that a fairly wide cross-section of the population of 

Ontario had to be included in the survey. Restriction of the study to 

manual workers in, for example, a ntunber of plants of different sizes 

would be impossible in these circtunstances. But it was possible to 

narrow the study to people living in four cornnrunities without conflicting 

With the interests of the other participants in the survey. The second 

reason for using conmunity as a selection criterion was simply that it 

did not involve the problems of access to infonnation on possible respon

dents that would be involved in approaching corporations for lists of 

their employees, or of finding a reliable way to sample workers who were 

not members of unions, even if it had been possible to gain access to 

union members. Thus the interests of other members of the research team, 

and the availability of information (in the form of City Directories) 

from which to draw samples, led to corrnnunity being the initial criter

ion for the selection of the sample. 

Following from the interest in corranunity variation as a source 

of differences in workers' attitudes it was necessary, therefore, to sel

ect four corronunities in which to conduct the study. The communities had 

to be of such occupational compositions as to approximate the types of 

conrnunities discussed in Chapter I. In order to approximate the milieux 

of the "traditional proletarian" one of the cornnnmities had to be pre

dominantly working-class in occupational composition and to be organized 

around a single, dominant industry. For an approximation of the type 

of corrmunity that, in Britain at least, is regarded as the home of the 

''traditional deferential", another of the conununities had to be fairly 

heterogeneous in occupational composition, and also contain a variety 
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of small industrial plants. A third community, in order to be similar 

to the type of cormnunity seen as containing the "privatized worker", 

had to be larger than the home of the "deferential", had to contain 

larger industrial plants, and, at the same time, it had to be less 

occupationally homogeneous than the milieux of the "traditional 

proletarian". Finally, the fourth cormnunity had to have a predominantly 

non-manual labour force so that it could sinrulate the surroundings that, 

it was suggested earlier, house the "marginal worker". 

A complicating factor was introduced by the interest of other 

participants in the research to have a substantial group of French

speaking respondents in the sample. 2 Ethnic differences could, there

fore, present an additional factor to be taken into account in the 

analysis of the class attitudes of workers in Ontario. Ethnic 

homogeneity could be asslD'lled in the British studies but it is not 

possible to do so in the context of Ontario. However much this fact 

may affect the comparability of findings between studies in Canada 

and Britain, the point still remains that the immediate issue is one of 

the class composition of these conmunities. It was, fortunately, possible 

to locate conmrunities that met the needs of the other participants for 

French Canadian respondents while at the same time meeting the require

ments of my interest in occupational composition. 

To select the four cornnrunities the publications of the 1961 Census 

of Canada were utilised. 3 The Census publications on the occupational 

2rhe two study directors, F.E. Jones and P.C. Pineo, needed to 
test the questionnaire when translated into French. Another graduate 
student, J.C. Goyder, was interested in English Canadian/French Canadian 
differences in class identification. 

3At the time (1970/71) the 1961 Census statistics were the most 
up-to-date sources of infonnation. 
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composition and industrial distribution of the labour force of connnunit

ies in Ontario were studied in order to gain some idea as to differences 

along these dimensions. 4 The four corrnnunities selected were Ottawa, 

Hamilton, Lindsay and Sudbury. Table II-1 shows the occupational 

canposition of the male labour forces of the four communities, and 

compares them with urban Ontario as a whole. 5 

Table II-1.--Percentage distribution of the male labour forces of the 
four communities, and urban Ontario, in major occupational 
divisions (1961 Census)6 

Occupational Urban aDivision Ontario Ottawa Hamiltonb Lindsay Sudburya 

Managerial 
Professional & 

12.4 
9.9 

14.5 
15.9 

10.1 
8.2 

14 .3 
8.0 

8.0 
6.2 

teclmical 
Clerical 9.0 13.2 7.8 6.4 4.6 
Sales 
Service & 

6.8 
9.2 

6.0 
17.6 

6.4 
6.6 

7.2 
8.7 

5.4 
5.8 

recreation 
Transport & 

communications 
Farmers & 

7.4 

1.3 

6.2 

0.8 

7.1 

3.5 

8.8 

1.5 

6.3 

0.2 
farmworkers 

Loggers &related, & 0.3 0.1 0.3 
fishermen, trappers
&huntsmen 

Miners, quarrymen & 1.4 0.1 0.1 24.2 
related 

Craftsmen, production 
process &related 

Labourers not else

33.7 

6.0 

18.5 

4.2 

40.9 

6.9 

37.3 

5.5 

27.9 

8.1 
where specified 

Occupation not 
stated 

2.6 3.1 2.3 2.1 2.9 

lUU':lY lmr.T W:-9" ~ ~ 
(N = 1,320,994 71,086 108,642 2,839 22 ,515) 

Index of dissimilarity 21.2 10.3 7.5 25.2 

a City areas. 

b Census metropolitan area. 


4In examining the census data for appropriate conmrunities, I 
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Ottawa, as one would expect of the seat of the Federal govern

ment, is a city with a very large white-collar population. Under one
7

quarter of the male population in 1961 was engaged in manual work, 

whereas nearly forty-five percent were in managerial, professional and 

technical, or clerical occupations. Due to this substantial middle

class presence it appears that Ottawa would be the corrnnunity in which 

to look for the "marginal worker". As the index of dissimilarity of 

21.2 shows, the labour force of Ottawa differs substantially from the 

general labour force in urban Ontario, having disproportionately more 

men in white-collar and service occupations, and far less in manual, 

industrial work. 8 

Hamilton, as the dissimilarity index of 10.3 indicates, more 

did not consider every community listed. Rather, I had some idea of 
the kinds of connminities, and examined a number of alternatives. 

5.rhe reasons for restricting the survey to males will·be 
presented in the next section of this chapter. 

6nominion Bureau of Statistics, 1961 Census of Canada, Volume 3, 
Part 1, (Ottawa: The Queen's Printer, 1963), BUlletin 3.1-4, 
pp. 7-1 to 7-14 (Table 7), and 8-2 to 8-14 (Table 8), and Bulletin 3.1-6, 
pp. 11-25 to 11-35 (Table 11). 

7This percentage is based on the men classified as "miners, 
quarrymen, and related workers", "craftsmen, production process and 
related workers", and "Labourers n.e.s.". As will be seen later in 
this chapter, some ambiguity creeps in, due to there being, in some 
instances, manual and non-manual occupations in the same category. 
But for present purposes, the broad census classifications shall suffice. 

8Tue index of dissimilarity, developed by the Duncans, is a 
measure of the dissimilarity between two groups. Thus, in the case at 
hand, the index measures the dissimilarity in occupational composition 
between the communities and urban Ontario as a whole. The index of 21. 2 
for Ottawa means that 21. 2% of the workers in Ottawa would have to change 
their occupations in order that Ottawa have an occupational structure 
similar to Ontario as a whole. See, O.D. Duncan & B. Duncan, "Residential 
Distribution and Occupational Stratification", American Journal of 
Sociology, 55:5 (1955), pp. 493-503. 

/ 
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closely resembles urban Ontario as a whole in occupational composition. 

With nearly fifty percent of its male labour force in manual occupat

ions, it is a highly industrialized comnnmity, but nearly twenty-five 

percent were engaged in white-collar occupations. Thus, although 

Hamilton has a large working-class population, there is also a sub

stantial middle-class in the city. This, it may be suggested, would 

contribute to the likelihood that workers in the city would not adopt 

a perspective akin to that of the "traditional proletarian". 

Lindsay is the corrmunity closest in occupational composition 

to urban Ontario as a whole; the index of dissimilarity being only 7.5. 

Approximately forty-three percent of the employed men in Lindsay in 

1961 were in manual occupations, while nearly thirty percent were in 

managerial, professional and technical, or clerical work. Thus Lindsay 

is a relatively heterogeneous community in class tenns. It is also 

by far the smallest of the four communities, with a male labour force 

in 1961 of 2,839 men: Sudbury, the next largest town, had a labour 

force that is over eight times the size of Lindsay's. Lindsay, then, 

being a small, occupationally heterogeneous coilllTll.lility, has certain of 

of the attributes that, it was suggested in Chapter I, characterize the 

kind of community in Britain that houses the "traditional deferential". 

Sudbury is the community that is most different from urban 

Ontario as a whole; the index of dissimilarity being 25. 2. About 

sixty percent of the male labour force of Sudbury were employed as 

miners, quarrymen and related workers, craftsmen, production process 

and related workers, or as labourers. Only about eighteen percent were 



employed as managers, professionals, or clerical workers. Sudbury, 

therefore, is very nruch a working-class town, with a smaller middle

class than is found in the other three comrmmities. 

In tenns of occupational composition, therefore, the four 

communities selected differ considerably. Ottawa has only a small 

industrial working-class, but a very large middle-class. Both 

Hamilton and Lindsay have substantial proportions of their labour 

forces in manual occupations but are relatively heterogeneous, both 

having about one quarter of their employed men in white-collar 

occupations. But Hamilton is a nruch larger corrmunity than Lindsay. 

Sudbury is the most "working-class" of the four corrmunities and, 

at least in tenns of occupational composition, is closest to the 

type of cormnunity wherein one might expect to find the "traditional 

proletarian". 

The occupational composition of the corrmunities is not the 

only factor that has to be taken into account. The range of industrial 

activity and the size of the industrial plants are also important 

elements to be considered in the process of selecting appropriate 

canmunities in which to conduct a study such as this. Table II-2 

shows the industrial distribution of the male labour forces of the 

four communities in 1961. 



Table II-2.--Percentage distribution of the male labour forces of the 
four comnunities,in major industrial divisions (1961
Census)9 

Industrial Division Ottawa Hamilton Lindsay Sudbury 

Agriculture, forestry 
fishing, etc. 

Mines, quarries, wells, etc. 
(Total manufacturing) 
Primary metals &metal 

fabricating 
Machinery, transportation 

equipment &electrical 
products 

Non-metallic minerals, 
c~micals, petroletnn, etc. 

Food, beverages, & tobacco 
Rubber, leather, textiles

&clothing 
Wood, furniture , paper, 

&printing
Miscellaneous manufacturing 
Construction 
Transport &utilities 
Trade 
Finance, insurance, real estate, 

conmunity, business &personal 
service industries 

Public Administration 
&defense 

Unspecified &undefined 

(N = 

0.6 

0.1 
(9.9) 
0.9 

1.1 

0.8 

2.2 
0.3 

3.6 

1.0 
8.6 
8.4 

13.7 
17.4 

38.2 

2.7 

-gg:o 
71,086 

3.3 

0.3 
(46.2) 
19.6 

12.0 

4.0 

3.7 
2.7 

3.3 

0.9 
9.4 
7.5 

14.3 
12.9 

4.0 

2.1 

lmr:D 
108,642 

2.1 

(37 .8)
2.3 

4.6 

8.1 

6.8 
3.2 

4.7 

8.1 
8.2 

10.4 
17.8 
15.6 

6.2 

1.9 

lmr:D 
2,839 

0.7 

35.6 
(16.6)
11.4 

0.3 

1.0 

2.1 
0.1 

1.5 

0.2 
7.7 
8.0 

13.1 
11.0 

4.7 

2.6 

lmr.1T 
22 ,515) 

As the table shows, only ten percent of the labour force in 

Ottawa is employed in manufacturing industries. Nearly forty percent 

91961 Census of Canada, Voltnne 3, Part 2, Bulletin 3.2-2, 
pp. 2-1 to 2-12 (Table 2) and 3-2 to 3-12 (Table 3), and Bulletin 3.2- 4, 
pp. 6-25 to 6-31 (Table 6). 
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are employed in some branch of public administration and defense, which, 

in Ottawa, primarily means the Federal civil service. :Examination of 

the industrial distribution of the Ottawa labour force reinforces the pic

ture of that city as a middle-class conmrunity. Among the manufacturing 

industries, no one sector is a very large employer of labour. The lar

gest manufacturing sector is that listed in Table II-2 as ''wood, furn

iture, paper, and printing" but even here only 3.6% of the labour force 

is involved, and this amounts to about two thousand, six hundred men. 

Hamilton, on the other hand, is a relatively heavily industr

ialized city, with just under half of the male labour force employed 

in manufacturing industry. The single largest sector is primary 

metal and metal fabricating, which employs approximately twenty percent 

of the Hamilton labour force. A large component of this sector is 

the basic steel industry, where there are two large corporations in 

Hamilton, the Steel Company of Canada and Dominion Foundries and Steel, 
10 

which together employ about twenty-two thousand people. 

Lindsay is not so heavily industrialized as Hamilton, but 

even here nearly forty percent of the town's male labour force are emp

loyed in manufacturing industries. No one type of manufacturing domin

ates this sector, the largest group being in the manufacture of non

metallic minerals, chemical, petroleum and related products. Even in 

this group of manufactures, though, only about eight percent of the 

male labour force (or about two hundred and thirty men) are involved. 

lOThis figure, however, refers to white-collar and blue-collar 
employees, both male and female. 
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The extractive industry is the largest employer of labour in 

Sudbury. Over thirty-five percent of the male labour force are employed 

in the nickel mining industry. The manufacturing sector is much smaller, 

employing only about seventeen percent of the male labour force. And of 

the men employed in manufacturing, the majority are employed in the ind

ustries involved in the manufacture of primary metals and metal fabric

ating. Of the 11.4% of the male labour force employed in this sector 

nearly all (10.7% of the labour force) are employed in the nickel smelt

ing industry. Thus nearly half of the male labour force of Sudbury is 

employed in one basic process, the mining and refining of nickel. 

Not only, therefore, is Sudbury very much a "working-class town" but 

it is also a town dominated by one major industry. It would appear, 

therefore, that Sudbury satisfies fairly well the two criteria that 

have been laid down for the kind of cornnrunity that, in Britain, 

"produces" the"traditional proletarian". 

The size of the industrial plants in the four connnunities was 

also a factor taken into account in their selection. Table II-3 shows 

the proportion of the total number of plants constituted by plants 

of different sizes, and the proportion of the labour force they 

employ, in the four conmrunities. The infonnation is taken from 

Scott's Industrial Directory, 1968-69, hence the information is more up

to-date than that used so far. 11 The total labour force figures will 

11scott's Industrial Directory, 6th Edition, 1968-69, 
(Oakville: Penstock, 1969). 
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not coincide with those given in Table II-1 and Table II-2, for they 

refer only to people employed in industrial concerns, but include 

manual workers and white-collar workers, both male and female. But even 

if the figures are not strictly comparable with those given earlier they 

still serve as a basis for comparison of the industrial characters of 

the four conmrunities. 

Table II-3.--Percentages of total number of firms and of total labour 
force in the four conmrunities in different size brackets 
(no. of employees). 

Plant Size Ottawa 
% Ctnn. 

Hamilton 
% Ct.ml. 

Lindsay 
% Ctnn. 

Sudbury 
% Ct.ml. 

% % % % 

% of Finns in 
size EracKet 

Under 50 empls. 76.6 76.6 75.4 75.4 73.0 73.0 78.9 78.9 
50 - 99 8.6 85.2 10.4 85.8 10.8 83.8 12.7 91.6 
100 - 499 12.7 97.9 12.1 97.9 16.2 100.0 5.6 97.2 
500 - 999 1.2 99.1 1.0 98.9 0 100.0 0 97.2 
1000 - 4999 0.8 99.9 0.7 99.6 0 100.0 1.4 98.6 
5000 - 9999 
10000 &over 

0 
0 

99.9 
99.9 

0.3 99.9 
0.1 100.0 

0 
0 

100.0 
100.0 

0 98.6 
1.4 100.0 

(N= 244) (N- 704) (N- 37) (N- 71) 

% of labour force 
in size 5racl<et 

Under 50 
so - 99 
100 - 499 
500 - 999 
1000 - 4999 
5000 - 9999 
10000 &over 

16.5 16.5 
8.8 25.3 

39.9 65.2 
11.9 77.1 
22.9 100.0 

0 100.0 
0 100.0 

10.0 10.0 
6.6 16.6 

25.6 42.2 
6.3 48.5 

12.2 60.7 
17.9 78.6 
21.4 100. 0 

25.7 25.7 
15.8 41.5 
58.S 100.0 
0 100.0 
0 100.0 
0 100.0 
0 100.0 

3.9 
2.6 
2.1 
0 

17.8 
0 

73.5 

3.9 
6.5 
8.6 
8.6 

26.4 
26.4 
99.9 

(N= 16, 749) (N- 78,838) (N= 1,837) (N- 22 ,438) 
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About three-quarters of the industrial f inns in all four comm

unities employ under fifty people. However, the relative share that 

these firms have of the labour force varies as between the four towns. 

Approximately one-quarter of the Lindsay labour force is employed in 

such firms whereas, at the other extreme, only about four percent of 

the Sudbury labour force works for firms having less than fifty employ

ees. No finn in Lindsay employs more than five hundred people, in fact 

over forty percent of the labour force work in plants of under one hun

dred employees. 'I1lere are two relatively large finns in Ottawa that 

employ between one thousand and four thousand people, and they account 

for about twenty-three percent of the people in Ottawa who work for 

industrial concerns. But Ottawa does not contain any giant firms, and 

nearly sixty-five percent of the people working for industrial finns 

are in finns employing less than five hundred people. 

'I1le Hamilton industrial labour force is more diversified, in 

terms of the size of firms it is employed by. About forty-two percent 

work in firms employing less than five hundred people, but about 

eighteen percent work for the two finns employing between five thousand 

and ten thousand people, and another twenty-one percent work for the 

gigantic Steel Company of Canada which, according to Scott's Industrial 

Directorv, employed nearly sixteen thousand people in 1968-69. But 

even this level of concentration appears small when compared to the fact 

that, in Sudbury, one company, International Nickel, employs nearly 

three-quarters of the industrial labour force of that city. When 

Falconbridge Nickel Mines Ltd. is brought into the picture, these two 
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companies employ over ninety percent of the people employed by industrial 

concerns in Sudbury. 

By looking at the occupational and industrial distributions of 

the labour forces in the four communities, and by also examining the 

sizes of the industrial finns in the same comminities, it was decided 

that the four corranunities were suitable places in which to conduct the 

study. Ottawa emerges as a city with a very large middle-class 

population, where industry takes second place to the civil service as 

a major employer of labour. The industry that does exist in Ottawa 

is rather diversified, and, although there is a fair degree of 

variability in the sizes of industrial plants in Ottawa, there are no 

very large plants in the city. It was felt that Ottawa would be an 

appropriate site for the study and that it displayed characteristics 

which would lead one to expect that the kind of worker described 

in Chapter I as the ''marginal worker" might exist in such an environment. 

At the opposite extreme is Sudbury, a conununity that is predom

inantly working-class in social composition. At the same time the conm

unity is dominated by a single industry, the extraction and refining 

of nickel ore, and, more than that, mostly by one very large employer, 

the International Nickel Company. In addition to this, the single larg

est occupational group in Sudbury are miners (the category, "craftsmen, 

production process and related workers" makes up a bigger proportion of 

the labour force but this is comprised of a large variety of manual 

occupations), and miners are generally focused upon as being "traditional 
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proletarians" par excellence.12 There is a history of militant trade 

unionism in Sudbury, 13 and this fact, combined with the other consider

ations discussed above, suggested that Sudbury would be a suitable place 

to look for the "traditional proletarian". 

Hamilton has a nruch more diversified industrial base than 

Sudbury, even though the basic steel industry is a large employer of 

labour. There are over seven hundred industrial firms in the area and, 

even if the steel industry is important, it does not dominate the 

community to the same extent as nickel production in Sudbury. There 

is a large working-class, but the middle-class still makes up a 

significant part of the population, so there is not the same degree of 

class homogeneity as exists in Sudbury. Factors such as this suggest 

that there would not be that strong sense of class solidarity which is 

deemed to exist in the single industry, solidary working-class 

community. The city is also highly differentiated along ethnic lines,14 

and all these factors suggest that the attitudes of workers in this 

city may be closer to those of the "privatized worker". There is, for 
15. . th . th 1. . 1examp1e, a strong t rade union movement in e city, yet e po itica 

12see A. Gouldner, Patterns of Industrial Bureaucracy, (New 
York: The Free Press, 1954); N. Demis, et al., Coal is Our Life, (London:
Tavistock, 1969) for discussions of th"'ir"work and corranunity lives of miners. 

13J.B. Lang, "A Lion in a Den of Daniels: a History of the 
International Union of Mine Mill and Smelter Workers in Sudbury, Ontario, 
1942-1962," (M.A. Dissertation, University of Guelph, 1970). 

14See Table II-20 in the final section of this chapter. 

15llfith the exception of Dofasco, all the major plants are 
unionized. 

http:excellence.12
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party that is closely aligned to the unions, the N.D.P., has had rather 

a checkered history of success in Hamilton. 

Lindsay is by far the smallest of the four comnrunities, having 
16 

a population (in 1965) of under twelve thousand. It is a socially 

heterogeneous community with a small scale, diversified industrial base. 

The class heterogeneity and small scale work environment of Lindsay sug

gest that this is the type of corrommity wherein might dwell the 

"deferential worker". 

Thus occupational and industrial characteristics were the 

criteria by which the four c6rrnnunities were selected as the sites for 

the study. 

Response to the Survey 

The survey on which this thesis is based was a mailed questionn

aire type study. The questionnaires were sent out in two waves, the 

first wave going to Ottawa, Hamilton, and Sudbury in July, 1971, and 

the second wave going to Lindsay in March, 1972. The reasons for this 

time-lag between the two waves are outlined in Appendix A, which also 

provides details of the administration of the survey and a discussion 

of the response rates. The survey was restricted to men over the age of 

eighteen. The study was restricted to men for a number of reasons. 

The other study participants, interested in a replication of U.S. studies 

16L.O.D.A. Facts, (Lake Ontario Regional Development Council, 
1966). The total populations of the other conununities, in 1961, were 
268,206 in Ottawa, 395,189 in Hamilton, and 80,120 in Sudbury. (The 
Hamilton figure covers the metropolitan area, the others the city 
proper). 

http:thousand.It
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of occupational and social mobility, were only interested in the male 

labour force. From the point of view of this thesis, it was necessary 

to restrict the study to males because of the emphasis on work experiences 

as one of the crucial variables in the analysis. As many women who 

would have replied to the survey would have been housewives this would 

have added complications to the analysis, hence it was decided to 

restrict the study to males. 

The over-all response rate to the questionnaire survey in the 

four commtmities was 32. 9% (or one thousand, one htmdred and seven com

pleted questionnaires). 17 The level of response, however, was not uni

form between the four conmunities. The highest level of response came 

from Ottawa, where 39.2% of the men who received a questionnaire compl

eted and returned it. Hamilton had the next highest response rate, 

35.1%, followed by Lindsay with 29. 5%, and the lowest level of response 

was from Sudbury, where 28. 6% of those requested to complete a 

questionnaire did so. This is a disappointing response rate but is not 

18tmusually low in comparison with other questionnaire surveys. A 

more detailed discussion of the response to the survey, and of possible 

reasons for the level of response, is contained in Appendix A. In this 

17Tue size of the entire sample, after deducting those cases 
where the questionnaire was returned undeliverable, was 3,369. 

18 see D. C. Miller, Handbook of Research Design and Social 
Measurement, (New York: McKay, 1970), pp. 76-84. Miller points out 
that many questionnaire surveys receive response rates ranging from 
10 to 25 percent. In that case, the four communities study seems 
to have been quite successful. 



chapter the discussion will center on the problem of to what degree the 

sample obtained is representative of the populations of the corrmunities 

studied. 

To examine the question of to what extent the samples confonn 

to, or depart from, the general populations from which they were drawn, 

certain characteristics of the respondents shall be compared with the 

distribution of the same characteristics among the populations of the 

communities studied. The infonnation on the populations of the comm

unities is taken from the 1961 Census of Canada. It cannot be expected 

that the comparisons will be strictly valid, because there is a ten year 

time-lag between the collection of the census information and the 

period during which the survey was administered. The corrmunities are 

bound to have changed somewhat over this period but, unfortunately, 

details from the 1971 Census of Canada were not available at the time 

of writing and, therefore, the 1961 Census provides the most up-to
. . 19date popu1at1on estimates. 

The time-lag inevitably leads to problems of comparison, as is 

clear, for example, in the case of education. The census records the 

highest grade of school attended by those males, over the age of five, 

who were not attending school at the time of the census. The study inv

olves males who, as of 1971, were twenty years or over. Hence some of 

19conmrunication with the Census Division of Statistics Canada 
revealed that similar statistics from the 1971 Census would not even 
begin to become available until after the stmUTier of 1973. 
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the men in the sample, like a larger group in the general population, 

'WOUld still have been at school in 1961, and would not have been incl

uded in the census data. It is highly likely that this group received 

more formal education than men educated in earlier periods, and this 

would lead to the general level of education among the men sampled 

being higher than that among the males covered by the 1961 Census data. 

Similar comparative problems could occur due to changes in the 

labour force. Lindsay, for example, welcomed several new industrial 

plants between 1961 and 1971, in particular a plant owned by Uniroyal. 

This has obviously led to changes in the occupational structure of the 

coll11lunity, changes that would not be shown in the 1961 census data. 

It is probable that such changes would have a greater aggregate effect 

on the statistics for a small conmunity such as Lindsay than those for 

larger communities such as the other three cities in the study. ~figration, 

too, may have led to changes in the population profiles of the four 

comnunities in ways which will not be known until the publication of 

the 1971 census material. In lieu of any more recent statistics, 

however, the information contained in the publications of the 1961 

Census of Canada appears to be the best yardstick with which to judge 

the representativeness of the sample. 

A second possible source of discrepancy between the survey data 

and the census statistics lies in the fact 'L~at the census was based 

upon interviews (often of housewives), whereas the survey used the 

mailed questionnaire method. The census interviewers were able to 

probe respondents on questions that may not have been unde·rstood 
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properly, 
20 h . had to re yon respondents underwhereas t e quest1onna1re . 1 

standing the cpestion and answering it accurately. But, on the other 

hand, because the questionnaires were filled-in by the respondents to 

whom they referred, in contrast to the census situation where inform

ation on men was often provided by their wives, they may have elicited 

more accurate infonnation in some respects. A wife, for example, may 

know that her husband is a steelworker, but she may not know that he is 
21

a second helper on a blast furnace. 

Differences in the wording of questions may also prevent the 

strict comparability of the survey and census data. As will be seen 

in Appendix A, one of the reasons for this study was a pre-testing for 

a major study of occupational and social mobility in Canada. The quest

ion concerning the respondent's occupation, in addition to asking for 

the exact title of the occupation, also provided a set of incomplete 

and complete job titles in order to inform the respondent of the degree 
22of exactness required. This question was assumed to be more accurate 

than that used in the census, and may make the two sets of data diff

cult to compare precisely. However, no controlled check on the supposed 
23 . d An h hgreat er accuracy of t he study question was ma e. ot er sue 

201~ith inexperienced interviewers, though, such probing may 
lead to problems of interviewer bias. 

21Tuis type of problem may have contributed to the underrepres
entation of miners in the Sudbury sample. Men whose wives describe them 
as miners may provide more accurate job titles, leading to them being 
coded under a different category of the Census occupation classification 
scheme. 

22see question 1:19-24, Appendix C. 
23Some corroboration of this came from the greater ease of coding 

occupations when this question was used, compared to an earlier pilot 
study where the simpler Census question was used. 
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difference occurs with the question concerning educational attairunent, 

with the survey question asking for the ntunber of years the respondent 

had spent in full-time education. 24 The census, on the other hand, 

presents data on the highest grade attended. This difference would tend 

to inflate the general level of education in the samples, due to the 

probability of people repeating grades. At the top of the educational 

scale, the census only records "university degree", whereas years of 

schooling may include graduate work. Thus the higher mean level of 

education of the samples may be partly attributable to these differences. 

Coding error and unclear responses leading to coding difficul

ties could also be factors leading to discrepancies. All coding, and 

key-punching onto I.BJ.f. cards, was double checked, but some errors 

may have passed without discovery. With the problem of unclear resp

onses such a "mechanical" procedure was not possible. With the educat

ion question, for example, a m.nnber of respondents answered with such 

statements as "public school", ''high school", etc. In such cases the 

coders had to make infonned guesses as to the mnnber of years represented 

by such statements. "High school", for example, could mean that the 

respondent had completed high school, or that he had attended for as 

little as one year. If the coders asst.oned that the respondent had com

pleted high school, did this mean that he had attended to grade 12 or 

to grade 13? Problems such as this, and the solutions adopted, may 

have inflated the educational levels of the samples as against the 

24see question 1:76-77, Appendix C. 
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census which, it will be remembered, simply asked for the highest grade 

attended. 

Coding error due to ambiguity of responses was also a problem 

with the occupation question. In a variety of cases the census provides 

two codes for the same occupation, depending on whether the person is 

self-employed and employs other people 6~here he would be coded as 

"owners and managers n.e.s.") or whether he is employed by someone else 

or self-employed without paid help (where he would be assigned another 

code). There was no question in the study questionnaire concerning the 

employment of other people. In cases of doubt it was extremely difficult 

to make a decision, and some men may have been assigned the wrong code, 

possibly increasing the ntllllbers of owners and managers in the samples. 
25The survey data refers to males over the age of twenty, 

whereas the census data is not always restricted to this segment of 

the male population, and this may sometimes lead to discrepancies. The 

method of drawing the sample also seems likely to have been a factor 

leading to discrepancies between the census and the samples. As 

Appendix A notes, approximately five percent of the questionnaires 

that were mailed out in the four corranunities were returned by the Post 

25Tbe samples were, with the exception of Lindsay, drawn from 
City Directories, which list all persons over the age of 18. We did 
not, in fact, receive any replies from men under 20, and this is due, 
primarily, to the time-lag between the collection of information for 
these sources, and the administration of the survey. Hence men in 
their eighteenth year when the infonnation was collected would 
have been older by the time the survey was conducted. 
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Office as being undeliverable. Owing to the infonnation in city direct

ories and Assessment rolls (the latter provided the sampling frame for 

Lindsay, the former for the other three comnrunities) not being compl

etely up-to-date at the time of the survey, a m.nnber of people had 

moved from the addresses given, and were tmtraceable. If the people 

who had moved were representative of the population as a whole this 

would present no difficulties. If, on the other hand, the people who 

were mobile were a distinct group, sharing attributes in ways dissimilar 

to the wider population, then this would lead to discrepancies bet\~een 

the samples and the census data, in that men of this type would be 

tmderrepresented in the study. 

There is also the possibility that some groups of the men sampled 

saw the study as more relevant than others. Thus young adult males 

are tmder-represented in the completed data set. This may be due partly 

to the greater likelihood of such men being more mobile, and moving 

away from their parents' homes. There is also the possibility that, as 

many of the questions related to work experiences, some of the young men 

may have passed the questionnaires to their fathers who, they may have 

felt, were more qualified to complete them. At the other end of the 

age continuum, retired men may have felt that they were too old to be 

bothered with such things, or that the questionnaire was not relevant 

to their situation. Some indication of such feelings was provided by 

responses to the follow-up campaigns and by conunents to such effect 

among the blank questionnaires that were returned. 

The preceding pages should illustrate that there are other 
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possible sources of discrepancy between the samples and the population 

parameters besides those that can be traced to sampling error and non

response bias. But this is not to deny that the relatively low 

response rate presents a problem as to the representativeness of the 

samples from the four communities. Random sampling fluctuation can 

lead to a sample not conforming exactly with the population parameters 1 

but there is only a certain range of fluctuation that can be assumed 

to be the result of chance. If a sample varies from the population 

parameters by more than we would expect by chance, then it has to be 

concluded that the sample is biased. With the data available, there 

is no way to estimate the separate influences of the various sources of 

bias; for example, non-response bias and bias introduced because of 

lack of strict comparability between the sample data and the census 

statistics cannot be separated out. Hence the discussion of differences 

between the samples and the census data will be couched in tenns of 

total bias, even though some of this bias will be attributable to 

problems of compara 1l1ty.b
. . 26 

Checks on the degree of fit between samples and census data were 

made on seven variables, for each community. These variables were; 

place of birth, period of inmigration of the foreign born, age, 

26It will be seen that measures of occupation and education 
show the greatest discrepancy with the census data. In view of what 
has been said about these two questions it appears likely that they, 
more than any of the other measures cited, are subject to problems of 
comparability. The samples may not, in fact, be as unrepresentative 
as these two measures, taken on their own, might suggest. 
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occupation, education, religious affiliation, and ethnic background. 

Chi-square values were computed by comparing the survey results with the 

results expected on the basis of the census check data. The .05 level 

of probability shall be the criterion of whether differences between the 

actual and expected responses are regarded as being the result merely of 

sampling fluctuation. At the .OS level of probability, at any given 

degree of freedom, a chi-square value of more than that given in a chi

square table would occur by chance only five times in a hundred. With 

twenty-eight checks of this nature one of the checks could yield a 

significant chi-square value and still be the result of chance. 

Out of a total of tlventy-eight checks with the census data, only 

eight yielded chi-square values low enough to comply with the hypothesis 

of random sampling fluctuations. It would be appropriate to present these 

comparisons in tabular fonn. Table II-4 compares the actual places of 

birth of the men in the samples with the mnnbers expected on the basis 

of the 1961 Census. 

In the case of Ottawa the proportions of men from different 

birth-places do not vary significantly from the census check data. But 

in the other three places the samples do differ from the population 

parameters to a statistically significant extent. In the Hamilton case, 

this is attributable primarily to the under-representation of men from 

the U.S.S.R., Gennany, and Poland, and over-representation of men born 

in other foreign countries besides Britain and Italy. But the difference 

only just reaches significance at the .OS level, and the three major 

groups, those born in Canada, Britain, and Italy, are represented in 
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ntnnbers very close to those expected on the basis of the census data. 

Table II-4.--Actual and expected birthplaces of men in the samples. 27 

Place of Ottawa Hamilton Lindsay Sudbury 
birth Actual F.xpe- Actual Expe- Actual Expe- Actual Expe

cted cted cted cted 

Canada 
Britain 
Italy 
U.S.S.R., 
Gennany, Poland 

Other 

252 260.3 
23 18.8 
4 6.7 
7 8.0 

24 16.3 

188 188.3 
32 32.6 
16 14.4 
7 18.0 

33 22.7 

193 210.5 
20 13.8 
-a -a 
a a-

22 10.9 

208 222.2 
22 7.5 
13 12.2 
11 14.9 

23 20.5 

111r 3ULI TT6 270.tJ m 2j5.2 ·m 277.j 

-x..2= 5.95 
(4df) 

p>.20 

x 2=11.59 
(4df) 

p<.05 

x 2=15.34 
(2df) 

p<.001 

-x2 = 30.02 
(4df) 

p<.001 

3Too few cases for separate cells, so included in "Other". 

In both Lindsay and Sudbury, somewhat surprisingly, native-born 

Canadians completed the questionnaire in numbers less than expected. 

British-born men returned completed questionnaires in numbers greater 

than expected. In Sudbury these are the main sources of discrepancy, 

whereas in Lindsay there is also the fact that other nationalities 

responded in ntunbers double that of their expected frequency. The 

influx of several new industrial plants into Lindsay since 1961 may 

have led to an influx of non-Canadian, non-British-born men into the 

comnrunity. 

27The census data is contained in 1961 Census of Canada, 
Voltmle 1, Part 2, Bulletin 1.2-7, pp. 52-5 to 52-Io (Table 52). 
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Turning to Table II-5, which shows the period of immigration of 

the foreign born into Canada, only in Ottawa does the sample satisfy the 

criterion of correspondence with the check data. But there is only a 

moderate bias in the other three comrmmities. In Hamilton there is 

an under-representation of men who imnigrated to Canada prior to 1930, 

men immigrating between 1931 and 1955 are over-represented, and there 

are slightly fewer men who immigrated after 1955 than would be expected 

on the basis of census data. In Lindsay there is tmder-representation 

of the men who innnigrated before 1921, and between 1931 and 1950, whereas 

all the other groups are over-represented. In Sudbury, the skew is attrib

utable to the over-representation of the men who innnigrated between 

1931 and 1955, and the tlllder-representation of post-1955 immigrants. 

Table II-5.--Actual and expected periods of ~rgration of the foreign
born respondents to the survey. 

Period of Ottawa Hamilton Lindsay Sudbury
Immigration Actual Expec- Actual Expec- Actual Expec- Actual E.\.--pec 

ted ted ted ted 

Before 1921 6 9.5 10 15.4 5 12.8 5 6.5 
1921-30 8 5.1 9 12.6 10 6.6 10 10.2 
1931-50 3 6.9 21 12.5 3 4.6 18 11.8 
1951-55 16 11.0 21 17.5 11 9.2 19 14.8 
1956-61 14 14.5 15 18.0 12 7.8 4 12.6 

U" 47.0 iO io.1f TI'" rr:1f '50" ~ 

x 2 = 7. 56 x 2= 9.82 --x.2= 9. 75 x 2= 10.68 
(4df) (4df) (4df) (4df) 

p>.10 p<.05 p<:.05 p<.05 

28The census data is contained in 1961 Census of Canada, Volume 1, 
Part 2, Bulletin 1. 2-8, pp. 60-3 to 60-8 (Table 60). 
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The general under-representation of men who innnigrated prior to 

1921 is to be expected, bearing in mind that this group includes the 

oldest men in the population and, hence, the group likely to have suff

ered the greatest mortality in the period between the census and the 

survey. The other discrepancies are not so easily explained, except 

that it is possible that the post-1955 immigrants include men whose 

native tongue is neither English nor French, and who would have had the 

least time to become proficient in either language used in the questionn

aire. This, however, does not appear totally convincing once it is 

noted that this group is over-represented in the Lindsay sample. What 

can be noted is that there is no common pattern to the departures from 

the expectations based on the census check data. 

As Table II-6 shows, the age distribution of the samples deviate 

significantly from the distributions expected from the census check data. 

Table Il-6.--Actual and expected age distribution of the samples. 29 

Age Ottawa Hamilton Lindsay Sudbury 
Group Actual Expec- Actual Expec- Actual Expec- Actual EA1Jec

ted ted ted ted 

20 - 24 9 35.0 9 26.6 6 19.8 27 36.3 
25 - 29 31 35.8 27 30.7 23 26.3 38 37.0 
30 - 34 46 35.5 29 34.1 32 23.6 33 38.9 
35 ~· 39 33 38.3 29 35.6 30 21. 7 32 38.2 
40 - 44 30 36.3 40 29.1 33 23.0 22 28.9 
45 - 49 35 32.7 48 26.S 26 24.1 28 28.8 
so - 54 47 26.0 23 22.5 16 19.0 39 21.3 
55 - 59 33 18.7 24 19.4 27 17.5 28 16.5 
60 - 64 
65 &over 

28 
15 

15.5 
33.0 

21 
24 

16.1 
33.S 

17 
25 

15.5 
44.7 

12 
16 

11. 7 
17.3 

301 306.8 m 274.1 235 235.2 215 274.9 

-x.2= 72.66 x 2= 40.87 x2= 35.21 ~2= 28.88 
(9df) 

p<'. 001 
(9df) 

p<.001 
(9df) 

p<.001 
(9df) 

~<. 001 

29The census data is contained in 1961 Census of Canada, Volwne 1, 
Part 2, Bulletin 1.2-2, pp. 23-5 to 23-14 (Table 23). 
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In all comnrunities, men in the twenty to twenty-four age bracket are 

fewer than expected, greatly so in three of the corrmunities and, to a 

lesser extent, in Sudbury also. Men over the age of sixty-five are 

under-represented in all conmrunities except Sudbury. The age groups 

that are most over-represented are not corranon in all comnrunities but, 

broadly speaking, the age groups bet\veen thirty and sixty-four responded 

more to the survey than either the young or the retired. In this case, 

somewhat paradoxically, the magnitude of the skew in the sample is in

versely related to the size of the response rate, with Sudbury having 

the smallest skew, and Ottawa the largest. 

The occupational compositions of the four samples, as is clear 

from Table II-7, are significantly out of line with the census check 

data. In all four comnrunities, owners and managers, and professional and 

technical workers replied in numbers far in excess of their represent

ation in the population. Given the expectation that people of high 

socio-economic status would be more likely to respond to social surveys, 

some over-preponderance of people in such occupations is likely; but the 

magnitude of the disproportionate response comes as something of a 

surprise. Excepting the case of Sudbury, where the over-representation 

is primarily compensated for by the under-representation of miners, 

labourers, and transport and communications workers, the under

represented occupations are primarily those that occupy the middle ranges 

of the occupational hierarchy. In Ottawa the greatest under-represent

ation is of clerical and service workers, with a slighter loss of sales 

workers, transport and communications workers, and farmers. In Hamilton, 
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service, transport and corronunications, and fanners are the most under

represented groups, and in Lindsay it is the clerical and transport and 

canmunications workers. 

Table II-7.--Actual ~d expected occupational compositions of the 
samples. 0 

Occupat Ottawa Hamilton Lindsay Sudbury 
ional Actual Expec- Actual Expec- Actual Expec- Actual Expec
group ted ted ted ted 

~fanagerial 63 45.0 
Professional & 95 49.3 

technical 
Clerical 30 40.9 
Sales 14 18.6 
Service, etc. 23 54.6 
Transport & 14 19.2 

corrmunications 
Farmers, etc. 0 2.5 
Miners , etc . a _a 
Craftsmen, pro- 57 57.7 

duction process, 
etc. 

Labourers nes 4 13.0 
Not stated 10 9.6 

310 3I0:4 

'X 2= 81.81 
(9df) 

p<.001 

48 28.2 
38 22.9 

17 21.8 
20 17.9 
12 18.4 
10 19.8 

3 9.8 _a _a 
115 114 .4 

7 19.3 
9 6.4 

219 278.9 
2'X = 46.12 

(9df) 
p<.001 

45 33.6 
45 18.8 

7 15.0 
12 16.9 
22 20.5 
8 20.7 

5 3.8 _a a 
80 87.7 

7 12.9 
4 4.9 

2n· 2~ 

x 2= 58.18 
(9df) 

p<.001 

33 
58 

22.6 
17.6 

16 
21 
15 
11 

13.0 
15.3 
16.4 
17.8 

1 
33 
73 

1.4 
68.S 
79.0 

12 
10 

22.9 
8.2 

28! 282.i 

-x.2= 128.36 
(lOdf) 

p<.001 

a
too few cases for separate category; included with "craftsmen" etc. 

A notable fact about the occupational composition of the four 

samples, and something that has· advantageous consequences for this thesis, 

is that there is, with the exception of Sudbury, no substantial under

30see note 6 for the source of the census data. 
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representation of manual workers in the samples. This is not to say 

that there was a hundred percent response rate among manual workers , 

but that, given the response rate, the skews in the samples occur 

mainly between categories in the non-manual sections of the occupat

ional hierarchy. "Labourers not elsewhere specified" tend to be tmder

represented in all samples, but this may be a ftmction of the changed 

occupation question, more manual workers possibly being coded as 

"craftsmen, production process and related workers". If these two 

c~egories are combined, along with miners in Sudbury, only in the 

case of Sudbury is there a significant departure from the census check 

31
data. 

As Table II-8 indicates, all samples show large discrepancies 

with the check data when the educational attairunents of respondents 

to the survey are examined. Generally speaking, men who received 

eight years of fonnal education or less are under-represented in the 

31comparison of the men who were miners (in the case of Sud
bury), craftsmen, production process or related workers, or labourers 
n.e.s., with the proportions expected on the basis of the census data, 
yielded Z values of -1.30 for the Ottawa sample, -1.40 for Hamilton, 
-1.80 for Lindsay, and -6.36 for Sudbury. Only the Sudbury value 
indicates a significant difference at the .OS level, and is primarily 
attributable to the small ntunber of miners in the sample, 35 against 
an expected 68. 

Correspondin g Z values for the proportions of owners and man
gers, and professional and technical workers are 8. 07 for Ottawa, 
5. 65 for Hamilton, 5.92 for Lindsay, and 8.73 for the Sulbury sample. 
All of these values are statistically significant. 
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Table II-8.--Actual and expec~~d levels of educatiorBlattainment of men 
in the samples. 

Years Ottawa Hamilton Lindsay Sudbury 
of Actual Expec- Actual Expec- Actual Expec- Actual Expec-
Education ted ted ted ted 

None 8 7.8 10 9.8 19 7.3 4 12.5 
1 - 4 2 12.4 6 15.1 2 16.2 7 23.2 
5 - 8 27 79.4 66 113.3 47 91.2 55 118.0 
9 - 10 51 56.7 71 62.8 68 48.9 63 52.9 
11 - 12 92 66.7 55 44.9 45 38.8 72 42.7 
13 36 31.0 28 17.3 13 17.9 15 15.6 
14 - 15 23 11.8 15 4.7 16 3.1 19 5.0 
16 &over 71 44.6 28 11.2 25 11.8 48 12.7 

310 311).4 279 279.1 235 235.2 283 282.6 

2 x2'")( 2= 80.25 -x. = 82.87 = 132.12 x2= 209.70 
(7df) (7df) (7df) (7df)

p<.001 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001 

33
sample. With the three exceptions of the men in Ottawa who received 

nine to ten years of schooling, and those in Lindsay and Sudbury who 

attended school for thirteen years (and, in these cases, the differences 

are slight), all corrmrunities have an over-representation of men who 

attended school for more than eight years. This is particularly true of 

men who completed fourteen or more years of education. In other words , 

the samples from all four conmunities are distorted in favour of the 

32The census data is contained in 1961 Census of Canada, Voltmle 1, 
Part 2, Bulletin 1.2-10, pp. 75-5 to 'iS-16 {Table 75). 

33this is not completely true as regards the men who had no 
fonnal education. This, however, may be the result of a coding prob
lem for, if a person did not complete this question, he was coded 
zero, the same code as for those who actually reported no education. 
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more educated segments of the male population. 

Religious affiliation, as Table II-9 shows, is the only check 

of the degree of fit between the survey data and the population param

eters where, in all four conununities , the observed differences do not 

reach a statistically significant level. There is a slight over-

representation of Protestants in all samples, but not enough to sugg

est that this is more than the result of random sampling fluctuation. 

Table II-9.--Actual and expected religious affiliations of men in the 
samples.34 

Ottawa Hamilton Lindsay Sudbury 
Religion Actual Expec- Actual Expec- Actual Expec- Actual Expec

ted ted ted ted 

Roman 120 130.8 68 80.8 38 42.3 137 154.6 
Catholic 

Anglican 
United Church 

50 
57 

47.5 
52.2 

55 
67 

49.0 
51.1 

42 
86 

43.4 
77 .5 

20 
48 

17.7 
37.7 

Other Prot 33 29.2 48 52.9 34 37.8 34 29.7 
estant 

Other 16 16.3 16 20.1 16 14.9 14 13.2 
m 276.a 2~ 2"IT:'"9" 210 2I'5:'9" m 252.9 

x 2= I.96 -x.. 
2= 9.10 -1:= 1. 98 -x.2 = 5.89 

(4df) 
p>. 70 

(4df)
p>.05 

(4df) 
p>.70 

(4df)
p;::o-.20 

With the last of the checks, that of ethnic background, Table 

II-10 shows that both Ottawa and Hamilton exhibit sufficient degrees 

of fit with the census data to support the hypothesis of random sampling 

34The census data is contained in 1961 Census of Canada, Voltune 1, 
Part 2, Bulletin 1.2-6, pp. 45-5 to 45-16 lTable 45). 

http:samples.34
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fluctuation. In Ottawa, men of French ethnicity are slightly under

represented, but not enough to indicate that this is more than the 

result of chance. Again, in Hamilton, men, of British ancestry are 

slightly over-represented, 'but this does not reach a statistically 

significant level. 
35Table II-10.--Actual and expected ethnic origins of men in the samples. 

Ottawa Hamilton Lindsay Sudbury 
Ethnicity Actual Expec- Actual Expec- Actual Expec- Actual Expec

ted ted ted ted 

British 169 168.9 168 159.9 167 201.4 133 94.0 
French 65 77.5 11 11. 7 7 10.1 49 93.4 
German 10 10.8 8 14.2 10 4.9 13 11.6 
Other & 66 53.2 92 93.2 51 18.5 88 84.1 

not stated 
mr 3!0. 4 m 279.0 m 234.9-- m 2'BD. 

"X. 2= 4. 76 -x..2= 3 .18 Y!-= 69.33 x2= 37 .58 
(3df)

p>.30 
(3df) 

p>.50 
(3df) 

p<.001 
(3df) 

p<.001 

In the case of Sudbury, the skew is primarily attributahle to 

an over-representation of men of British ancestry, and a commensurate 

under-representation of French Canadians. In Lindsay, both British and 

French ethnicities are under-represented, whereas those of Gennan 

ancestry and, particularly, those in the "other and not stated" category 

appear in greater numbers than their proportions of the male population 

would warrant. In all communities, there was a substantial number 

35Tue census data is contained in 1961 Census of Canada, Volume 1, 
Part 2, Bulletin 1.2-5, pp. 38-5 to 38-16 (Table 38). 
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of no answers, ranging from just under 5% in Ottawa to approximately 

11% in Lindsay. 36 As the census does not separate the "other" and "not 

stated" categories, it was impossible to remove the no answers from the 

calculations. And, at least in the cases of Ottawa and Lindsay, the no 

answers contribute substantially to the magnitude of the skews (even 

though, in the Ottawa case, the skew is not statistically significant). 

In an examination of the degree of fit between the samples and 

the census check data, therefore, in twenty out of twenty-eight cases 

the chi-square values yielded from a comparison of the actual and ex

pected distribution of attributes among the samples were larger than 

would be the case if differences were due only to random sampling fluc

tuations. More of the checks were successful in the cases of Ottawa and 

Hamilton than in Lindsay or Sudbury, and this would appear to be consis

tent with the higher response rates from the fonner. 

The magnitude of the discrepancies between the samples and the 

population parameters forces the conclusion that the samples car.not be 

regarded as representative of the populations from which they were 

drawn. Two considerations, however, suggest that the data collected are 

sufficient for the purposes of this thesis. Firstly, this thesis is 

concerned primarily with the attitudes of manual workers toward the 

Canadian stratification system. As has been noted, only in the case 

of Sudbury is the skew in the occupational compositions of the samples 

36In nwnerical terms, the no answers were 15 in Ottawa, 15 
in tJarnilton, 20 in Sudbury, and 27 in Lindsay. 
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attributable to the actual number of marn.ial workers being under the num

ber expected on the basis of the census data. The fact of the low res

ponse rate still remains, but it can be said that this has not, in three 

out of the four cases, resulted in manual workers responding at a rate 

that deviates greatly from the general response to the questionnaire 

survey. The second consideration concerns the fact that the primary 

emphasis of this study is comparative - to seek to analyse differences 

and similarities in the attitudes of men who share a similar class 

situation, but who differ in their particular work envirornnent, comm

tmity situations, and exposure to non-manual life styles. Even if it 

cannot be established that the men in the samples are typical of the 

men in the communities studied, it is still true that they are resid

ent in different types of comrrrunities, and perfonn their jobs in a variety 

of work situations. Hence any differences that we find in the attitudes 

of these men, particularly when the influence of other variables is 

controlled for, would be indicative that such differences do exist 

between the total adult, male populations of these communities. 

It is possible to compare some of the results of this study 

with those of a study that obtained a better response rate in order to 

gauge, somewhat, what effect the low response rate has on the validity 

of the findings. Pineo and Porter, in the course of their study of 

occupational prestige in Canada, asked the class identifications of 

their respondents in a manner identical to that used in this study. 37 

37The wording of the question in both studies was, "If you had to 
pick one, which of the following five social classes would you say you 
were in - upper class, upper-middle class, middle class, lvorking class, or 
lower class?" The question used in the present study, however, added two 
further responses - "don't know" and "there is no such thing". The data 
on the Pineo/Porter study is taken from J .c. Goyder, "Subjective Class 
Identification and Objective Socio-Economic Status", (Ph.D. dissertation, 
Md-faster University, 1972), pp. 42-43. 
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Goyder, in his study of class identification in Canada, compared the 

zero-order correlations of class identification with a mnnber of socio

economic attributes from the Pineo/Porter data with those from the study 

on which this thesis is based. As the data that Goyder worked with did 

not include the Lindsay sample, but did contain data from questionnaires 
38administered in fh.111, Quebec, these correlations were re-calculated on 


the data that is the basis of this study, namely the replies of men res


iding in Ottawa, Hamilton, Lindsay, and Sudbury. 


Table II-11.--Zero order correlations of class identification with socio

economic attributes for male respondents in the Pineo/ 
Porter study and the four connnunities study. 

Independent variable Pineo/Porter Four conrnunities 
Study Study 

Occupation of respondent 

Education of respondent 

Income of family 

Occupation of respondent's 
father 

Occupation of respondent's 
wife 

Occupation of respondent's
best friend 

.37 .45 
(N=298) (N=969) 

.35 .42 
(N=300) (N=958) 

.37 .44a 
(N=296) (N=950) 

.10 .23 
(N=l99) (N=880) 

~29 .29 
(N=l82) (N=500) 

.38 .37b 
(N=233) (N=566) 

nRespondent 1s income only. 
hAs many replies indicated wife as best friend, only the replies of 

respondents whose best friends were males are included. 

38see Appendix A for reasons for excluding Hull. 



86 

Table II-11 shows that the correlations of class identifica~ion 

with a number of socio-economic attributes foWld in the two studies 

are fairly similar. The correlations with occupation of respondent's 

wife and occupation of respondent's best friend are practically identical 

in the two studies. The correlations with occupation of respondent, 

education of respondent, and income are higher in the four conmrunities 

study. This may, however, be due to differences in the coding of these 

attributes in the two studies, and the correlations in the four 

conmrunities study may be slightly higher because of the fact that, 
. 39 

on these attributes, more categones were used. Also, the income 

correlations are not strictly comparable, as Pineo/Porter figures are 

of family income, whereas the four corranunities study figures are based 

solely on the income of the respondent. But even then, the differences 

are not large, and there is sufficient congruence between these correl

ations to suggest that the results are fairly similar. The only case ~re 

there is a substantial difference between the two studies is in the 

case of the correlations of class identification with the occupation of 

39In the Pineo/Porter study, as analyzed by Goyder, education 
was coded into 4 years of elementary or less, 5 years of elementary 
or more, 1 or 2 years of high school, 3 years of high school, 4 or 5 years 
of high school, vocational or technical school, some Wliversity, 
university degree, post-graduate degree or professional school. In the 
four communities study, on the other hand, education is coded by number 
of years. Income, in the Pineo/Porter study, is coded in ~~000 intervals, 
whereas, in the four cornnnmities study it is coded as Wlder $2,000, then 
$~000 intervals to $1~000, and then in SZ,000 intervals to $20,000 or over. 
Occupation, in Pineo/Porter, is coded into 9 socio-economic categories, 
whereas in the four commWlities study it is coded by the three digit 
Blishen index. For details of the Pineo/Porter coding, see Goyder, 
op.cit., p. 32, note 8. 
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the respondent's father. Again, part of this difference may be due to 

the greater accuracy of measuring occupation in the four cormnunities 

study. 

The Pineo/Porter study obtained completed interviews with 

nearly two-thirds of the people sampled, a response rate about twice 
40that achieved in the four communities study. As Goyder points out,

if people who responded to the mailed questionnaire study held views 

on social class that differed from the rest of the Canadian population 

then it is probable that comparisons such as those made here would show 

such differences. The fact that such differences do not emerge from 

the comparison of the correlates of class identification offers some 

reassurance that the low response rate to the questionnaire survey has 

not led to a group of respondents to the survey who are so idiosyncratic 

in their attitudes as to be completely different from other men in their 

connnunities. 

Even though it seems that the low response rate does not appear 

to have led to complete unreliability of the survey, it is possible, 

also, to improve the representativeness of the sample by weighting 

it, adjusting the sample by increasing the representation of people 

who display characteristics under-represented in the sample and, at 

the same time, decreasing the representation of types of people who 

appear too frequently in the sample. 41 By making such adjustments to 

40Goyder, op.cit., pp. 44-45. 

41For a discussion of the principles of adjustment of samples, 
see W.G. Cochran, F. Mosteller, & J. l\'. Tu key, "Principles of Sampling", 
in D. Forcese & S. Richer (eds.) Stages of Social Research: Contem
porary Perspectives, (Englewood Cliffs: Pient1ce-ffal1, 1970), pp. 168-185. 
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a sample, it is to be hoped that the range of attitudes displayed by 

respondents to the survey (and their distributions) would be closer 

to the distribution of such attitudes in the populations from which 

the samples were drawn. Cochran, Mosteller, and Tukey illustrate this 

with a hypothetical example of an anthropological study.42 Suppose a 

random sample of 100 adults was drawn in a tribe where 50% of the 

adults were male and 50% female. The sample, on the other hand, con

tains 60% males and only 40% females. If 59 of the 60 men had herded 

sheep at some time in their lives, but none of the women had done so, 

the finding from the biased sample would be that 59% of the tribe had 

herded sheep at some time. But if the sample is corrected for the 

over-representation of men and under-representation of women, then the 

estimated proportion of the tribe who had herded sheep is reduced to 

49%. By adjusting for bias in this manner a better indicator of what 

actually goes on in the wider population can be obtained. 

The problem arises, however, that men who share a certain 

characteristic (for example, a similar occupation) may be dissimilar 

in their possession of other attributes (for example, religious affil

iation or ethnic background). A weighting system that improved the 

degree of fit between the sample and the population parameters in terms 

of the attribute chosen for adjustment, but which created problems on 

other dimensions by worsening the degree of fit, would be counter

productive. There nrust be theoretical grounds for asstmling that the 

42 . .
Ibid., pp. 176-177. 

http:study.42
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variable chosen for weighting is related to other variables in the data 

set, hence for assuming that the skew on that variable is a contrib

uting factor to the skews on the other variables concerned. Unless 

checks are made of its effects on other variables there is the danger 

that a weighting system could worsen the skews in these other cases. 

Hence, the concern is to find a weighting system that not only improves 

the degree of fit with the check data for the variable chosen for the 

weighting scheme, but also provides the best balanced perfonnance - one 

that improves as many cases as possible, and that also has the least 

negative consequences. 

Three possible weighting systems were considered as possible 

ways to improve the representativeness of the samples. The variables 

subjected to weighting were occupation, education, and age. Variation 

in response rates by occupational composition and educational level 

are fonns of response bias that are expected, and most understood, 
43

by sociologists. Position in the socio-economic hierarchy is known 

to be associated with a plethora of other factors, hence improving 

the degree of fit between the samples and the census check data, on 

either of these two variables, could be expected to improve the fit 

with other variables as well. Age was chosen as the third possibility 

because, with the large discrepancies on this dimension, it was expected 

43For a general discussion of the problem of non-response, see 
C. Scott, "Research on Mail Surveys", Journal of the Royal Statistical 
Society, 124, Series A (1961), pp. 143-195. 
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that this would also contribute to the discrepancies with other variables 

such as occupation, education, period of :immigration, and place of birth; 

variables which are, to some extent, age-related. 

The weighting was accomplished by adjusting the frequency 

distributions of the variables being weighted, so that the number 

of respondents in each category of the variable corresponded to the 

proportion of men in that same category in the census check data. 

The weighting procedure has the effect, therefore, of altering the 

distribution of cases, in the variable weighted, so that there is 

a near-perfect fit between the sample and check data. This proced

ure was applied separately to the samples for each of the four comm

tmities. With the occupation weighting, for example, every man in 

the Hamilton sample who was coded as "owners and managers" was assign
44

ed a weight of .59. In the calculations from the data, every time 

a case is encountered that has this occupation code it only adds •59 

to the m.nnber of cases in the appropriate category of the variable 

being considered. Thus, not only is the variable of occupation ad

justed on this basis, but all other variables are tabulated according 

44Th . ed . . h . . .e categories us :m weig ting occupation were not quite 
the same as those shown in Table II -7. The category "transport and 
communications workers" was divided into manual and non-manual 
components. Also, foremen were separated from the categories containing 
miners, and craftsmen and production process workers. This, as the 
next section will show, was done in the attempt to obtain an adequate 
division of the sample into manual and non-manual workers. The census 
data is detailed enough to allow this manipulation, so these revised 
categories were used. 



91 

to the revised weight of each individual case. The same basic procedure 

was applied to the samples with respect to all three weighting systems, 

and computer tabulations were made with each weighting system for the 

other variables that constitute the check factors discussed in this 
45

chapter. 

From the three sets of revised statistics new comparisons were 

made with the census check data, and chi-square values measuring the 

degree of fit were calculated. The lower the chi-square value, given 

the appropriate degrees of freedom, the better the degree of fit between 

the sample data and the census check data. Thus every time the chi

square yielded by a comparison of the weighted sample and the check 

data is lower than that obtained with the original samples, there has been 

some improvement in the degree of fit. When discussing the relative 

merits of the weighting systems there are two criteria for evaluation; 

the effect of the weighting on the sum of the chi-square values, 46 and 

45It might have been desirable to experiment with some combined 
weighting systems, say, for example, of occupation, education, and age 
simultaneously. This however, would have required cross-tabulation 
of the census data but, unfortunately, such statistics are not available. 
Another inhibiting factor came from a limit on the number of statements 
for weighting that could be used with the computer programme. The 
user's manual for this package computer programme is, N. Nie, D.H. Bent,
&C.H. Hull, Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, (New York: 
McGraw-Hill, 1970). 

46It is possible to sum the results of a number of individual 
chi-square tests and, by the application of the fonnula )Z"f...,. -/Zdf-1, 
to achieve a kind of average of the measures. See H.M. Blalock, 
Social Statistics, (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1970), pp. 238-239. 
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the effect on the individual chi-squares that go to make up that sum. 

It is possible that a weighting system could reduce the sum of chi -squares 

by having a very large positive effect on one variable which compensates 

for the negative effects it has on other variables. Merely examining 

the sum of chi-squares, in such a case, would suggest that the weight

ing scheme is successful, whereas taking into account its effects on 

individual variables would lead to the opposite conclusion. One would 

hardly be satisfied with a weighting scheme that improved a sample on 

one dimension only at the expense of many other variables. 

Bearing these two criteria in mind, it is possible to examine 

the results of the weighting schemes, which are presented in Table II-12. 

In terms of the number of improvements in the degree of fit with 

the census check data, weighting by age is the most successful. With 

the twenty-eight separate chi-square values, weighting by age leads to 

improvement in twenty-one cases. However, age weighting has to be 

rejected because of the damage it does to the other seven chi-square 

values. In particular, weighting for age worsens the degree of fit 

in the cases of ethnic background in the Lindsay sample, education 1n 

the Hamilton sample, and occupation and education in Sudbury. As these 

are among those that show the greatest discrepancy with the census 

check data, a weighting system that \'v'Orsens the degree of fit in such 

cases has to be rejected. Looking at the total sum of chi-squares for 

all twenty-eight comparisons, it is clear that weighting by age has the 

least over-all effect of any of the three weighting systems. In fact, 

in the case of Sudbury, weighting by age produces a sum of chi-square 
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Table II-12.--Degree of fit with census data (chi-square values) 
for seven sample variables, with samples weighted 
and unweighted.* 

Unweighted Weighting System D.F. 
Occn. Edn. Age 

Ottawa 

Place of birth 
Period of immigration 
Age groups 
Occupation 
Education 
Religious Affiliation 
Ethnic background 
1:x2 
fi;! - /ldf-1 

5.95 
7.56 

72.66a 
81.Sla 
so.25a 
1.96 
4.76 

254.95 
13.69 

3.10 
6.18 

63.lOa 

62.m)a 
7.79 

14.58a 
157.64 

8.87 

2.64 
4:17 

79.34a 
39.04a 

Dr9 
3.90 

13T."rn" 
7.41 

6.25 
6.77--

6'9.79a 
7I. 2~a 
1.00 
rn 

150":1r6 
8.82 

4 
4 
9 
9 
7 
4 
3 
40 

Hamilton 

Place of birth 
Period of immigration 
Age
Occupation 
Education 
Religious affiliation 
Et~ic background
!ic. 
~- jzdf-1 

11.59: 
9.82 

40.87a 
46.12a 
82.87a 
9.10 
3.18 

203.55 
11.29 

20.66a 
18.09a 
28.20a 

3U5a 
4.33 
r.u 
11~ 

6.11 

19.06a 
9.95: 

40.87 
28.99a 

T.tr6 
:r.-sn

105.73 
5.65 

8.96 
9.4!--

3"5":45a 
97.86a 
6.68 
4.11" 

162.70 
9.15 

4 
4 
9 
9 
7 
4 
3 
40 

Lindsar 

Place of birth 
Period of immigration 
Age
Occupation 
Education 
Religious affiliation 
E~ic backgroundr-x

jzxz - /2df-1 

15.34a 
9.7Sa 

35.2la 
58.18a 

132.12a 
1.98 

69.33a 
321.91 
16.71 

21.00a 
6.79 
3~ 

99.i6a 
3.87 

67.77a 
234.79 
13.0I 

a

Mi11 • 
20.56a 
sI.3~a 

1:07 
79.22a 

175.63 
IO.OB 

ll.63a 
4.76 
-

4'!:42a 
122.3Za 

z.sz 
88.75a 

273.40 
Iif. 72 

2 
4 
9 
9 
7 
4 
3 
38 

Sudbury 

Place of birth 
Period of immigration 
Age 

30.02: 
10.68a 
28.88 

23.lOa 
14.14a 
37.08a 

45. 79a 
15.04a 
63.92a 

a
26.32 
6.83 

4 
4 
9 
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Table II-12.--Continued 

Unweighted Weighting Systems D.F. 
Q:cn. Edn. Age 

Sudbury 

Q:cupation 
Education 
Religious affiliation 
Et~ic background
i '"X: 

M-/2df-1 

Total }.:x.2 
Total Ji1T -/2df-l 

No. of improvements 

128.36a 
209.70a 

5.89a 
37.58 

451.11 
21.04 

~31.52 
31.82 

-
7IT6a 
1.71 
2~ 

179.54 
9.95 

684.50 
19.20 

19 

21.37a 

o.n-o 
24.2la 

l7b.:5~ 
9.78 

590.47 
Io.so 

15 

150.19a 
235.08a 

4.93 
3~ 

458.89 
21.29 

1,051. 85 
28.0o 

21 

10 
7 
4 
3 
41 

159 

*Underlined chi-squares are those improved by weighting. 

achi-square significant at .OS level. 

values that is greater than that resulting from the unweighted 

comparisons. In both its effects on the sum of chi-squares, and its 

performance on the individual chi-square values, where the improvement 

it makes in twenty-one cases is offset by the hann caused in the other 

seven cases, this weighting system is the poorest of the three attempted. 

Clearly, such a weighting system has little to offer to the attempt 

to improve the representativeness of the salJlPles. 

Weighting by occupation improves the degree of fit with the 

census check data in nineteen cases. There are slight increases in 

the cases of age and religious affiliation in Lindsay, and larger 

increases in the other seven cases. But in only one casE. does weighting 

by occupation lead to a chi-square becoming statistically significant 



95 

where it was not so in the tmWeighted comparisons (ethnic background 

in Ottawa), and in one case (period of imnigration in Lindsay) it 

leads to a previously significant value becoming insignificant (in 

addition, of course, to the fact that it reduces to nil the values 

from the comparisons on occupation). In only one case, age in Sudbury, 

does weighting by occupation lead to an increase in one of the more 

substantial discrepancies. 

Weighting by education improves the degree of fit with the 

check data in fifteen instances. In the cases of period of immigration 

and ethnic background in Hamilton, religious affiliation and age groups 

in Ottawa, religious affiliation in Sudbury, and period of immigration 

and religious affiliation in Lindsay it only increases the chi-square 

values sl.l;htly, but there are more substantial increases in the other 

six instances, especially with place of birth and age in Sudbury. In no 

case, except in the comparisons on education itself, is there a change 

in the significance or insignificance of the chi-square values. 

111e education weighting scheme has a greater effect in reduc

ing the sum of chi-squares for each conmuni.ty than does occupation, 

but, except in the case of Ottawa, this is attributable to the greater 

magnitude of the skew on education and the greater impact its removal 

by weighting has on the sums of the chi-square values. 

Both the occupation and education weighting schemes offer 

some improvement in the representativeness of the samples. But in 

terms of over-all improvement, it would appear that occupation offers 

most as the basis for weighting the samples. It improves the degree 

http:conmuni.ty
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of fit with the census check data in ioore cases, is, after allowing 

for differences in the magnitudes of the skews on occupation and ed

ucation, as efficient in reducing the stun of chi-square values, and 

it has less drastic consequences than education weighting in the in

stances where there are increases in the chi-squares. Thus the bal

ance of consequences of using a weighting system based on occupation 

are of a positive nature, having the over-all effect on improving the 

degree of fit between the samples and the population parameters. 47 

Whilst a weighting system may improve the samples along the 

dimensions measured by the census check data, is it legitimate to 

infer that it also improves the samples along the dimensions of var~ 

iables for which there are no population estimates? It is conceivable 

that a weighting system could improve a sample on all check variables 

but still introduce skews on other variables. It was shown earlier 

471t may be suggested that use of 1961 census data as a basis 
for the weighting by occupation could bias the samples because of changes 
in the labour force since then. At the time of writing the 1971 census 
data on the labour forces of the four cormnunities werenJt available, 
but labour force survey data comparing the total Canadian male labour 
forces of 1961 and 1971 show that the major changes between 1961 and 
1971 have been that professional and technical workers have increased 
from about 8% to about 12% of the male labour force, and that fanners 
and fannworkers have declined from 14% to 8% of the labour force. Thus 
weighting on the basis of the 1961 census may over-compensate for the 
over-representation of professional and technical workers in the sample. 
But apart from these two changes the composition of the male labour force 
has not altered substantially in the ten years between 1961 and 1971. 
Those people who are the main subjects of this thesis, i.e. manual workers, 
made up 35% of the male labour force in 1961 and 37% in 1971. So use 
of the 1961 census data (asstuning that changes in the four connnunities 
have conformed to the general pattern) as the basis of the weighting 
scheme would not appear to present great problems on this s:ore. (Labour 
force survey data presented in, Canada Department of Labour, Women in 
the Labour Force, 1971. Ottawa: Labour Canada, n.d.). 
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that, in the case of the unweighted sample data, a fairly close corres

pondence between the results of this study and the Pineo/Porter study 

existed, at least in tenns of the association of a nt.nnber of socio

economic attributes and class identification. If the weighting scheme 

resulted in a series of correlations between class identification and 

socio-economic attributes that differed substantially from those obtained 

with the unweighted data, then it would be difficult to judge which were 

the best estimates of the "real" effects of socio-economic factors on 

peoples' class identifications. But, as Table II-13 shows, there is, 

in fact, little difference between the correlations with class iden

tification yielded by the weighted and unweighted data. 

Table II-13.--Zero-order correlations of class identification with 
socio-economic attributes from the unweighted sample 
and the sample weighted by occupation. 

Independent variable Unweighted Sample weighted 
sample by occupation 

Occupation of respondent 

Education of respondent 

Income of respondent 

Occupation of respondent's 
father 

Occupation of respondent's 
wife 

Occupation of respondent's 
best (male) friend 

.45 
(N=969)a 

.42 
(N=958) 

.44 
(N=950) 

.23 
(N=880) 

.29 
(N=500) 

.37 
(N=S66) 

.45 
(N=965) 

.40 
(N=946) 

.41 
(N=937) 

.21 
(N=862) 

.30 
(N=483) 

.36 
(N=S46) 

aThe nlD'!1bers on which the correlations are based are not the same 
for the weighted and unweighted samples, because weighting had the effect 
of increasing the no answers somewhat. 
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The largest difference in the correlations is among those of 

class identification with the respondent's income, and even here the 

difference is only .03. And the larger discrepancies are such that the 

correlations based on the weighted sample are closer to the Pineo/Porter 

correlations than are those based on the unweighted sample. It appears 

from these comparisons that weighting the sample has not affected 

the inter-relationships of variables within the sample. 48 It might be 

suggested that this renders the weighting system redundant. But, for 

example, if weighting the sample led to a situation where socio

economic factors were far less related to the class identifications of 

respondents than in the unweighted case, it would be difficult to 

adjudicate between the conflicting findings. This would be especially 

true where the findings of the unweighted sample correspond closely to 

those of a study, such as Pineo and Porter's, which received a far 

better response. That this situation has not occured is some support 

for the belief that improvement of the sample to correspond more 

closely to the census data has not introduced other fonns of bias into 

48Another test of the effect of the weighting scheme was made. 
Six variables, central to this thesis were selected (union membership, 
class identification on an open-ended question, class model, party 
choice at the last provincial election, political model, and industrial 
model), and the marginal distributions for each town, with the unweighted 
and weighted samples, were compared. In only one out of twenty-four 
checks was there a statistically significant difference (at the .OS 
level) bebo."een the marginals. lvith this number of comparisons, one such 
result could be expected by chance, so the results of this test 
reinforce the findings of the comparisons of the correlations with class 
identification. 

http:sample.48
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the results. Even though weighting by occupation has not, it appears, 

substantially affected the results of this study it is still advisable to 

work with the weighted sample, for it approximates the actual social 

composition (in occupational tenns) of the communities studied. 

The Working-class Sub-sanrole 

The previous section has discussed the reponse to the survey 

by men in all social classes in the conmrunities studied. This thesis, 

however, is concerned with the attitudes of working-class men, so it 

is necessary to define that component of the entire sample that shall 

be regarded as containing the working-class respondents to the survey. 

This thesis will follow the fairly common procedure of taking 

occupation as the main indicator of class position. Working-class 

men will be defined as those men who are employed in manual (or blue

collar) occupations. Using occupation as the primary detenninant of 

social class raises the question that, because a man perfonns a manual 

occupation, it does not necessarily follow that he ranks lower than a 

non-manual worker in the possession of other attributes that are correlated 

with occupation. There may, for example, be little difference between 

the income of a manual worker at the top of the manual category and 

many white-collar workers' earnings. 49 Likewise, there are ln.Jnl 1D te marn.ial 

49There is, in fact, little difference in the earnings oi manual 
and clerical workers in the study. In fact the manual workers, as a group, 
earned slightly more than the clerical workers. The mean income for all 
manual workers is approximately $7,750, whereas that for clerical workers 
(excluding stock clerks, shipping clerks, and baggagemen) is about $7,7000. 
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workers who are better educated than saremen in clerical occupations. 50 

But, as Parkin argues; 

It should be emphasised that this division (ben~een manual 
and non-manual occupations.VK) does not rest upon mere diff
erences of income; indeed, there is clearly a good <leal of 
overlap in the actual earnings of groups which cluster at 
the margins of the class dividing line. But when we speak 
of rewards, and even more narrowly of material rewards, we 
mean ruch more than income. For example, when comparing 
the position of blue-collar groups with that of white
collar groups, including those in lower occupational categ
ories, it is necessary to take account of the various con
cealed or long-tenn advantages that the latter enjoy over 
the fonner. 51 

White-collar workers tend to enjoy more extensive fringe benefits 

(sick leave, pension rights, etc.); more amenable hours of work 

(general freedom from shift work, later starting hours, less over

time, etc.) ; less close supervision at work (how many clerks have to 

clock-in?); at least some possibility of career advancement; and, 

last, but by no means least, pleasanter and safer working conditions. 

When discussing an individual's class position it is necessary, 

as Lockwood points out in The Blackcoated Worker, to take account not 

only of his "market situation", but also of his "work situation" and his 

"status situation''. 52 "Market situation" refers to the economic position 

50The clerical workers are somewhat better educated than the manual 
workers, the mean years of education being 11.9 and 9.4, respectively. 

51F. Parkin, Class Inequality and Political Order, (London: 
MacGibbon & Kee, 1971), p. 25 (original empbas1s). 

52n. Lockwood, The Blackcoated Worker, (London: Allen &Um~in, 
1966), p. 15. 

http:occupations.VK
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of the individual, in tenns of income, job security, and the oppor

turnity for upward mobility. "Work situation" relates to the nature of 

the social relationships that the individual is involved in at his 

place of work. And "status situation" refers to the position of the 

individual in the societal hierarchy of prestige (which is very nruch 

detennined by his occupation) • It is the configuration of these three 

components of class situation that lends the manual/non-manual 

distinction its salience, and justifies the use of such a class-dividing 

line. Although a manual worker may enjoy a more favourable "market 

situation" than some clerical workers (at least with regard to some 

aspects of "market situation"), he will very likely le :in cm. inferior class 

position because of the more favourable "work" and "status situations" 
53of the clerical worker. 

Given that occupation shall be used as the criterion of class 

membership, there then arises the question of measurement. The curr

ent occupation of every respondent was coded under the scheme provided 

in the Census of Canada (1961) occupation classification code. 54 The 

53.rhe use of the manual/non-manual distinction is def ended in 
E. Nordlinger, The Working-class Tories, (London: MacGibbon & Kee, 1967), 
pp. 56-58; W.G. Runciman, Relative Deprivation and Social Justice, (London: 
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1966), pp. 314-316; D. BUtler ft D. Stokes, 
Political Change in Britain, (London: Mao\'iillan, 1969), pp. 66-71; and 
J. Leggett, Class,Race and Labour, (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1968), p. 38. 

54nominion Bureau of Statistics, Occupational Classification 
Manual, Census of Canada, 1961, (Ottawa: the Queen's Printer, 1961). 
This code was used because it is easily translatable into the Blishen 
socio-economic index of occupations. The 1971 Census manual was not 
used, as the Blishen index is constructed on the basis on the 1961 
code. For the Blishen index, see B. Blishen, "A Socio-Economic Index 
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Census code substunes over sixten thousand occupational tenns under two 

htmdred and seventy-three categories, which are then placed into twelve 

major occupational divisions.SS The code classifies occupations 

primarily in tenns of the nature of the work perfonned, in an attempt 

to obtain groups of occupations as homogeneous as possible. The criteria 

used include education and training, materials worked with, tools and 

. ed d k . s6equipment us , an wor env1rornnent. It is stated in the manual that 

the relative importance of each factor varies according to the occupation 

being classified. 

It is not always easy to determine whether a particular division 

is comprised totally of manual or non-manual workers. There is little 

problem, in this regard, concerning the divisions referring to managerial, 

and professional and technical occupations. No great problems arise 

when considering the divisions of the code referring to farmers and 

for Occupations in Canada", in B. Blishen, et al. (eds), Canadian 
Society, (Toronto: Had·1illan, 1969), pp. 741"-75'"4. The same codings 
(Census and Blishen) were applied to first job of respondent, respondent's 
father's job, job of best friend, and respondent's wife's job. 

SSThese are: 1. Managerial; 2. Professional &technical; 
3. Clerical; 4. Sales; 5. Service &recreation; 6. Transport & 
communications; 7. Farmers &fannworkers; 8. Loggers &related workers; 
9. Fishermen, trappers, &hunters; 10. Miners, quarrymen, &related 
workers; 11. Craftsmen, production process &related workers; 12. Lab
ourers not elsewhere specified. There is a thirtEmth, residual category 
for occupation not stated. 

S60ccupational Classification manual, p. 8. 

http:divisions.SS
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farmworkers, loggers and related workers, and fishermen, trappers and 

hunters, as these occupations are rarely represented in urban labour 

forces. Only nine men reported such occupations in the original sample, 

becoming sixteen cases in the weighted sample. Although, for example, 

it may be difficult to place the farm labourer, such a problem is of 

little relevance to this study, concerned as it is with the urban 

working-class. Because of the small numbers, and the admixture of 

working and non-working-class occupations in this category, it was 

decided to exclude such men from the analysis. 

The division of the census classification scheme relating 

to clerical occupations includes some occupations, such as stock 

clerks, store keepers, and shippers and receivers, which may, at 

least, be marginally working-class. Some men coded as such may spend 

mst of their time in manual pursuits such as loading and unloading 

stores, whereas others are likely to perform primarily clerical duties. 

It is impossible to distinguish such differences by inspection of the 

census codes, so it would be safer to assign all such individuals to 

the non-manual sector. This procedure has the attraction that, if it 

introduces any bias, it does so in a conservative direction, lessening 

differences between manual and non-manual workers. 57 

A similar problem applies to the occupations in the three 

divisions for sales, service and recreation, and transport and corrnnunic

57If we accept Karl Popper's view that the scientific status of 
an hypothesis is determined by its falsifiability (The Open Society and Its 
Enemies, Volt.une 2, (}..cmdon: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1962], pp. 260-263), 
then we are making it easier for the hypothesis to be falsified by the 
evidence. 
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ations occupations, where manual and non-manual occupations seem to be 

freely intermixed. Sales and service workers, even those at the lower 

income levels, are difficult to classify into manual or non-manual, so 

the decision was made to omit them from the analysis. With transport 

and co1!1Jl1U11ications occupations this could not be done, one reason being 

the long history of unionization of some groups in this category, such 

as railroad workers and truck drivers. It was fairly easy, by inspection, 

to determine which occupations in this category are blue-collar and which 
58 

not. Inspectors and foremen of transport occupations, and air pilots, 

navigators and flight engineers were assigned to the non-manual category. 

All other transport occupations represented among the respondents to the 

survey (railroad operators, road transport operators, and other trans
59

port occupations) were categorised as manual occupations. This 

procedure contributed a total of sixty-three men to the numbers of 
60

manual workers in the weighted sample. An inspection of the Blishen 

index values assigned to the various occupations subswned under the 

headings of "supervisors of communication operations" and "other 

58A similar strategy is adopted by W.G. Marston in ''Social Class 
Segregation within Ethnic Groups in Toronto", Canadian Review of 
Sociology and ,'\nthropologz:, 6:2 (1969), pp. 65-79. Klarston includes 
service and recreation wOikers in the blue-collar category. ~Jt this 
is a very heterogeneous category, including anny officers and privates, 
actors and waiters, athletes and barbers, and so on and so forth. Because 
of this heterogeneity, it was decided to exclude service & recreation 
workers. 

59Tuere is also a code for "operators, water transport", but no 
respondent reported such an occupation. 

60Tuere were 26 men in the urn~eighted sample with such an occup
ation. 



105 

conum.mication occupations" suggested that they could be assigned to the 
61non-manual category. 

The remaining categories encompass those men ~oded as miners, 

quarrymen and related workers, craftsmen, production process and rel

ated workers, and labourers not elsewhere specified. And it is these 

men, together with the transport workers discussed above, who will 

fonn the group designated as working-class. Even here, however, some 

adjustment has to be made to account for the inclusion of foremen in 

these categories. As foremen generally occupy an intennediate position 

between management and men, and have authority over the men they 

supervise, it is difficult to see them as sharing the same total class 

situation as manual workers. 

The census occupation code adopts two strategies when class

ifying foremen. In some cases, such as foremen in a skilled trade 

like carpentry, foremen are assigned the same code as operatives in 

the occupation. The rationale is that, in such cases, foremen work 

alongside the men, perfonning the same tasks, and here, consequently, 

the supervisory function is secondary. In other cases, where they 

are deemed to perfonn more clearly supervisory functions, separate codes 

are provided for "foremen - mine, quarry, petrol. well'', "general 

foremen and inspectors - construction", and "foremen not elsewhere 

specified". 

61rhe only exception, possibly, being postmen &mail carriers, 
and messengers. As there were only S such men in the unweighted sam
ple, if does not make much difference if they are excluded from the 
'WOrking-class group. 



106 

It is difficult to ascertain how many foremen, coded under 

the first strategy, are included in the sample. But there are fifty

one men in the original sample who were coded under the specific codes 

for foremen (this number reduces to twenty-nine cases in the weighted 

sample), and these men are excluded from the manual worker group. 

With those men assigned the same code as operatives, if the logic of 

the census code is correct, it might be expected that such foremen 

would have attitudes more similar to those held by operatives than 

would foremen -whose primary function is supervisory. This consideration 

provides some assurance that the impossibility of removing such men from 

the working-class sub-sample will not create any great bias. There is 

also the likelihood that, as in the case of the clerical division, 

any bias arising from this source will affect the results in the 

conservative direction. 

The weighting scheme based on occupation that is used in this 

study allowed for the extra considerations outlined above. Thus the 

census occupational divisions for transport and corrmunications occup

ations, miners, quarrymen and related workers, and craftsmen, production 

process and related workers were all divided into supervisory and non

supervisory components, and the appropriate weights were applied for 

these additional categories. The working-class sub-sample which will 

be the basis for this study, therefore, is comprised of manual, non

supervisory workers in oc0.1pations classified as rail, road and other 

transport workers, miners and quarrymen, craftsmen, production process 

and related workers, and labourers not elsewhere specified. 



107 

In total there are five hundred and five working-class men 

in the weighted sample, J11ade up of sixty-three rail, road and other 

transport workers (5.7% of the total sample), sixty-five miners, 

quarrymen and related workers (5.8%), three hundred and nine craftsmen, 

production process and related workers (28%), and sixty-eight labourers 

(6.2%). In all, working-class men form 45.7% of the entire weighted 

sample. Ottawa has the lowest number of working-class respondents, 

there being eighty such men out of a total of three hundred and ten 

(or 25.8%). There are one hundred and ten working-class men in the 

Lindsay sample of two hundred and thirty-six men (46.8%), one hundred 

and forty out of a total of two hundred and seventy-nine men in the 

Hamilton sample (50.3%), and one hundred and seventy-five working-class 

men in the Sudbury sample of two hundred and seventy-nine (or 62.2%). 

As expected, the most "working-class" of the four conum.mitics is 

Sudbury, and the least "working-class" is Ottawa. 

Having decided on the sub-sa~ple that will be regarded as the 

working-class component of the larger sample, it is in order, for the 

remainder of this chapter, to briefly outline some of the characteristics 

of the working-class men in this study. Table II-14 shows the occup

ational composition of the working-class sub-sample. 

Except in the case of Sudbury, the majority of working-class 

men are employed as craftsmen, production process or related workers. 

In Sudbury, over a third of the men are miners, while another 42% are 

craftsmen, production process, and related workers. ~ien in transport 

occupations are a minority in every conununity, but their representation 
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ranges from 18% of the Ottawa workers to only 8% of those in Sudbury. 


And labourers, too, are only a small minority of the workers. 


Table II-14.--0ccupations o~2workers in the four communities (in 

percentages) . ' 

Occupation Ottawa Hamilton Lindsay Sudbury Total 

Rail, road & 18 12 16 8 12 
other transport 

Miners, quarrymen, 1 37 13 
etc. 

Craftsmen, production 65 74 72 42 61 
process, etc. 

Labourers nes 16 14 12 13 14 
100 100 lmf 100 HJli 

(N=) TSU) (I40) (rm) (m) (SU"5) 

A majority of the workers in every corrnnunity, as Table II-15 

shows, are Canadian born. Lindsay has the greatest proportion born in 

Canada, with over three-quarters of the Lindsay workers being born in 

Ontario, and another 5% born elsewhere in Canada (though not in 

Quebec). Ottawa has the next highest proportion born in Canada (7Si), 

with 14% of the workers born in Quebec. Sudbury has a similar proper

tion of its workers born in Canada, and also it is similar to Ottawa 

in the number of men born in Quebec. Hamilton has the lowest proportion 

of Canadian born workers. It will be noted that Hamilton differs from 

Ottawa and Sudbury more because of the very few Quebec-born men in 

Hamilton, rather than because of a lower proportion of men born in Ontario. 

62
Percentage figures presented throughout this thesis will be 

rounded to the nearest whole m.nnber. 
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Table II-15.--Birthplaces of workers in the four cor.nnunities (in 
percentages). 

Birthplace Ottawa Hamilton Lindsay Sudbury Total 

Ontario 53 45 77 48 55 
Quebec 14 4 0 13 8 
Rest of Canada 8 11 5 12 10 

(Total Canada) 
British Isles 

(75) 
3 

(60) 
10 

(82) 
9 

(73) 
6 

(73) 
7 

Italy 
Other 

7 
15 

8 
23 

0 
9 

9 
12 

6 
15 

mo IOf 100 rmr 101 
(N=) TSO) (I40) (ITU) (1"74) (5"04) 

Among the immigrants, the British make up the largest single 

group over all, but they tend to be concentrated more in Hamilton 

and Lindsay. Hen born in Italy make up a larger proportion of the 

working-class sanples in Ottawa and Sudbury but, because there arc no 

Italian born men in Lindsay, the British make up a larger proportion 

of the entire sample. 

Tahle II-16 shows the ages of the workers in the study. 

Table II-16.--Agcs of workers in the four communities (in percentages) 

Age group Ottawa Hamilton Lindsay Suibury Total 

20 - 29 15 16 14 19 17 ., ...30 - 39 25 28 28 25 ~/ 

40 - 49 22 32 26 19 25 
so - 59 21 11 14 26 18 
60 - 64 15 7 9 6 8 
65 &over 3 5 9 s 6 

HIT 9D'" 100 100 l'IT 
(N=) VS) (137) (108) (rn) ( 49.i) 
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The mean age of manual workers does not vary substantially between 

conununities, being 42.3 years in Hamilton, 42.7 in Sudbury, 44.0 

in Lindsay, and 44.8 in Ottawa. But although the means are similar, 

there are quite large differences in the distribution around these 

means. In all four communities, approximately forty percent of the 

workers are aged between twenty and forty. But, there are propor

tionately more men in the age group 40 to 49 in Hamilton and Lindsay, 

and proportionately more of the 50 to 59 group in Ottawa and Sudbury. 

There is a large proportion of men between 60 to 64 in Ottawa than 

in the other four communities, and a larger group aged over 65 in 

Lindsay. However, if these two age groups are combined, the percentages 

do not differ greatly, the highest being Ottawa, with 18% of its 

working-class men over 60 years of age, and the lowest being Sudbury, 

where the corresponding figure is 11%. Although, when analysed in tenns 

of ten years age groups, there are these differences in the age 

structures of the four conununities, in wider terms 67 to 71 percent of 

the workers in each comrnunity are between the ages of thirty and sixty. 

Table II-1 7. - -J\larital status of workers in the four communities 
(in percentages) 

Marital Status Ottawa Hamilton Lindsay Sudbury Total 

Single 10 7 3 13 9 
Married 81 91 92 86 88 
Separated 4 2 3 1 ...? 

Divorced 1 1 0 0 0 
Widowed 4 1 3 0 1 

1mr lU'Z HIT 1'00 1'00 
(N=) "(EU) (U9) (ImT) (ffi) ~ 



111 

The ovenvhelming majority of workers in all communities are 

married. As Table 11-17 shows, over 90% of the workers in Lindsay 

and Hamilton are married, as are over 80% of those in Ottawa and 

Sudbury. This, it seems, is a rather high figure, but it may possibly 

be accounted for by two considerations. TI1e first is that men aged 

between 20 and 29 (as can be seen from Table II-16) are in a minority, 

compared to other age groups. As men this age are more likely to be 

single than men in older age groups, it is to be expected that the under

representation of this age group will boost the proportion of the sample 

who are married. The second consideration is that warricd men are 

likely to be more stable residentially than are single men, and are so 

more likely to have been contacted in the survey. 

TI1ere was, unfortunately, no question relating to the children 

of respondents, so there is no possibility of going further into the 

marital and familial situations of the respondents. 

Table II-18.--Educational attainments of workers in the four 
communities (in percentages). 

Years of Ottawa Hamilton Lindsay Sudbury Total 
education 

None 9 3 10 3 5 
1 - 4 1 3 0 s 3 
5 - 8 18 35 24 36 30 
9 - 10 26 37 41 29 33 
11 - 12 31 16 23 24 23 
13 4 5 0 1 3 
14 - 15 11 2 1 1 3 
16 &over 0 1 1 1 1 

100 1'07 rmr lUU' HIT 
(N=) TT9) (RT) (ITO") (I14) ~ 
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Table II-18 shows the educational attainments of the workers 

in the four corronunities. Mean years of schooling, going from low to 

high, are 8.8 years in Lindsay, 8.9 in Sudbury, 9.1 in Hamilton, and 

9.8 in Ottawa. The communities, with the partial exception of Ottawa, 

are very similar in terms of the average educational achiever.1ents of 

their working-class occupants. Dut the actual distribution does vary 

between the four corronunities. ABout 10% of the workers of Ottawa and 

Lindsay received no formal education (or did not report it), as against 

only 3% of the workers in the other corronunities. Very few men in any 

corronunity received between 1 to 4 years of schooling. Over one-third 

of the workers in Hamilton and Sudbury attended school for between 5 

and 8 years, a proportion quite higher than in Ottawa or Lindsay. In 

Lindsay the largest proportion of workers, about 41%, spent 9 to 10 

years in school. The largest proportion of Hamilton workers are also 

in this category, whereas, in Ottawa, the largest single group (31%) 

received 11 to 12 years of full-time education. 

In every corronunity, the great majority of working-class men 

attended school between 5 and 12 years. In Ottawa, 75% were in this 

category, and in the other three corruntulities almost 90% of the workers 

were in this group. Few men received more than 12 years of schooling, 

with the exception of Ottawa, where 15% reported between 13 and 15 years 

of fonnal education. 

As Table II-19 indicates, there are variations in the religious 

affiliations of the workers in the four corronunities. In Ottawa, 

Hamilton and Sudbury, the largest single denomination is the Roman 
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Catholic church. In fact, in Ottawa and Sudbury, members of the Roman 

Catholic church, among the working-class, outnumber the members of 

all Protestant denominations. In Hamilton, Protestants of all denomin

ations outnumber Catholics by about three to two, but the Roman Catholic 

church has about twice as many adherents as the largest Protestant 

denomination, the United Church. Lindsay, by way of contrast, is 

over-whelmingly Protestant, with three quarters of the workers identify

ing with one or other of the Protestant churches. 

Table II-19.--Rcligious affiliations of workers in the four 
communities (in percentages). 

Religious Ottawa Hamilton Lindsay Sudbury Total 
Affiliation 

Roman Catholic 49 35 14 60 41 
Anglican 9 17 23 7 13 
United Church 12 18 34 9 17 
Other protestant 18 16 18 12 15 
Other 2 8 7 7 7 
No formal 11 7 4 5 7 

affiliation 
HIT l"OT ltrn" ltrn" lmY 

(N=) T7b) (TIT) (Dm) (I/4) ~ 

There are few men who report other than either the Catholic 

or Protestant denominations, the 8% of the Hamilton workers being the 

largest proportion of any community. 63 And few men stated that they 

had no formal religious affiliation; the 11% in Ottawa being the largest 

group in any car.nm.mity. 

63110ther" includes Greek Orthodox, ill.Tainian Catholic, Jewish, 
and any non-Christian faith. 

http:car.nm.mi
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Most workers, then, report some kind of religious affiliation. 

Whether this religious affiliation is translated into involvement in 

church activities is, however, another question. The respondents 

were asked if they belonged to, attending at least occasionally, a 
64

church or church group. The percentages of manual workers who 

answered in the affirmative are; in Ottawa - 17%, in Lindsay - 42%, 

in Hamilton - 33%, and in Sudbury - 30%. There is, therefore, a 

fairly wide range in the degree of church involvement among the workers 

in the four corrmrunities. For a substantial nwnber of the workers, 

however, religious affiliation appears largely as a formal attribute 

65h . h d 1 d . 1 . h h t•oes not ea to 1nvo vement 1n c urc . . w 1c ac 1v1t1es. 

In terms o f ethnicity, as Table II-20 shows, Lindsay is the 

most homogeneous of the four connnunities. Almost 80% of the workers 

in Lindsay reported that they are of English, Scottish, Irish or Welsh 

origin. Another 14% traced their origins to north western Europe, and 

only 2% gave their ethnicity as French. In Ottawa, on the other hand, 

almost as many men claim French ethnicity as claim British, and together 

they make up 70% of the workers in Ottawa. Another 18% claimed Italian, 

German, or Dutch ancestry. 

64Question 5:11-12, Appendix C. 

65rn a secondary analysis of data on church attendance collected 
in an election survey in 1965, I-I. Mol has found that, for Canada as a 
whole, regular church attendance among manual workers varies by religious 
denomination (regular attendance being defined as at least bvice a month). 
Only 9.7% of Anglican workers regularly attended Church, compared to 12.4% 
of United Church affiliates, 60.5% of English Catholics, 86.3% of French 
Catholics, and 28.0% of workers with other religious affiliations. 
(Personal communication from Professor H. Mol, Department of Religion, 
McMaster University). 
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Table II -20. - -Ethnic backgrounds* of workers in the four 
communities (in percentages) 

Ethnicity Ottm\1a Hamilton Lindsay Sudbury Total 

British 36 51 79 43 52 
French 34 8 2 22 15 
Italian 8 9 0 15 9 
German 5 6 5 3 5 
Dutch 5 8 9 0 5 
UkTainian 0 1 2 5 2 
other 12 17 2 12 11 rmr 100 99 100 9]" 

(N=) 104) cn:n (ml) (I5'2) C4m 

*Ethnicity detennined on the basis of the ethnic or cultural 
group to which the respondent or his ancestors (on the male side) 
belonged on coming to this continent. 

Over 20% of the Sudbury workers are of French extraction, about 

half the ntDTiber of those who are of British origin. This co1TD11unity has 

the largest proportion of workers of Italian and Ukrainian ancestry. 

There are, proportionately, more British and fewer French in Sudbury 

than in Ottawa, hut together the two charter groups make up similar 

proportions of the working-class of both communities. 

Slightly over one-half of the workers in Jim:lilton are of British 

origin, the second highest percentage, after Lindsay, among the four 

communities. Only 8% claim French ancestry, and hence the charter 

groups together make up a smaller proportion of the Hamilton working-class 

than of the working-classes of the other communities studied. 

Lieberson indices of homogeneity were calculated from the 

66
data on ethnic background. The index for Lindsay is .639, indicating 

66s. Lieb~rson, ''Measuring Population Diversity", American 
Sociological Review, 34:6 (1969), pp. 850-862. The closer the index 
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that Lindsay is the most homogeneous of the four corranunities. 

Hamilton, with an index of .313, is a much more ethnically diversified 

comrnunity, but , according to the indices, Ottawa and Sudbury, with 

indices of .272 and .274 respectively, are even more diversified. 

The reason for the greater diversity of the latter two communities is 

that there are few men of French extraction in Hamilton, whereas a 

fair proportion of the native born in Ottawa and Sudbury are French 

Canadians. 

If Lieberson indices are calculated on ·the hasis of place 

of birth (treating all those workers who were born in Canada as ooe 

group) , Lindsay, with an index of .685, is again the most homogeneous 

community. The positions of Hamilton and the other two communities are, 

however, reversed. In tenns of place of birth, the Hamilton working-

class is the most diversified, the Lieberson index being .404. The 

corresponding indices for Ottawa and Sudbury are .587 and .553 

respectively. M1ichever basis of calculation is used, however, 

the Lindsay lvorking~class is a relatively ethnically homogeneous 

entity, whereas there is cor.siderable ethnic diversity in the working-

class populations of the other three communities. 

Table II-21 shows the pre-tax incomes of the workers in this 

approaches unity, the greater the probability that two persons, ran
domly sampled from the conum..mity, would share the same characteristic. 
Lieberson's index, strictly speaking, is a ~easure of diversity. The 
indices presented here are the obverse of that, and are calculated 
by subtracting the index of diversity from unity. 
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study. There are substantial differences between communities in regard 

to the earnings of workers in the twelve months preceding the study. 

Table II-21.--Pre-tax incomes of workers in the four 
communities (in percentages). 

Income Ottawa Hamilton Lindsay Sudbury Total 

Under nooo 29 25 56 20 31 
$~000 - $8,999 32 43 20 37 34 
$~000 &overa 39 31 24 43 35 

HJD" mr lUU" lmr lffir 
(N=) T69) (133) (105) (I5D) (403) 

~e great majority of men in this group earned between $~000 
and $1~000. Of 161 men in this category, only 16 earned over $1~000, 
and only 6 of these earned over $1~000, but less than szqooo. 

The mean annual pre-tax incomes of workers in the four communities 

range, from low to high, fro11 $Q,185 in Lindsay, $7,774 in Hamilton, 

$7,869 in Ottawa, to $8;594 in Sudbury. The Lindsay workers, even 

though the survey in that community was conducted some eight months 

after the main survey (and this in a time of inflation) are the lowest 

paid, with 56% earning under $7000 in the year preceding the study. 

Even if the ten men aged over 65 are removed from the Lindsay figures 

(and assuming that they all received less than $7,000), over half the 

Lindsay workers are still in this category. 

The Sudbury working-class, then, is the most prosperous of 

the four studied. Ottawa and Hamilton occupy intermediate positions, 

and the Lindsay workers are the least well paid of all. This discu

ssion of the earnings of workers concludes the outline of character

istics of the working-class men in the four communities. There are 
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some small differences hetween the workers of the four cor.u:runities 

in regard to age and marital status. There are more substantial diff

erences between the communities when place of birth, educational att

aimnent, religious affiliation, ethnic background, and incomes of the 

workers are considered. The task of the next chapter will be to con

sider the effect of one of these differences, that of income, on diff

erences in attitudes toward class and politics among the workers in 

the four communities. 

Summary 

This chapter considered so1'.1e of the methodological aspects 

of the study on which this thesis is based. It Has shovm how the 

choice of the co:r:ununities in which to conduct the study was deter

mined by consideration of the labour force composition of the comm

unities, the industrial distribution of the labour force, and the 

scale and degree of concentration of industry in the communities. 

The next section of this chapter dealt with the problen of 

how the low response rate to the questionnaire survey created probler.is 

of representativeness among the samples. Through an examination of the 

distribution of a nUCTber of characteristics within the samples compared 

to the distributions expected on the basis of infol1!lation collected in 

the 1961 Census of Canada, it was found that the samples were seriously 

skewed. It was, however, argued that the samples could still serve the 

purposes of this thesis, because manual workers did not respond in 

m.unbers too far from their expected proportions, and also because the 

primary concern of the thesis is to compare the attitudes of workers 

http:probler.is
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in the four communities. It was also shown that the findings of this 

study, with regard to the association of socio-economic variables whh 

class identification, do not differ substantially from those of another 

recent Canadian study where a more adequate response rate was achieved. 

In order to increase the representativeness of the samples, 

three possible weighting systems were experimented with. It was dec

ided that weighting the samples by the expected frequency distributions 

of occupations (expected, that is, on the basis of the 1961 Census) 

was the most satisfactory manner in which to adjust for the distortion 

in the samples. A comparison of the correlations of socio-economic 

variables with class identification computed from the unweighted and 

weighted samples showed that weighting did not greatly alter such 

correlations. 'Ibis, it \vas concluded, enhanced the attractiveness of 

the weighting scheme, for it did not create the problem of having to 

decide which was the situation more closely corresponding to the 

population parameters. 'Ibe sample weighted by occupation, therefore, 

is the data- set on which the rest of the analysis in this dissertation 

will be based. 

The last section of the chapter dealt with the selection of 

the working-class sub-sample which will provide the main subject 

matter of this study. The chapter concluded with an analysis of some 

of the characteristics of the working-class men in the sample. 



CHl\PTER I I I 

THE INFWENCE OF INCQ'lE DIFFERENCES 

The major focus of this thesis is on the sources of variation 

in working-class attitudes toward class and politics. One possible 

source of such variation could be the differences in standard of liv

ing between workers. A fairly connnon viewpoint has argued that, with 

the rise in working-class living standards, especially since 1'!orld 

War 2, there has been a process of embourgeoisement of the working

class.1 This view holds that the working-class is ceasing to be a 

distinct social entity, and that working-class people, particularly 

those who are the most prosperous, are more and more adopting the att

itudes and values of the non-manual, middle-class. As Goldthorpe, 

Lockwood, Bechhofer, and Platt eA-plain the embourgeoisernent thesis, 

one likely consequence of a worker being in the upper income bracket 
\ 

(at least in terms of blue-collar work) would be that his attitudes 

on class and politics would be closer to those of people in the 

middle-class than to those working-class people who are not in such 

~e "affluent worker" series of books and articles are the 
primary (British) sources for the discussion of the embourgeoisement 
thesis, and represent the efforts of the authors to~e thesis. 
For a general discussion of the embourgeoisement thesis, see 
J.H. Goldthorpe, D. Lockwood, F . Bechhofer , and J. Platt, 111c Aff lucnt 
Worker in the Class Structure, (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1969), pp. 1-29. 

120 
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a favourable economic position. 

There are two reasons for exai:iining the influence of income 

on workers' attitudes. Although Goldthorpe, Lockwoo<l, et al. have 

shown in a fairly convincing fashion that the embourgcoiscmcnt thesis 

is not an accurate description of the current situation among the 

British working-class, it is still possible that er.lbour,scoiser.1cnt is 

relevant in the Canadian context. The second reason for devoting 

attention to income differences is simply that, even if higher income 

does lead workers to adopt a 111iddle-class perspective, it might 

still be suggesteJ that inco11\C <lifferences could perhaps provide 

a more parsir.1onious explanation of differences in working-class 

attitudes than the kind of analysis suggested in Chapter I. 

Before devoting attention to such factors, however, it will 

be necessary to establish that differences in conceptions of class 

and politics exist between manual and non-rnu1Ual workers. It would 

be of little interest to look for a process of embourgeoiser;1ent among 

highly paid \\orkcrs if, in fact, no clear differences in attit1Klcs 

existed l>etHeen the working-class and middle-class respondents. 

Manual/!~on-manual Differences 

If class position plays a part in influencing the individual's 

conception of the distribution of rewards and privile:;es in society, 

then it is to he expected that workinp,-c~ass individuals will hold 

views on these r1atters that are distinguishable from those adopted 
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by middle-class persons. This section will examine the question of 

to what degree middle and working-class men differ in their concept

ions of the social order. 

The first question that will be considered is the subjective 

class identifications of the respondents. Table III-1 shows the 

responses by the upper middle, lower middle, and working-class respon
2 

dent's to the pre-coded class identification question. Throughout 

this section, the term "upper middle-class" will be applied to those 

men employed as owners and managers, or as professional and technical 

workers. The "lower middle-class" will be defined as those men work

ing as clerical workers, sales workers, communications and miscellan
3

eous workers, and foremen. The sub-section of the sample that is 
4

designated as "working-class" has been defined in Chapter II. 

As one would expect, if there were any congruence between objec

tive class position and subjective class identification, manual 

workers are far more likely to claim to be working-class than are 

men in lower middle or upper middle-class occupations. The fact that a 

2Question 3:35, Appendix C. Two versions of the class identif
ication question were included in the questionnaire, one open-ended, the 
other pre-coded. The pre-coded class identification question is the 
version tlnt 1-:ill be analysed in this thesis. See Appendix B for 
arguments justifying such a procedure. 

3Tuis classification excludes fanners, etc. (of whom there were 
very few), and service and recreation workers. The latter is such an 
heterogeneous category that it was thought best to exclude such workers 
from the analysis. 

4See Chapter II, pp. 99-118 • 
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Table III-1.--Subjective class identification by objective class 
membership (in percentages). 

~:11bj ective class 
Identification Upper 

middle 

Objective class position 
Lower Working 
middle 

Total 

~1 iddle-classa 
87 68 33 54 

\forking-classb 13 
100 

(!\'=ID) 

32 
rmr 

(N=I92) 

67 
nm 

(N=449) 

46 
HITT 
~8) 

No answers, "don't know", "there's no such thing"= 93 

)(2= 189.27, with Zdf (p<.001) 5. Tau C= .49 (p~.001) 

alncludes those identifying as ''upper class" or "upper 
middle-class". 

blncludes those identifying as "lower-class". 

!hird of the working-class respondents identify with the middle

'· lass will be dealt with in more detail in the next chapter. h'ha t 

Is of more immediate interest is that those men designated-as working

l'lass ar,e far more likely to identify themselves as working-class 

l han are the non-manual workers, even though the lower middle-class 

111cn, 68% of whom claim to be middle-class, have incomes very similar 

5
Throughout this thesis, the criterion of statistical si~::~:ific

•Hlce will be set at the . OS level. When a statistic is assigned the 
\\otation "p<.05", this indicates that the chances of achieving such a 
result through chance arc less than five in one hundred. hhere the 
\'11ance is less than one in one hundred the notation "p<.01" will l1 e used, 
•Hld where the chance is less than one in one thousand this will be 
ln.dicated by "p< .001". 
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to the working-class men~ 6 

Not only do the men in the various social classes tend to 

assign themselves to different classes, but they also differ in the 

strength of their feelings of belonging to those social classes. 

Table III-2.--Strength of feelings of belonging to a social class 
by objective class membership (in percentages). 

Strength of Objective class position 
feelings Upper Lower Working Total 

Middle Middle 

Very strong 12 19 21 18 

Fairly strong 25 33 40 35 

Not at all strong 62 48 39 47 
'9'9" lmr lmr 100" 

(N~29) (N=l97) (N=458) (N=884) 

No answers, ''don't Jmow'', etc. = 6 7 

2
-x.. = 34.10, with 4df (p<.001). Tau B = -.16 (p<.001) 

l~orking-class men, as Table III-2 indicates, are the most 

likely to say that they feel very strongly about belonging to a social 

class. However, the differences are not great, with 21% of the workers 

responding in this manner, compared to 19% of the lower middle-class 

and 12% of the upper middle-class men. But _more working-class :rr.en also 

s~ate that their feelings of belongil)g to a social class are fairly-... --·-~- ,_ ..~ , 

strong. Taking these responses together, 61% of the working-class 
--~..-.-........... -·- ~--

respondents chose one or other of these two alternatives, as compared to 

6See footnote 49, Chapter II, p. 97. 
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52% of the lower middle, and 37% of the upper middle-class men. From 

the simple cross-tabulation presented in Table III-2, it is irrvossible 

to determine whether there are differences in strength of feelings of 

belonging to a social class between men in the same objective class 
7

position depending on which class they identify with, but, at this 

juncture, this is unimportant. What is important is the further 

illustration that differences in attitudes exist between members of the 

different social classes in the corranunities studied. 

It is often pointed out that Canada has a lower incidence of 
8class voting than other industrialized western societies, but even 

then, there is some class influence on the way people vote. Four 

questions were included in the questionnaire that related to voting 

preferences. Respondents were asked how they usually vote in provincial 

and federal elections, and also how they planned to vote in the next 
9

provincial and federal elections. Table III-3 shows how the members of 

the three social classes planned to vote in the next provincial and 

7see Table III-9, where this is done for the working-class 
respondents. 

8A brief review of the findings of voting studies in Canada 
is given in L. rJcDonald, "Social Class and Voti.ng: A Study of the 
1968 Canadian Federal Election in Ontario", British Journal of Sociology, 
22(1971), pp. 410-422. 

9Questions 4:38, 4:39, 4:40, and 4:41, Appendix C. In the case 
of Lindsay, the provincial election had taken place bebveen the 
administration of the major survey and its application to Lindsay. 
The question concerning intended provincial vote was modified to take 
account of that fact. 
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10
federal elections (both of which have now taken place) . 

Table III-3.--Intended party support at the next provincial and 
federal elections by objective class membership (in 
percentages). 

Intended Party Objective class position 
support Upper Lower Working Total 

middle Middle 

Provincial electiona 

Progressive Conservative 
Liberal 
New Democrat 
Other 

Federal electionb 

Progressive Conservative 
Liberal 
New Democrat 
Other 

43 
36 
15 

lmr
6 

o-r=nm) 

32 
45 
15 

8 
lmJ 

(N=rr5) 

40 
38 
18 

lur
5 

(~) 

28 
50 
17 
6 

101 
CN=l74) 

24 
35 
37 
4 

lmY 
(i\'=lm3) 

24 
37 
34 

4 
99 

(N='398) 

32 
36 
27 

5 
lmJ 

(~2) 

27 
42 
26 

5 
100 

(N=757) 

8No answers, "don't know", etc. = 169 (includes those who 
r~plied that they vote for the candidate, not the part~ . 

")(: = 52.86, with 6df (p<.001) 

bNo answers, "don't know", etc. = 194 (includes those who 
rzplied that they vote for the candidate, not the party).

")( = 36.20, with 6df (p<.001) 

10rhe figures on intended provincial and federal votes presented 
in Table III-3 differ from the actual voting patterns in the provin
cial election of 1971 and the federal election of 1972. The figures 
referring to provincial vote differ from the actual votes in the four 
communities mainly by the size of the intended Liberal vote. In the 
actual election, in terms of total votes cast in all four conmunities, 
the Progressive Conservatives gained 40% of the vote, the NDP 3H, and 
the Liberal Party 28% (Figures taken frol"l, 1969 By-Election. 1971 
General Election. Om:ario Elections. Return from the Records, 
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Although no one political party receives overwhelming r.iajority 

support from a particular social class, it is apparent that there is 

some influence of social class on voting intentions, particularly in 

the case of the Progressive Conservative and New Democratic parties. 

In both provincial and federal voting intentions, the proportion of 

men planning to support the Progressive Conservatives increases as 

we ascend the class hierarchy. This is most pronounced in the prov

incial voting intentions, where there is a nineteen point difference 

between the working and upper-middle class, whereas the difference is 

only eight points in the case of voting intentions for the federal 

election. 

Toronto: The Queen's Printer, 1972). Thus the table over-estimates 
the strength of the Liberal Party, and under-estimates that of the 
Tories. A similar pattern emerges when examining the actual votes 
cast in the four communities in the federal election. The Progress
ive Conservatives tock 38% of all votes cast in the four towns, 
the Liberals 40%, the l\1DP 22%, while under 1% of the vote went to 
Social Credit and other candidates. Thus Table III-3 under-estimates 
the strength of the Tories, while O\Br-estimating the strength of the 
other parties. (Figures taken from Twenty-Ninth General Election, 
1972 - Re~ort of the Chief Electoral Officer, Ottawa: Information 
Canada, 1 73). 

Several factors IT~Y account for these discrepancies; factors 
such as the exclusion of women voters from the four conununities study; 
the time-lag (in all cases except the provincial election in Lindsay) 
between the survey and the two elections; the discrepancy, in the case 
of the provinci~l election, beth'cen the ~O~ of all rcsronclcnts .r:;iv lng 
a party preference in the questionnaire returns as against a total 
turnout of about 71%; and the possibility that men excluded from the 
tabulations because they did not give a party preference (often stating 
that they vote "for the man, not the party") did vote in the election, 
not necessarily distributing their votes among the candidates in the 
same proportions as the men who gave a party preference. But even if 
the figures given in Table III-3 do not.provide an accurate reflec
tion of what actually transpired in the two elections, they can still 
provide evidence of differences between the classes in political preferen
ces. There is no evidence that members of one class shifted their alleg
iances in greater proportions than any other, so it is still possible to 
compare the voting preferences of members of different classes. 
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The proportion of support going to the N.D.P. , on the other 

hand, declines with increasing class status. Provincially, there is 

a twenty-two point difference in support for the N.D.P. between the work

ing and upper-middle class, and, federally, the difference is nineteen 

points. But the N.D.P. receives nothing like the same degree of sup

port from manual \1orkers as social democratic parties do in Europe. 

Both federally and provincially, only about one third of the manual 

workers intended to support the N.D.P. In fact, in the federal elec

tion, a larger percentage of manual workers intended to vote for the 

Liberal Party. Nevertheless, in the cases of the progressive Conservat

ive and New Democratic parties there is a clear, if not too strong, 

relationship between social class and political preference. 

With intended support for the Liberal Party, there is not such 

a clear relationship. In terms of voting intentions for the provin

cial election, there is practically no difference in the proportions 

of each class supporting the Liberal Party. With the federal elec

tion there is a decline in support for the Liberal Party as we move 

from the middle-classes to the working-class, but the difference of 

thirteen points is smaller than in the case of support for the New 

Democrats. But if we think in more broad terms, of support for the 

New Democratic Party as against the two "old-line parties", then, as 

has been noted before, there is a relationship between class and party 

support, with support for the N.D.P. increasing as we move fron the 

middle to the working-class. 

This can be seen more clearly by looking at party support from 



129 

the perspective of the proportions of the support for each party coining 

from the various social classes. Table III-4 shows the percentage of 

total support for each party coming from each social class. 

Table III-4.--Percentage of total intended votes for each political 
party provided by each social class. 

Objective Progressive Liberal New % Class is 
class Conservative Party Democratic of all voters 
membership Party Party 

Provincial electiona 

Upper-middle 
Lower-middle 

34 
29 

25 
24 

14 
15 

25 
23 

Working 38 
HIT 

50 
~ 

71 
100 

52 
100 

(N=252) (N=ID) (N;;zrO) ~2)* 

Federal electionb 

Upper-middle 
Lower-middle 

29 
24 

26 
27 

15 
15 

25 
23 

Working 48 
HIT 

46 
"9'9"" 

71 
HIT 

52 
rmr 

~4) (N=319) (N=194) (~)* 

B.x_2= 51.93, with 4df (p<.001) 


bx.2= 33. 33' with 4df (p<. 001) 


*Includes those intending to vote for other parties. 


As Table III-4 shows, the New Democratic Party receives nearly 


three quarters of its total support from manual workers. Workers 

constitute 52% of the men included in the table, so the N.D.P. gains 

a disproportionate part of its support from this class. Members of the 

lower middle and upper middle-classes, on the other hand, arc substant

ially under-represented among N.D.P. supporters. The Liberal Party, 



130 

as the panels in Table III-4 referring to voting intentions for both 

the provincial and federal elections show, recniits its supporters 

in proportions far closer to their actual distribution among the total 

electorate. The Progressive Conservative Party also gains its support 

from a more "representative" cross-section of the male population 

than does the New Democratic Party, but, particularly in relatian to 

provincial election voting intentions, manual workers are somewhat 

under-represented, and the upper middle-class is somewhat over

represented. The evidence in Table III-3 and III-4, then, shows that 

there are differences in the political preferences of the different 

social classes, even if they are not so pronounced as they are, say, 

in Britain. 

The preceding examples of class identification, strength of 

feelings of belonging to a social class, and intended party support, 

have sho~m that there are indeed differences between members of the 

various social classes with regard to questions relating to social 

stratification. Table III-5 gives a listing of other items on the 

questionnaire that relate to class attitudes. Chi-square and Tau 

correlation values are shown (the latter only where the independent 

variable is ordinal) , the values being those yielded when the 

responses to the questions listed are cross-tabulated against the 

social class of the respondents. 

Out of a total of twenty-seven cross-tabulations listed in 

Table II I - 5, there are twenty cases where the replies given by members . 
of the working class are significantly different from those given by 
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Table III-5.--Cross-tabulation of questions referring to class
related topics by objective class position.* 

Question (no. on questionnaire Chi-square (df) Tau** 
in parenthesis) 

Referring to the determinants of class 
& class identification 

(3: 33) 	 Class Identification (open-ended) 116.57 (2) .39 
(3:35) 	 Class Identification (pre-coded) 189 .27 (2) .49'" 
(3: 37) 	 Strenth of feeling of belonging 34.10 (4) - .IE 

to a social class 
(3:39) 	 Deterrninants of class (1) 22.18 (16) _a 
(3: 40) 	 Detenninants of class (2) 17.87 (16) _a 

a(3:41) 	 Determinants of class (3) 15.45 (16) 
(4: 21) 	 Class models 18.29 (4) a 

Evaluations of the class system 

(4: 20) Degree of consciousness of class 40.43 (8) -.14 
today vs. 20 or 30 years ago 

(4: 22) You will remain in the same 29.41 (8) -.12 
social class until you die 

(4: 23) 	 Higher classes are best ahle 12.41 (8) - • OS 
to run things 

(4: 24) Upper classes can't be 45.81 (8) -.19 
cotmtcd upon 

(4:25) 	 I don't really feel that my 17.42 (8) - •04 
interests are like those of 
people in a position similar 
to me 

(4: 	26) Working-class people have to 31.22 (2) -.19 
stick together 

(4:27) 	 Agreement or disagreement bet 11.53 (8) -.01 
ween classes 

(4: 28) 	 Mobility chances of a lower or 4.04 (4) . 00 
working-class boy 

(4: 29) Mobility chances of lower or 18.67 (8) -.11 
working-class boy compared to 
middle or upper-class boy 

(4: 30) 	 Ease of acquiring life style 15.46 (8) . 06 
of higher class 

http:bet�11.53
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Table III-5.--Continued 

Question (no. on questionnaire Chi-square (df) Tau 
in parenthesis) 

Referring to industrial matters 

186.98 

76.82 

42.54 

46.72 

36.97 

16.42 

52.86 
35.20 
!5.lH 

35.30 

(2) -.49 

(8) .24 

(8) -.15 

(6) -.17 

(8) -.15 

(2) -.10 

(6) 
(6) 

a 
a 

( 4) .10 

(4) a 

(1: 45) 

(4: 67) 

(4: 68) 

(4: 69) 

(4: 70) 

(4: 71) 

Hembershjp in union or 
professional association 
Labour unions have too 
ruch power 
Big businessmen have too 
ruch power 
Willingness to strike in 
dif fcrent circrnnstances 
Approval of union affil
iation with the N .D. P. 
Industrial models 

Referring to political matters 

(4: 40) 
(4: 41) 
(4: 62) 

(4: 63) 

Intended provincial vote 
Intended federal vote 
Degree of say in how 
Canada is governed 
Political models 

*Under-lining of Chi-square and Tau values indicates stat
istically significant differences at the .OS level or better. 

**Where the contingency tables have equal numbers of rows and 
columns Tau B is given. l\'he!'e rcws and coh.mns are unequal the 
statistic presented is the Tau C correlation. See N.Ir. Nie, et al., 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, (New York: ;-.tcGraw-Hill, 
197oj, p. 277. 

aTau values not calculable because independent variable is 
not an ordinal scale. 

members of the lower and upper middle-classes. The cµestions are 

arranged in four sub-groups, depending on the subject matter of the 

questions. With the sub-groups referring to industrial and political 

matters, there are class differences on every question listed. With 
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the more abstract questions relating to the determinants of class and 

subjective class identification, and to evaluations of the system of 

social inequality, there is not such a clear cut division between the 

classes. But, even here, there are ten cases out of seventeen where 

differences in response between the classes reach a statistically sig

nificant level. 

All in all, therefore, the evidence presented in this section 

does support the contention that manual workers differ from members 

of the middle- classes in their conceptions of their position in the 

class structure, their evaluations of the system of social stratific

ation, their attitudes on industrial matters, their attitudes 

to the political system, and the parties they support. Having found 

that such differences do exist, it is now possible to turn to a dis

cussion of whether or not higher income leads manual workers to adopt 

attitudes closer to those held by middle-class individuals. 

Income Differences and Working-class Attitudes 

As was noted earlier, the embourgeoisement thesis would 

suggest that men with different levels of income, even if they are 

all from within the working-class, are likely to hold differing views 

as a result of these variations in levels of affluence. The 

Goldthorpe, Lockwood, et al. study of the "affluent worker" in England 

has dealt the embourgeoisement thesis a severe blow. 11 Goldthorpe, 

11See note SS, Chapter I, p. 32 for details of the books 
resulting from this study. 



134 

Lockwood, et al. concluded, from their study, that affluence does not 

result in workers becoming "middle-class", although it may lead to 

privatization, and the shift from "solidaristic collectivism" to 

"instrumental collectivism.12 However, in the "affluent worker" study, 

the only comparisons were between "affluent" manual workers and 

clerical workers. There was no attempt at an empirical comparison of 

the "affluent worker" with more 11traditional" types of workers;· there 

being only an implicit comparison against ideal-types constructed by 

the authors. It is conceivable that not only the "affluent worker" 

but also the more " traditional" worker is shifting away from 

"solidaristic collectivism" toward "instrumental collectivism" and, if 

this is the case, other factors beside affluence must be at work. 13 

One of the purposes of this present study is to attempt a comparison 

of workers in a diversity of situations, some "modern", some more 

12see Goldthorpe, Lod.•vood, et al., The Affluent Worker in the 
Class Structure, pp. 169 - 178. - 

13rn The Affluent V:orker in the Class Structure, Goldthorpe, 
Lockwood, et al. attempt to come to grips with this question. One 
of their arguments is that the growth of "instrumental collectivism" 
has been encouraged by the attitudes and activities of the leaders 
of the L abo ur movement. For a critical re view of the "affluent 
worker" study, with particular reference to the political consequ
ences of "instn.i.'Tlental collectivism", see J. i\'estcr:::<l ;·,_:, "The 1:.cclis
covery of the Cash Nexus", The Socialist Register 1970, edited by 
R. Milliband & J. Saville, (London: Merlin, 1970). Another study, in 
a strongly traditional ship-building town in northern England, found 
that "traditional proletarianism" did not exist, in a "pure" form, in 
this mmmunity, due to structural conditions of the work process that 
led to rivalries between the workers. See R. Brown & P. Brannen, "Social 
Relations and Social Perspectives Amongst Shipbuilding Workers - A 
Preliminary Statement'', Sociology, 4 (1970), pp. 71-84 &197-211. 

http:collectivism.12
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I 

"traditional". As a first step we shall now turn to an examination of 

the effects of income differences on class imagery and political 

.attitudes and preferences, expecting that this shall offer a test of 
\ 

the embourgeoisement thesis, in that, if that thesis is correct, the \ 
higher earners ruoong the -working-class should be.expected to exhibit ) 

more "middle-class" attitudes than their poorer brethren. 

A bout one third of the workers in this study earned less than 

$7,000 in the twelve months inlnediately prec:eeding the survey. Another 

third earned between $7 ,ooo and $8,999, and the top third earned 

14$9,000 or more. Table III-6 gives the chi-Slp.JU'e and Tau correlations 

yielded from contingency tables cross-tabolating income with the 

replies of workers to the same questions listed mTable II I-5. 

nit of a total of twenty-seven chi:-squan values yielded by 

the cross-tabulations, ten indicate statistically significant differ

ences at the • 05 level or better. There are fJUr cases where the 

Tau value is statistically significant, even thwgh the chi-square does 

not reach significance. But the Tau correlations in these cases, 

though statistically significant, are not large; al, in two of these 

four cases (those referring to the mobility c:hanceSr of a lower or 

wo rking-class boy as compared to an upper or middle-class boy, and 

to the power of trade tmions) , the higher paid workers adopt a more 

"·radical" stance than those at lower incanes. Most of the statistically 

14See Table II-21, Chapter II, p. 115. 
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Table III-6.--Cross-tabulations of questions referring to class-
related topics by income of workers.* 

Question (no. on questionnaire Chi-square (df) Tau** 
in parenthesis) 

Referring to the determinants of class, 
q class iaentirication 

(3: 33) 	 Class identification (open-ended) 9.53 (2) .14 
(3: 35) 	 Class identification (pre-coded) 1:51 (2) .IT 
(3: 37) 	 Strength of feeling of belonging 1B"":lr4 (4) -.DT 

to a social class 
(3:39) 	 Detenninants of class (1) 21.51 (14) -a 

a(3:40) 	 Determinants of class (2) 31.88 (16) 
a(3:41) 	 Determinants of class (3) 21.os (16) 

(4: 21) 	 Class r.Iodels 3.56 (4) -a 

Evaluations of the class system 

(4: 20) Degree of consciousness of class 8. 71 (8) -.03 
today vs. 20 or 30 years ago 

(4:22) 	 You will remain in the same 14.82 (8) -.02 
social class until you die 

(4:23) 	 Higher classes are best able 12.63 (8) -.02 
to run things 

(4: 24) Upper classes can't be 12.05 (8) -.07 
counted upon 

(4: 25) 	 I don't really feel that r.ry 18.08 (8) .07 

interests are like those of 

people in a position similar 

to me 


(4: 26) lvorking-class people have to 0.64 (2) -.01 

stick together 


(4:27) 	 Agreement or disagreement bet- 21.37 (8) -.002 
ween classes 

(4:28) 	 Mobility chances of a lower 0.84 (4) - . 02 
or workjnr,-class boy 

(4: 29) I·Iobility chances of lower or 9.90 (8) -.OS 

working-class boy compared to 

middle or upper-class boy 


(4: 30) 	 Ease of acquiring life style 24.59 (8) .10 
of higher class 

Referring to industrial matters 

(1 :45) 	 Union membership 11.92 (2) .09 

http:bet-21.37
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Table III-6.--Continued 

Q.lestion (no. on questionnaire Chi-square (df) Tau** 
in parenthesis) 

(4:67) 

(4:68) 

(4:69) 

(4:70) 

(4:71) 

Labour tmions have too 
much power 
Big businessmen have too 
much power
Willingness to strike in 
different circwnstances 
Approval of tmion affiliation 
with the NDP 
Industrial models 

5.85 

15.23 

5.80 

7.55 

2.10 

(8) 

(8) 

(6) 

(8} 

(2) 

-.06 

-.03 

-.01 

.04 

• 01. 

Referring to political matters 

(4:40) 
(4:41) 
(4:62) 

(4:63) 

Intended provincial vote 
Intended federal vote 
Degree of say in how 
Canada is governed
Political models 

25.87 
15.89 

7.12 

2.39 

(4) 
(4) 
(4) 

(4) 

_a 
_a 
.06 

_a 

*Under-lining of Chi-square and Tau values indicates statistic
ally significant differences at the .OS level or better. 

**Tau B correlation ~rhen there are equal numbers of ro1\1S and 
columns, Tau C when rows and columns are unequal in number. 

arau values not cal01latable, because independent variable 1S 
not an ordinal scale. 

significant chi-square values occur with the questions relating 

to the detenninants of class and subjective class identification, 

and to evaluations of the class system. Only one of the questions 

referring to industrial matters, that concerning tmion membership, 

shows a significant relationship with income; and two of the four 

questions referring to political matters, those on intended vote in 

the provincial and federal elections, yield statistically significant 

chi-squares. It would be appropriate to discuss those cases where 
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there are significant differences between income groups, beginning 

with tmion membership. 

Of the workers earning tm<ler $7,000, 6H are mcnLers of trade 

tmions, compared to 79% of those earning between $7,000 and $8999, 

and 72% of the rnen earning $9,000 or more. The direction of the rel

ationship between income and union membership, however, is not the one 

which would be expected from the embourgeoisement thesis. Given that 

trade tmions are not positively valued by middle-class pcople,15 , if 

increasing income led workers to a<lopt mi<ldle-class values and att

itudes, it should be expected that there would be less support for 

trade tmions araong high incone workers. But the higher income ,,·orkers 

are members of trade tmions in larger proportions than those in the lowest 

income category. The reason for this is not very difficult to conjecture. 

It should be expected that the most organized workers would be the highest 

ean1ers, so it could be argued that high income among manual workers is, 

to some extent, a consequence of tmion membership. If the road to higher 

income, for the manual worker, is contingent on union membership then it 

would not appear to be in the high income worker's interests to decline to 

join a tra<le tmion. It could, however, still be that the high incoDc 

worker's conunitment to the tmion is r:1ore narrowly utilitarian than 

that of the low paid worker. But on other questions relating to ind

15As can be seen by the Tau C correlation of .24 between high 
objective class position and belief that unions have too 111uch power. 
See Table III-5. 
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ustrial matters there are no significant Jifferences in the responses 

of workers in the three income groups. 

In the group of questions referring to the <letcnninants of 

class and subjective class identification, four of the seven cross-

tabulations show significant <lifferences bet\·;een the three inc01;1e £roups. 

As Table III-7 shows, there are significant uiffcrcnces in the class 

identifications of the workers in the three incon~e groups. 0\s the pre

coded class i<lentification question is used as the measure of class 

identification throughout this thesis, only the replies to that question 

are presented in Table III-7). 16 

Table III-7. --Subjective class identification by income (in 
percentages)l7 

Class Under $7,000 to $9,000 4 
r Total 

Identification $7,000 $8,999 over 

Middle-class 24 38 37 34 

Working-class 76 62 63 66 
100 100 100 100 

(N=IT6) (N=l46) (.N=l53) (N=425) 

No answers, etc = 80

-i!:= 7.57, with 2df (p<.05). Tau C = .11 (p<.05) 


There is a decline in the proportion of workers claiming to 


be working-class with higher incrn:1c. 111ere is, however, little 

16see Appendix B for argtunents justifying this decision. 

17Throughout this thesis, from this point on, men identifying with 
the middle-class will include those claiming to be upper or upper mid<llc
class, and working-class identifiers will include those men claiming to 
be iacr:1bers of tl1c lm:er class. In response to the pre-co<lc<l class i<lcnt
ification question, three rmnual WO["kers claimed to be upper-class, ~ven 

http:III-7).16


140 

difference between the class identifications of men in the two higher 

income groups. It appears, therefore, that higher income workers are more 

likely to identify with the middle-class than are lower income workers. 

But this trend is, it seems, halted at a fairly low level. The workers 

earning the highest incomes ($9,000 and over) are, if anything, slightly 

less inclined to adopt middle-class identification than are those in the 

mid-income group. It does not appear that the embourgeoisement process 

is operating in a clear manner for, if it were, then middle-class 

identification would increase directly with income. 

It may be, however, that the workers earning between $7,000 

and $8,999 (and the highest income workers) have reached a similar 

pattern of class identification as the lower middle-class non-manual 

workers. But a glance at Table III-1 shows that 68% of the lower 

middle-class men identify with the middle-class, a much higher prop

ortion than the 38% of the mid-income workers, the most "middle-class" 

of the three working-class income groups. It cannot, therefore, be said 

that the two highest income '~orking-class groups are identical, or even 
18

similar, in their class identifications, to the lower middle-class men. 

that they were upper middle, and three workers said that they were lower
class. 

18rhe zero-order, pro<luct-1:1ornent correlation of income with class 
identification among working-class respondents is .17. First-order partial 
correlations·were calculated and, in no case did the correlation between 
income and class identification disappear. The variables controlled for 
(one at a tin1e) are occupation of respondent, first job of respondent, educ
ation of respondent, respondent's father's occupation, age, place of birth, 
place of residence at 16, size of place of residence at 16, religious 
affiliation (Catholic/Protestant), plant size, union membership, and community. 
Partialling out the effect of current job reduced the correlation to .12, 
but income and current job (socio-economic status) are closely related, and 
this hardly renders the original relationship spurious. 
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Another variable in the series of questions relating to the 

detenninants of class and class identification that is significantly 

associated wi tlt i 11conc is the strength of the '"orkcr 's feelings of 

belonging to a !>ocial class. Table III-8 shows that, although the 

chi-square measure indicates significant <lifferences in strength of 

feelings of belonging to a social class, the Tau B correlation shows 

that there is no consistency in the direction of these differences. 

Table III-8.--Strcngth of feeling of belonging to a social class 
by income (in percentages) 

Strength of feeling Under $7,000 to $9,000 & Total 
of belonging tn ;1 $7,000 $8,999 over 
social class 

Not at all stron1•,, 38 44 37 40 

Fairly strong 32 47 39 39 

Very strong 30 
100 

(N=l34) 

10 
101 

(N= 152) 

24 
100 

(i\=150) 

21 
100 

(N=436) 

No answers = 69. ~= 18.84, with 4df (p<.001). Tau B = -.01 (n.s.) 

The r,ro11p of men earning between $7,000 and $8,999 contains the 

fel..est men who fl'el very strongly about being a n:ernber of the social class 

they identify t ht'll\Selves with. Taking the very strong and fairly strong 

responses tot:cth1..•r, the men with the highest incomes selected either of 

these two rcs1'n11~~<'s in the largest proportions, '\11ile the mid-income group 

did so the least . Looking at the table as it stands, one would conclude 
') 

that there is Ill' simple relationship bet}\'een income anJ strength of feeling !_. 

of belonging tn .1 social class. However, taking into account the class 
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the men identify with may throw more light on this factor. 

Table III-9 shows the strength of feeling of belonging to a 

social class by incOE'te, controlling for subjective class i<lentification. 

More of the working-class identifiers stated that they feel very strongly 

about being a member of their social class (24%) than <li<l the rniJ<lle

class identifiers (15~). 

Table III-9.--Strength of feeling of belonging to a social class 
by income, by subjective class identification (in 
percentages) 

Strength of feeling Under $7,000 to $9,000 4 
(' Total 

of belonging to a $7 ,000 $8,999 over 
social class 

aworking-class 
ICientiHers 

Not at all strong 37 37 37 37 
Fairly strong 35 51 33 39 
Very strong 28 12 30 24 

100 100 100 100 
(N="9!) (N;sG) (N~ (N=270) 

11.tiddle-class 
Iuentiriers 

Not at all strong 
Fairly strong 

35 
37 

45 
47 

36 
49 

40 
46 

Very strong 28 
100 

8 
100 

15 
100 

15 
HIT 

(N;;zg") (N=S6) (I~= s7) (N=l42) 

No answer, don't know, etc. = 94 

8J<..2= 11.41, with 4<lf (p<.05). Tau B = .004 (n.s.) 

b?2= 6.16, with 4df (n.s.). Tau B = -.02 (n.s.) 
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Among both the middle and working-class identifiers, there is 

no clear monotonic relationship between income and strength of feeling 

of belongjng to the social class involved. In both groups, the r.1ic2dle 

income workers are the least likely to have very strong feelings about 

their class meJT1hership. .Among middle-class identifiers, the lowest 

paid workers are the workers most likely to feel very strongly about 

their class membership. As the embourgeoiscment thesis \\·oul<l lead ) /
I 

one to expect that the highest income workers would be the strongest ''r 
in their sense of affiliatj on with the miJclle-class, this fin<ling docs 

) 
appear to cast doubt on such a view. Conversely, the highest paid j 

workers among the working-class identifiers are the group who most 

often respon<led that they felt very strongly about their class n:em

bership. If high incrn:-ie lea<ls workers away fron their class affiliation, 

even if they still 111aintain a working-class identification, one would 

not expect them to be the ones to feel most strongly about their 

membership of the working-class. But, in the present study, this is 

indeed the case, anJ, therefore, controlling for class identification, 

docs not alter the conclusion that there is no clear relationship beb\'ecn 
_/ 

income and strength of feeling of belonging to a social class. 

TI1e other question in the first group of questions in Table 

III-6 that shoHs significant variation with income is that referring 

to the detcrr.rinants of social class. Respondents were aske<l 'ivhat 

things decide what social class a man belongs to?1119 Up to three 

19Qucstion 3:39-42, Appendix C. 
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responses Here coded, but only in the case of the second response arc 

there significant differences between workers ean1ing ilifferent 

incomes. But when the total nur.1bcr of c.lctenninants of social class 

are Cor.1putcd, there are significant differences between the three 

income groups, as Table III-10 shrnvs. Although the chi-square value 

is si&111ificant at the . 05 level, the magnitude of the differences is 

not great. The higher income workers are more likely to mention 

education than are the lowest inc011;e workers. Education is the dcten1in

ant of social class most mentionecl by the workers earning over $9 ,000. ZO 

Weal th and income are also r.1entioncd by the highest earning workers in 

proportions almost as high as education. i\Jaong the mid-income workers 

the most frequently mentioned factor is income. No single <letenninant 

of social class receive<l such frequent mention among the lowest income 

workers (note the higher percentage of "other" dctenainants), but weal th 

was the most mentioned factor, followed closely by income. 

20111e "other" category is very large. TI1e question was included 
in the questionnaire for the purposes of J.C. Goyder and he developed 
the coding schenc. recause of the l.'lrge nurber in the 11other" category 
he developed additional codes, consisting of "fmnily", "social stand
ing", "activities and interests", and "other". Goydcr worked with the 
original study, which included Hull but excluded Lindsay, and found 
that fewer people ncntionecl any one of these factors than rnent ionccl 
any of the socio-cco1101 ~ic factors, or personal qualities. Lecausc of1 

the relative infrequency of any one single type of response, an<l be
cause only the original codings were available, it was deemed tmnccessary 
to break clown the "other" category. For details of the coding, see 
Goyder, "Subjective Social Class Identification and Objective Socio
Econornic Status", (Ph.D. dissertation, }ldiaster University, 1972), p. 49. 
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Table III-10. - -All responses to question asking the detenninants of 
social class by income (in percentages) 

Dcteni1inants of Under $7,000 to $9,000 & Total 
social class $7,000 $8,999 over 

Occupation 12 13 13 12 
Incor.1e 15 20 17 18 
Wealth 16 12 18 15 
Education 9 14 19 14 
Style of Life 9 9 7 8 
Personal qualities 13 13 8 11 
Other 26 20 20 22 

100 rcrr HIT 100 
(N=248) (X=ZSS) (N=303) 0~=836) 

x2 = 21.92, with 12df (p<.05) 

The major reasons, therefore, for the significant differences 

among the incori:e groups are the largeness of the "other" category 

among the workers earning tmder $7 ,000, the greater emphasis upon 

education ar;:ong the workers with higher incomes, anll the greater 

emphasis upon income (and consequent de-emphasis on wealth) among 

the mi<l-ir1corne workers. hhether these differences represent err:bour

geoisement, however, is by no means clear. As Table I II- 5 shows, 

there arc no significant differences between the members of the diff

erent social classes in tems of the factors they regard as deter

ninin;;; social class. Anong i;:;mual 1torLcrs, the only clear trc·nc.1 

with income, in Table III-10, is that education receives more mention 

as income rises. But when the lower middle-class respondents are 

considered, it is found that educatjon comprises 13% of the total 

number of dctcnninants of social class mentioned. TI1e highest income 

workers, by cn:phasising education as a detenninant of social class, 
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are not similar to the lmver-middle class responJents in this regard. 

It would appear, therefore, that the differences between 

workers at different income levels, in terms of what they regar<l as 

the detenninants of social class, are not of sucJ1 a nature that the 

highest earning workers hold views that are more similar to those 

of the lower mid<lle-class men than to workers at lower levels of incoDe. 

There are ten questions grouped in the second category of 

Table III-5, and in three cases there are significant differences 

between the income groups. There are statistically significant 

differences in the responses of workers in the three income groups 

to a question seeking to gain sorae measure of the degree of privat

ization among the workers in the four communities. 111.e question 

asked, "Do you agree or disagree with the following statenent? I 

don't really feel that ny interests are like t11osc of people in a 

position similar to me. If my family and I have enough to get by 

on, nothing else really matters !121 

If higher incomes have the effect of "isolating" the worker 

from his social class, this process could have one of two possible 

consequences. The first is that the worker identifies with the 

middle-class anl1 idcntj fies his interests with it. The other possible 

consequence (a more likely one, perhaps, given the occupational 

differences between the higher paid manual worker and the lowest paid 

non-manual worker) is that the worker becomes marginal to both classes 

and, consequently, has difficulty identifying his interests with any 

21.question 4:25, Appendix C. 
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Table III-11.--Responscs to privatization question by income (in 
percentages) 

Unc.1.cr $7,000 to $9,000 4 
c Total 

$7,000 $8,999 over 

Strongly disagree 44 31 35 36 
Mildly disagree 17 24 18 20 
Neither agree nor 19 13 16 16 

disagree 
Mildly agree 9 19 23 17 
Strongly agree 12 13 9 11 

HIT 100 l()T 100 
(N=l33) (N=lSl) (N=l51) (N=435) 

No ans1\'ers = 70 

-x}- = 18 . 0 8 , with 8df (p<. 05) . Tau C = .07 (p<.05). 

social class. Being in a marginal situation, he would be more subject 

to cross-pressures from various sources, and would be less likely to 

22identif-y strongly with any one group. However, the evidence 

presented in Table III-11 <loes not offer much support for t11is kind of 

interpretation. Although the Tau C correlation shows some relationship 

between income an<l privatization, the men earning over $9,000 are the 

least likely to strongly agree Hith the sentiments expressed in the 

question. 111ese men are, on the other hand, the most likely to mildly 

agree with this sentiment. If these two responses ("strongly agree" 

22see S.H. Lipset, Political t.fan, (New York: Doubleday, 1960), 
pp. 211-226, for a discussion of the effects of "cross-pressures" on the 
individual, particularly on their effects on the content of political 
beliefs ancl voting behaviour. 

http:Unc.1.cr
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and ''mildly agree") are taken together, then the same proportions (32%) 

of the two higher income groups expressed such sentiments, compared to 

21\ of the workers earning less than $7,000. 

The lowest paid workers were the most lilely to strongly or 

mildly disagree with the sentiments expressed in~ privatization 

question; 61% of this group so responded, cmpared to 55% of the mid

incane l«>rkers, and 53% of the highest paid workers. There is, then, 

some relation between income and disagreement with the privatization 

statement, but the difference only aiootmts to 8\, which is not very 

great. In addition to this, a majority of every iacome group express

ea disapproval of the sentiment. Although, therefore, there are diff

erences between the income groups, the size of the-< Tau C correlation 

(not to mention an inspection of the distribution of responses) indi

cates that the sizes of the differences are not large enough to offer 

any strong support for the embourgeoisement thesis.. 

Table III-12 shows the responses, by~·, to the question, 

"Suppose that votes were taken on a lot of questicns about the future 

of Canada, do you think the social classes would agree on these 
23

issues, or would they tend to disagree."

23Question 4: 27, Appendix C. This question is a revised version 
of a question used by J.C. Johnstone in his study of ymmg people's
images of Canadian society. The original question is, "Suppose that 
votes were taken on a lot of other questions about the future of Canada. 
Do you think Canadians would agree on most things about Canada's future, 
or that they'd tend to disagree?" (This question followed one asking about 
whether Canadians would agree or disagree over the question of a new 
national flag.) See J.C. Johnstone, Young Peolle's Images of Canadian 
~' Studies of the Royal Corrmission on Bi fugUalism, No. 2, (ottawa: 
~en's Printer, 1969). 



149 

Table III-12.--Responses to question concerning agreement between 
the social classes by income (in percentages). 

They'd agree on 
practically 
everything 

They'd agree on 
most things 

They'd agree on 
half &disagree 
on half 

They'd disagree on 
most things 

They'd disagree on 
practically 
everything 

Under 
$7,000 

1 

32 

35 

19 

13 
rmr 

(N=l30) 

$7,000 to $9,000 & Total 
$8,999 over 

0 

32 

45 

17 

6 
rmr 

(N=lSO) 

5 

25 

38 

26 

7 
lUT 

(N=l48) 

2 

30 

40 

21 

8 
HIT 

(N=42"8) 

No answers = 77 

x.2 
= 21.37, with 8df (p<.01). Tau C = -.002 (n.s.). 

Very few workers thought that the social classes would agree 

on practically everything, but when this response is combined with 

the response that the classes would agree on most things, there is 

little difference between the three income groups. If anything, the 

most prosperous workers are less likely to respond in this manner. 

The mid-income workers are the most likely to see the classes as 

agreeing half the tili1e an<l disagreeing the other half. The higher 

income workers are the most likely to see the classes disagreeing 

on most things, or on practically everything (33%), closely followed 

by those earning the least. Ten percent of the mid-income workers 

selected either of these two alternatives. 

A glance at the figures in Table III-12, therefore, shows that 
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there is not a monotonic relationship between income and views on the 

level of agreement between the social classes, a conclusion that is 

supported by the Tau C correlation being almost zero. 

The other question in the group relating to evaluations of the 

class system that displays significant variation with income aske<l, 

"How easy or difficult would it be for a person moving from a lower to 

a higher social class to adopt the social graces and style of life 

appropriate to the higher class?1124 

Table III-13.--Ease or difficulty of adopting the social graces and 
style of life of a higher social class by income 
(in percentages) 

Impossible 
Very difficult 
Fairly difficult 
Fairly easy 
Very easy 

Under 
$7,000 

0 
15 
56 
22 
7 

rmr 
(N-;r!9) 

$7,000 to 
$8,999 

1 
7 

46 
45 

2 
HIT 

(i'-FITO) 

{'$9,000 4 Total 
over 

oa0 
9 10 

46 49 
38 35 
7 5 

lmJ M 
(i'-Frr4) (~43) 

No answers = 62 

-2'= 24.59, with Sdf (p<.01). Tau C = .10 (p<.001). 

aonly one case 

24 
Question 4:30, AppendLx C. 
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Only one man among the manual workers thought that it would 

be impossible for someone from a lower-class to assimilate into a 

higher class. Generally speaking, as Table III-13 shows, higher income 

workers are more optin1istic about the possibility of acquiring the 

social graces and style of life of a higher class. The most frequently 

chosen response, by every income group (although, in the case of the 

mid-income workers, only by 1% over the "fairly easy" category), was 

that such a move would be fairly difficult. But there is still a ten

dency for the higher income workers to adopt a slightly rosier view 

than those in the lowest income bracket. Combining the "fairly easy" 

and "very easy" responses, 29% of the workers earning under $7,000 

agreed with one or other of these choices, compared to 47% of those 

earning between $7,000 and $8,999, and 4Si of those earning over 

$9,000. 

As in other instances (the case of subjective class identific

ation, for example), the major dividing line is at the $7,000 mark. 

There is little difference between the responses of the men in the 

two higher incor.1e categories, which would suggest that embourgeoise

~, if this is what it is, halts at a fairly low level. But this 

is not to deny that, in this instance, incone differences do result 

in some, though not large, differences in evaluations of the class 

system. 

In two of the three cases where the cross-tabulations of inc

ome with questions concerning evaluations of the class system resulted 

in significant differences, therefore, there is evidence consistent with 

http:incor.1e
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the embourgeoisement thesis. But the differences are not very great. 

In the other case, that concerning the level of agreement or disagreement 

between the social classes, the differences do not follow a clear ioonotonic 

pattern. The fourth group of questions listed in Table III-6 relate to 

political matters, and in two of the four cases, ~ere are significant 

differences between the responses of the men in the three income groups. 

'These questions concern the voting intentions of the working-class men in 

the next provincial and federal elections. 

As Table III-14 shows, there are signifi.amt differences between 

the voting intentions, for both the p~incial and federal elections, 

of the workers in the different income groups. When voting is dich

otomized as other or N.D.P. (and income is regrouped in. the original 

seventeen categories) the zero-order correlation between income and N.D.P. 

voting intention in the provincial election is .22. For the federal 

election the corresponding correlation is .14. Un:forttmately, for any 

hypothesis that asserts that higher :incanes lead working-class individuals 

to adopt middle-class preferences, the direction of the relationship 

is the reverse of that expected on the basis of such an hypothesis. 

It is precisely the highest paid workers who are the most likely of all 

manual workers to vote for Canada's social democratic party, the N.D.P. 

In the case of provincial election voting intentions~ there is a 27% 

difference in support for the N.D.P. between the lCMeSt and the highest 

earners. In the federal case the difference is 20\. Support for the 

Liberal Party is highest amongst the mid-income 1tJ0rkers, whereas the 

highest level of support fori the Progressive Consern.tives comes from 

the lowest income workers. 
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Table III-14.--Voting intentions in the next provincial and federal 
elections by income (in percentages) 

Voting Under $7,000 to $9,000 & Total 
intention $7,000 $8,999 over 

Provincial elcctiona 

Progressive 
Conservative 

Liberal 
New Democratic 

Federal electionb 

Progressive 
Conservative 

Liberal 
New Democratic 

33 

41 
26 

100 
(~) 

35 


40 

26 


HIT 

(N=lll) 


19 

46 
35 

rmr 
(N= 121) 

20 

47 
33 

rmr 
(N=lZO) 

23 


24 

53 


lmY 

(N=l18) 


23 


31 

46 


lmY 

(N=124) 


25 

37 
38 

rmr 
(N=354) 

26 

39 
35 

HITf 
(N=3S5) 

aNo answer, etc. = 151 (includes 17 votes for other parties) 

-x.-2= 25.87, with 4df (p<.001) r= .22 (p<.001) (voting 
dichotomized as .NOP/other). 

~o answer, etc = 150 (includes 14 votes for other parties). 

2-x. = 15.89, with 4df (p<.01). r= .14 (p<.01) (voting 
dichotomized as fl.TIP/other). 

Under the assumptions of the embourgeoisement thesis it would 

seem that the workers ·who earn the most should be the least likely 

to support the political party most clearly identified with the 

working-class. The New Democratic Party, being a social democratic 

party, and being officially supported by a good number of unions 

(particularly the larger unions), would fit this description. For 

present purposes, it does not matter how "left" the ideology of the 
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party is, it only matters that the N.D.P. is the major party of the 

left in Canada, and is also the party most clearly identified with the 

organized working-class movement. It has already been seen (Table 

III-3) that the non-manual workers in the study are less likely to 

support the N.D.P. than are manual workers. If increasing income led 

working-class individuals to adopt the preferences of the middle-class, 

then N.D.P. support among workers should be lowest among the better 
25paid. But this is not the case in the present study, and, therefore, 

higher income does not appear, in the case of political preferences, 

to lead to embourgeoisement. 

Out of a total of twenty-seven questions referring to some 

aspects of the system of social inequality in society, the responses 

of workers show variation with income in ten instances. When these ten 

cases are examined in tcrr.lS of the possible support they offer to the 

embourgeoisement thesis, only in four of them are the differences bet

ween the income groups at all consistent even with a weak process of 

embourgeoisement. High income workers are more likely to claim to be 

middle-class than are lower paid workers. But the major dividing line 

is at a low level ($7,000), and, even then, the group of workers most 

prone to middle-class identification (the mid-income workers) are more 

similar to lower paid workers than to lower middle-class non-manual 

workers in their class identifications. 

25As was noted in Chapter I, Nordlinger (The Workir,g-class Tories 
(!,ondon: MacGibbon & Kee, 1967), p. 170) ·found that the Labour vote 
in Britain was higher among high income workers in his study. 
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Income differences in responses to the question concerning 

feelings that the worker's interests are not really like those of 

people in a position similar to him are also consistent with the 

embourgeoisement thesis. But it has been seen that the differences 

between the income groups are not very large, and that a majority of 

workers in every income group strongly or mildly disagree with the 

sentiments expressed in the question. Variation with income also 

has some consistent direction in the case of responses to the question 

concerning the ease or difficulty of a lower class individual acquiring 

the social graces and style of life of a higher· class. The higher income 

workers were more optimistic than the low income workers that it would 

be possible, but, again, the main differences occur at a relatively 

low level of income. 

The other question that showed consistent differences 

with income was that concerning the deteTilunants of social class. The 

major difference was that education asstnned greater importance with 

higher income. But it was also noted that there was no significant 

variation between the classes on this question, Dnd that, in regard 

to the emphasis on education, the lower income workers were more 

similar to the lower middle-class non-manual workers than were 

workers with higher incomes. 

Thus even in the four cases where there is a relatively clear 

direction to the differences, the evidence is hardly ovenvhelmingly 

in favour of the embourgeoisement thesis. With the cases of strength 

of feelings of belonging to a social class, and on the agreement or 
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disagreement between the social classes, there is no clear direction 

to the differences, even though the chi-square values indicate significant 

differences between the responses of men in the three income groups. 

And, in the three other cases of union membership and provincial and 

federal voting intentions, the direction of the relationships is the 

reverse of that which one would expect on the basis of the embourgeoisement 

thesis. 

It would appear, therefore, that the evidence from the four 

connnunities offers little support to the view that higher income 

workers hold views on class and related matters that are closer to those 

of non-manual workers than to the views of workers in a less fortunate 

economic position. Neither does the evidence examined in this chapter 

suggest that, regardless of whether or not high income ivorkers hold 

views similar to the middle-class, differences in income can explain 

a good deal of the variation in lvorking-class attitudes on class and 

related matters. Having decided this, it is now possible to examine 

variation in working-class attitudes in tenns of the kinds of factors 

discussed in Chapter I. The next chapter, therefore, will be devoted 

to a discussion of the class identifications of the workers in the 

four conununities. 

Swnmary 

This chapter examined the influence of income differences on 

variation in working-class attitudes toward the class system. The 

first section of the chapter dealt with differences in attitudes 
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toward class and related matters between manual workers and non-manual 

workers. It was found that, in a discussion of the results of cross

tabulations of twenty-seven questions concerning class and related 

matters, class differences in attitudes did, in fact, exist. 

The existence of class differences made it worthwhile to 

examine the possibility that higher income among workers led to 

embourgeoisement - the adoption of attitudes and values closer to those 

held by the non-r.ianual micklle-class. Cross-tabulation of the responses 

of workers to the twenty-seven questions relating to class matters by 

income revealed that only in very few instances were significant 

differences between workers at <lifferent income levels of such a nature 

as to be consistent with the embourgeoiscmcnt thesis. 

At the same time as providing a test of the ei;1bourgC'oisement 

thesis in the Canadian envirornnent, the discussion also shm:c<l that 

income differences cannot explain nruch of the variation in working

class attitudes that does exist. It thus provides a justification for 

the kind of analysis ,,·hich will occupy the remainder of this thesis. 



CHAPTER IV 

CLASS IDENTIFICATION 

This chapter will discuss the class identifications of the 

working-class respondents in the four comnrunities. The questionnaire 

that was mailed to the respondents contained two questions asking the 

respondents to indicate the social class they identified with. The 

first question was open-ended, asking, 11\'1hat social class do you consider 

yourself a member of?'',1 and a space was provided for the respondent 

to write in the name of the social class. The second question was 

pre-coded, presenting the respondent 'vith a list of class labels, and 

asking him to choose one. The question asked, "If you had to pick one, 

which of the following five social classes would you say you were in?11 

The class labe]s were; "upper class", "upper-middle class", 11r.1iddle 

class", "working class", and "lower class". In addition to the five 

class names, there were two further statements, 1'don' t know" and "there 
2

is no such thing". 

As has already been stated in Chapter III, the analysis of 

class identification undertaken in this thesis will be based on the 
3 

responses of working-class men to the pre-coded question. In order to 

1Question 3:33-34, Appendix C. 

2Question 3:35, Appendix C. 

3see Append:Lx B for the reasons for this decision. 
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facilitate analysis the class identifications will be dichotomized into 

middle-class and working-class. Out of the five hundred and five 

working-class respondents to the survey, four hundred· and forty-nine 

(89%) said that they were members of one or other of the five social 
4

classes named in the question. One hundred and thirty-eight men czn 
of all the working-class men) claimed middle-class status, whereas two 

hundred and ninety-eight men (59%) said they were working-class. Only 

thirteen men gave a class identification other than either of these, 

three claiming to be upper-class, seven upper middle, and three clainied 

lower-class status. It was decided to include the lower-class identifiers 

with the working-class identifiers, and to add the upper and upper middle

class identifiers to the middle-class identifiers. Thus, of the men 

who provided some kind of class identification, 33% are middle-class 

identifiers, while 67% are working-class in their subjective class 

identification. 

In compliance with the discussion in Chapter I, the analysis 

of the class identifications of the workers will begin with a discuss

ion of corrununity differences in workers' class identifications. This 

will be followed by sections dealing with the work situations of the 

men, and with the influence of white-collar contacts on workers' est

imations of their class position. Finally, other influences on workers' 

class identifications will be considered (including an elaboration of 

4Twelve men (2.4%) checked the "don't know" box, 22 (4.3%) checked 
the "there is no such thing" response, while the remaining 22 men (4.3%) 
did not answer the question. 
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the analysis of socio-economic influences which the discussion of the 

influence of income differences in Chapter III hinted at), and an attempt 

will be made to assess the relative importance of all these factors on 

the worker's conception of his class membership. 

Community Differences and Workers' Class Identifications 

As 'vas Ci!gued in Chapter I, the major asstnnption on Hhicl:1 

this thesis is based is that workers view the class system of their 

society from a perspective influenced ,_by tJ:~~r _e~eriences in the 

community and at work, and by their involvement, if any, with people 

from non-manual backgrounds. Following the arglffilents of Locl-wood 
....__" < -~ 

and Parkin, 5 it was suggested that the more a worker is involved in 

environments predominantly working-class in nature, the Ii1ore he is 

involved in intra-class, rather than inter-class, interactions, the 

more will he adhere to a conception of the class system that is dist

inct from that held by middle-class persons. It would follow from 

this that the more the worker is primarily involved in relationships 

with other working-class peop~e, the less likely would he be to claim 

to be anything other than working-class. Conversely, it would be exp
- " - . 

ected that the worker who has significant contact with middle-class 

people would be more likely to claim to be middle-class himself. 

5n. Lockwood, "Sources of variation in working class images of 
society", Sociological Review, 14:3 (1966), pp. 249-267; F. Parkin, 
"Working-class conservatives: a theory of political deviarice", British 
Journal of Sociology, 18:3 (1967), pp. 278-290. 
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In Chapter I this argument was supported by citing evidence 
6from the British studies by Hartin, an<l by Young and Willmott, show

ing that working-class individuals in areas with a significant I:liddle

class population were more likely to claim to be middle-class than 

were working-class people residing in areas where the middle-class 

presence was not so strong. From the evidence of the British studies 

it would be predicted that the workers in the four corrnnunities 

would differ in the extent to which middle-class identification is 

claimed by some of these workers, such differences being dependent, 

in part, on the social class composition of the corrnnunities involved. 

The larger the proportion of manual workers in the total male labour 

force, it would be predicted, the higher would be the proportion of 

manual workers in that corrnnunity who identified as working-class. 1 As 
/ 

7 was noted in Chapter rr, the percentage that working-class men make 

up of the labour forces of the four communities ranges from 26% in 
8

Ottawa, through 47% in Lindsay, 50% in Hamilton, to 62% in Sudbury. 

On the assumption that working-class identification among manual work

ers varies with the extent to which the community they reside in is 

comprised of working-class people, it would be expected that the low-

6F.M. Martin, "Some subjective aspects of social stratification", 
in D. Glass (eel.), Social ~Iobility In Britain, (London: Routledge & 
Kegan Paul, 1954); P. t·!11lnott ti :1. Young, F·;:u:1ily and Cfass in a London 
.suburb, (London: Routledge & Kcgan Paul, 1960), p. 115. 

7Page 107. 

8111ese percentages, unlike those given in Chapter II, are roilllded 
to the nearest whole number. 
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est level of working-class identification would be found among the 

Ottawa workers. The Sudbury workers should display the highest level 

of working-class identification, with the workers of Lindsay and Il<lI'.1

i!~on occupying an intennediate position. It would, perhaps, be wrong 

to expect much difference in the class identification of the IIarnilton 

and Lindsay workers, as the proportionate sizes of the 'vorking-class 

populations of these two corranunities are quite similar. But, for the 

sake of clarity, and to facilitate correlation analysis, it will be 

hypothesized that the Hamilton workers will claim working-class status 
9 

in higher proportions than the workers of Lindsay. 

A complicating factor may arise, however, with the case of a 

small, socially heterogeneous conununity such as Lindsay where, Lock

wood suggests, we might find the workin~-class "deferential".lO Al

though such cornmrn1ities are class heterogeneous it would appear, from 

the logic of Lod.1..1ood' s argument, that middle-class influences would 

not, in this case, lead the worker to claim middle-class status. He 

would, rather, accept the justice of the stratification system, agree 

9Throughout this thesis one of the measures of association used 
will be the Pearsonian product-mor.ient correlation. Much of the data does 
not fully satisfy the conditions required for t.l-iis statistic (such as 
the requirer.;ent for interval sc.:iles), but a current vicH ar~ucs ti~at 
such violations do not substantially alter the results (see S. Labovitz, 
"The assigru;1ent of numbers to rank order categories'~ American Sociological 
Review, 35 (1970), pp. 515-524; and, E.F. Borgatta, '1,ly student, the 
purist: a lament", Sociological Quarterly, 9:1, (1968), pp. 29-34). In 
many cases, tabulations are presented, and other statistics, such as 
chi-square and Tau correlations are given, as well as the product-moment 
correlation. 

lOLOCh'WOOd, op.cit., pp. 253-254. 

http:deferential".lO
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that he is working-class, and defer to the dominant values of the soc

iety. If this were so, then class heterogeneity in a small conmunity 

may be associated with the Horkers identifying with the working-class 

but also holding a deferential view of the class system, whereas in 

a larger community, with larger scale industry, it may result in the 

worker claiming middle-class status. If this were true in the study 

at hand, then the order of working-class identification between the 

other three communities would remain the same, but the workers of 

Lindsay may identify as working-class in nurabers greater than would 

be expected if one relied solely on the occupational composition of 

the town's labour force as a guide. 

There are, thm, two possible hypotheses as to the relationship 

between type of community and the class identifications of workers. 

Table IV-1 shows the class identifications made by the workers in the 

four corrnnunities. 

Table IV-1. - -Class identification by connnunity (in percentages) 

Class Ottawa Lindsay Hamilton Sudbury Total 
Identification 

Middle-class 39 31 34 32 33 

Working-class 61 
lOCJ 

69 
100 

66 
100 

68 
100 

67 
100 

(l'F65) (N~ (}Fffi) (N=l59) (N=448) 

No answers, don't lmow, etc. = 57 

x.2 ~ 1.89, with 3df (n.s.). Tau.c = .04 (n.s.) 

r= .OS (n.s.). (comnunities scored by~ of male labour force 
in manual occupations; class identification scored 1 for middle-class 
identification, 2 for working-class identification). 
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It is clear from Table IV-1 that there are no great differenc,es 

between the workers of the .four communities with regard to their. 

choices of class membership. The chi-square, Tau C, and zero-order 
,,..._....... ___..._...... ---· • .• ·~ --- . ; .,-~·'*~-"'" -··-· . 


product moment correlations all indicate that there arc no significant 

differences between the workers of the four cor.IDllmities in this regard. 

Only eight percentage points separate the workers of Ottawa, those 

claiming middle-class membership in the largest proportion, from those 

of Lindsay, the workers least likely to claim to be middle-class. 

Ottawa, the most "middle-class" of the four communities, does have the 

highest proportion of workers claiming middle-class status, but fully 

32% of the Sudbury workers also identify with the middle-class, a 

far larger percentage than would be expected on the basis of the Brit

ish evidencc. 11 Only two percentage points separate Sudbury and !lam
-------~- -- ~· •f 

ilton, even though the greater midJle-class presence in the latter 

city might suggest that the difference would be greater. And the 

workers of Lindsay claim middle-class status in lower proportions 

than even the workers of Sudbury! 

First-order partial correlations of class identification with 

community scored by the percentage of the male labour force in manual 

occupations were calculatcd,pcirtinlling out the influences (one vari::lble 

at a time) of thirty other variables that could possibly be obscuring the 

11compare this with the difference between Dagenham, where only 
13% of the working-class said they were middle-class, and Woodford, 
where the figure was 34%. See Willmott ~ Young, op.cit., p. llS. 

http:evidencc.11
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expected relationship between working-class identification and the class 

composition of the cor.anunities studied.12 In no case, however, did part

ialiing out the influence of an intervening variable have the effect of 

bringing to light the hypothesized relationship. 13 

1be conclusion, therefore, must be that there is no direct relat

ionship between working-class identification among workers and the extent 

to which a community's population is made up of working-class people. 

It will be remembered that it was suggested that an alternative hypothesis 

might predict that the workers of Lindsay would claim to be working-class 

in proportions greater than one would expect from the occupational comp

osition of the community's male labour force. This would reflect the 

fact that Lindsay is the kind of corrnnunity where, on Lod.·wood' s reason

ing, one might expect to find the working-class "deferential". It will, 

however, be shown in Chapter V that the workers of Lindsay arc no more 

121be control variables applied (and the codings for these var
iables are as follows: respondent's occupation, respondent's first job, 
father's occupation, Kife 1s occu ation, best (male) friend's occutation, 
and father-in-lm<l 1s occur>at1on all codeCll.n the three digit Blis en socio
economic inacx of occurntions); cJucation of rcsl'onclent, fa.tl1cr, ,,·ifc, 
best friend, father-in-laH (all codeCI rn years ol full-time euucat10n); 
income (coded into under ~2,000, then in $1,000 intervals to $14,999, 
then in $2,000 intervals to $19,999, and $20,000 and over); ho~e o~ncr-
ship (coded as 1. non-mmer, 2. home-mmer); index of nossessJon 01 
consur:1er goods (tot3.l nw;iber of items owne~ or rcntcu in 1.:nclistli1 
question 3:16-31); type of workplace (dichotomized as 1. other, 2. transport 
or outside work); length of enployment in current finn (1. under 6 months; 
2. 6 r.ionths to 2 years; 3. 2 to 5 ycJ.rs; 4. 5 to IO years; 5. over 10 years); 
tlant size (1. un<ler 50 employees; 2. 50 to 100; 3. 100 to 500; 4. 500 to 

,000 5. l,000 to 5,000; 6. 5,000 to 10,000; 7. over 10,000); determinant 
of workspeed (1. other; 2. worker) ; union membership (1. non-member; 
2. member); number of jobs held (coded into number held); skill level 
(1. did not serve apprenticeship; 2. served apprenticeship); age (coded 
in years of age); country of birth (1. Canada; 2. other); refif;Ton 

http:relationship.13
http:studied.12
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likely than workers in other communities to display attitudes toward the 

class system which might be characterized as "deferential", in Lockwood's 

sense of the word. A glance at Table IV-1 shows that the ordering of 

class identification bet\<1een the communitics docs follow that predicted 

by the modified hypothesis, but, as stated previously, the differences 

are hardly large. M1en the zero-order product moment correlation 

between cor.ID1unity and working-class identification is recalculated 

(corrnnunities being scored, from 1 to 4, in terms of the proportion of 

workers claiming working-class identification), the correlation is only 

.OS, the same as that yielded when community is. scored by percentage of 

. 1 . 14t hc 1a our b f orce 1n manua occupations. 

It thus appears that neither of the two possible hypotheses con

cerning the relationship of community to working-class identification 

(1. Protestant; 2. Catholic); ethnicity (prestige score developed by 
P.C. Pineo &J. Porter); place of residence at age 16 (1. same as at 
present; 2. different); s12c of place of residence at 16 (1. farm; 
2. under 1,000 persons; 3. 1,000 to S0,000; 4. 50,000 to 100,000; 
S. 100,000 to 500,000; 6. over 500,000); period of residence in present 
neighbourhood (number of years); number of assoc1at1on memberships 
(number of organizations belonged to, from list in question 5:11-22); 
class composition of ir:nncdfa te r,cj ghbourhooJ (percentage of male labour 
force in census tract in manual occupations - in 10% intervals). 

13rhe largest first-order partial correlation obtained is .07, 
\d1en plant si:e is partiallcJ out. 

14First-order partial correlations were again calculated, using 
the variables described in footnote 12. The largest correlation yielded 
was . 07, partialling out the effeet of country of birth. 
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among manual ,,..orkers are confirmed by the evidence of this study. It 

may be that the units being dealt with are too large, and that the conrrn

unities exhibit substantial differentiation in tenns of areas within 

them. Hamil ton and Ottawa are both conununities whose metropolitan areas 

contain over 300,000 people, and Sudbury has a population of close to 

100,000. There may not be much of a problem in regard to Lindsay, where 

the population is only in the region of 12,000, but areas within the other 

three conununities may vary considerably in social class composition. It 

i_s possible that by examining smaller units a relationship between working
.' . . .-.~.~ . 

class identification among workers and class composition may emerge. 

In order to examine this possibility a unit smaller than the 

entire conm1unity (in the cases of Ottawa, Hamilton, and Sudbury) is requ

ired. The unit that was selected was the census tract, for which data 
15from the 1961 Census of Canada were available. The 1961 Census divides 

the city of Hamilton into sixty-five census tracts, the town of Burling

ton into six tracts, and the other three areas in the Hamilton sample, 

Ancaster, Dundas, and Stoney Creek, are each treated as a single tract. 

There are sixty-five tracts in f.letropolitan Ottawa (excluding the area 

on the Quebec side of the Ottawa River), and the city of Sudbury is div

ided into fifteen census tracts (including the tm-m of Copper Cliff). 

15rhe census tract data were extracted from Dominion 11..Ireau of 
Statistics, 1961 Census of Canada, Census Tract Series, (Ottawa: the 
Queen's Printer, 1963), Bulletin CT-8, pp. 16-21 (Table 1), Bulletin CT-13, 
pp. 16-21 (Table 1), and Bulletin CT-14, pp. 8-9 (Table 1). The census 
divides a nwnber of large comnunities into smaller units (or census tracts). 
The tracts are relatively uniform in area and population,and the inform
ation is provided to facilitate comparisons within a crn:rrntmity. J\t the 
tirne of the study the 1961 figures were the most up-to-date available. 
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Lindsay is too small to be broken dnwn ·into census tracts (several of the 

census tracts in the other communit ics c0ntain more people than Lindsay), 

so it will be treated as one area. 

The percentage that manual \\orkers made up of the male labour 

force in each census tract was cakulatctl,16 and the tracts were grouped 

into nine categories, in ten perct'n t intervals, depending on the 

proportion of manual workers in tht' labour force. Each respondent who 

replied to the survey (save for sh men who had obliterated the identif

ication mmber on the qucstionnai re, an< I whose addresses could not be 

traced) was assigned the appropriate coJe for the census tract within 

which he resided. 

As might be expected, the l·o1nmu11ities differ in the occupational 

composition of census tracts. No ~·C'nsu:; tract in Ottawa has a populat

ion where over 50% of the men arc in manual occupations, the range being 

from 4% to 45%. In Sudbury, the r.mge is from 46% to 74%. Lindsay, 

being regarded as one area, has ·L'.~, of its male labour force in manual 

occupations. The community displ:n·ing the widest diversity is Hamilton, 

where the census tracts range fro~·: ~mvi ng 11% to 68% of their male 

labour forces in manual occupatio1~~. 

Table IV-2 shows the class identifications of the workers, class-

l 60nl . t . . d . Jy maJOr ca cgor1cs 0: occllpat1ons are presente in tie census 
tract data. It was not possible t ,, brl':tk do\'m the category, "transport 
and communications occup~tions" .>~ h<hl been clone when defining the1 

manual workers sub-sample. The r-::·1..~cnt age of the labour force in manual 
occupations in the census tracts, : i1crl' (ore, does not include any from 
this category. 
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ified by the occupational composition of the imnediate neighbourhood (as 

signified by the census tract) within which they nside. The chi-square 

statistic, which measures whether the contingency table exhibits over-all 

differences which are greater than those expected by chance, does not 

reach significance at the • 05 level. However, both. the Tau C and zero

order product moment correlations show a statistically significant, 

moderate relationship between the class compositi.m of an area and the 

level of working-class identification among workers.. _pie percentages 

of 'WOrkers claiming to be working-class in the t1llD lower categories 

are identical at 65%, but 77% of the workers residbtg in the areas with 
- . . 

the greatest concentration of manual workers identify with the working
•• - ~ • ' - _,_ • ... ,_ • ~ •• c • ~ - - ... -· ' _, ~ - • ~ - • • ' 

17class. The fact that the chi-square is· not significant seems due to 

the similarity of responses in the two lower categari-es, whereas 

17Tue re-grouping of census tracts into the categories adopted in 
Table IV-2 was dictated partly by the need to ensure that cells in the 
table would be large enough for the chi-square test. The intennediate 
group (men residing in tracts where from 40% to 59\ t0£ the male labour 
force are in manual occupations) is considerably l.al:ger than the other 
two and is made up of 157 men residing in areas witk 40% to 49% in 
mannal occupations and 83 men in areas with 50\ to !i9% in manual 
occupations. It might, at first glance, have been 'ietter to expand the 
third category to include all those men residing in a.Teas where over 50% 
of the male labour force was in manual occupations, lhut to have done this 
would have blurred a distinction in levels of workilqg-class identification 
between these men. Of the men in the tracts with 4-JD to 49% in manual 
occupations,. 65% identified as working-class, and 64t of those in the 
50 to 59% areas <lid the same. But 75% of the men residing in areas with 
60\ to 69% in manual occupations claimed to be working-class. So, from 
the point of view of best illustrating differeoces ful class identification 
as they are related to differences in the social cl.llss composition of 
areas in which workers reside, the divisions adoptei in Table N-2 
appeared to be the most appropriate. 
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both differ from the third by twelve percentage points. Combining the 

responses in the t1vo lower categories and calculating a difference of 

proportion test bet1\een this figure and that for the higher category 

yields a Z value of 2.305, a statistic that is significant at the .05 
18

level. 

Table IV-2.--Class identification by class composition of irrmediate 
neighbourhood (in percentages) 

Class 
Identification 

Under 40% 
manual 

40% to 59% 
manual 

60% manual 
&over* 

Total 

Middle-class 

Working-class 

35 

65 
100" 
(N~ 

35 

65 (_ ... 
rmr 

(N=240) 

23 

77'_:..; 

rmr 
(N=llO) 

32 

68 
rmr 

(N-;IT6) 

No answers, etc. = 69 

-x...2 = 5.31, with 2df (n.s.). Tau C = .09 (p<.01) 

r= .11 (p<.05) (census tract composition in original nine 
categories) 

*No census tract has over 80% of its male labour force in 
manual occupations. 

It appears, then, that working-class ]dentification Joes not vary 

in a direct manner with the class composition of the area within which a 

worker resides. There has to be a relatively higl.\. pr~portion of \vor1dng

class people in an area before_ ari__effect is noticeable. 
~--~. 

18For a discussion of this statistical test, sec IUL Blalock, 
Social Statistics, (;.Jew York: ?.lcGraw-llill, 1960), pp. 176-178. 
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Partialling out the influence of other variables shmvs the rel

ationship between class composition of an area and working-class 

identification to be sr.10.ller than that indicated by the zero-order 

relationship. The first-order partial correlation of working-class 

identification \dth class composition of imnediate neighbourhood, 

partialling out trade union membership, is .04. This suggests that the I 
reason workers residing in the most working-class neighbourhoods are the I 
most likely to identify as '.,rorking-class is because they are members of (
trade unions in larger proportions than workers residing in areas with 

less of a concentration of working-class people. 

Table IV-3.--Class identification by class composition of imr.i.ediate 
neighbourhood, by trade union membership (in percentages) 

Class 
Identification 

Under 40% 
manual 

40% to 59% 
manual 

60% manual 
&over 

Total 

Non-membersa 

Middle-class 47 56 74 55 

Working-class 53 
lutr 
(N~ 

44 
rmr 

(N=69) 

26 
rmr 

(N~ 

45 
100 

(l'FITO) 

Union membersb 

Middle-class 27 27 19 24 

Working-class 73 
100 
(~ 

73 
100 
~) 

81 
100 
(~ 

76 
HfO 

(~8) 

No answers (to one or more of the three questions) = 87 

<!x.2 
= 1. 969 ' with 2<lf (n.s.). Tau c = - . 12 (p <. 05) . 

b~= 2.494, with Zdf (n.s.). Tau C = .07 (p<:.05). 
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Table IV-3 shows the class identifications of working-class men 

residing in areas of different class compositions, showing the figures 

separately for union members and non-members. It is clear that taking 

union membership into account reduces the relationship between class iden

tification arnl class composition of imncdiate neighbourhood! In fact, 

among the non-members, the workers in the least working-class areas are 
19the most likely to claim to be working-class. Among the union members, 

the percentages still show some increase in the level of '~orking-class 

identification with increasing manual worker representation in the pop- ,•'...._,, 

ulation of the census tracts, but the differences are not very large, as 

the insignificant chi-square and the Tau C correlation of .07 indicate. 

It thus appears that differences in the degree to which the workers 

in areas of differing class composition are members of trade unions ace

ount for part of the differences in working-class identification, and 

that the remaining variation is not very great. 

In the four communities study, contrary to the experience of Brit

ish studies, no great differences in the percentages of workers ciaiming 

working-class status were found to exist betlvcen the four communities. 

111.e 	 degree to which a corrnnunity's male labour force is composed of manual 

---	 -_ l·.;orkcrs is not highly relatecl to the extent to which workers in that comm

unity choose to identify as middle- or working-class. When the hypothesis 

is modified slightly, to take account of Lockwood's discussion of the 

19with the small numbers involved it is, perhaps, dangerous to 
make too much of this. The direction, nonetheless~ is clear. 
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working-class "deferential", although the rank ordering of class identif

ication in the four cornr.mnities is consistent with this modified 

hypothesis, the zero-order correlation of .OS shows that the relationship 

is not statistically significant. 

Narrowing dmm the focus by concentrating on the smller, more 

irrnnediate neighbourhood within \\hich the worker resides still does not 

bring to light a very strong relationship between working-class ident

ification among workers and a predominantly working-class residential 

environment. A more detailed discussion of the possible reason for this 

difference between the British evidence and the findings of this study 

shall be undertaken in Chapter V. The :limnediate task will be to exam

ine the influence of differences in the work situations of l>orkers on 

their class identifications. 

TI1e Impact of the \•:ork i\'orld 

In Chapter I it is suggested that a number of factors in the 

work situations of manual workers are likely to be associated with var

iation in attitudes to the class system. One important element in the 

work situation of manual workers is the trade union. !In Chapter I 

evidence from studies by Lipset, McDonald, Butler and Stokes, Nordlinger, 

and Gol<lthorpe, Loch:ood, Dechhofor arnl Platt 'ias presented to shoh' that 

workers who are members of trade unions are more likely to vote for left 
20 ' ' 

wing political parties than are workers who are not members. /Another 

20For details of these works, see footnote 66, page 38. 
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study21 found that working-class identifiers among the working-class are 

more likely to vote for the left wing party than are r.iid<lle-class 

identifiers, so it might be inferred that union members would be more 

likely to adopt working-class identification than non-members. 

The total column in Table IV-3 shows that this is indeed the 

case. When all the workers who gave a class identification and who said 

1 whether or not they are a member of a trade union (four hundred and 
, 

i 
I twenty-seven men) are considered, 75% of the trade union members claim 

- to be members of the working-class, compared to 47% of the workers who 

22
r 

,. 	

are not members of trade unions. This is a highly significant diff

erence,23 and the zero-order product moment correlation between trade union 

membership and working-class identification among workers is .27 (p<.001). 

Havii1g established that there is a relatively substantial 

relationship between union menbership and the likelihood of workers 

adopting a working-class identification, a,__problem arises as to the causal 

direction of this relations.h,ip_. Does trade union 1:iembership influence 

the worker toward identification with the working-class, or do workers 

who are conscious of their membership of the working-class join trade 

unions in greater proportions than those who identify with the middle-

21E.A. Nordlinger, The 1\'orking-class Tories, (London: MacGibbon & 
Kee, 1967), pp. 163-175. 

22rhese percentages are slightly different from those given in 
the totals coltmm of Table IV-3 because nine more cases are inclu<lcd. 
This is because infonnation on census tract composition was not available 
for these nine men. 

23x.2= 30.34, with ldf (p<.001), Tau B = .27 (p<.001) 
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class? The first possibility is consistent with Parkin's argtnnent that 

a strong working-class enviromnent helps to insulate the worker from 

the daninant culture by involving him in a viable 1110rking-class 

subculture. 24 It is also in keeping with Anderson's insistence that the 

union, if only partly, has the effect of changing the worker's ideological 
25

consciousness in the direction of a more militant position. 

It camiot be denied, however, that the second possibility has a 

certain plausibility. It may be that those workers who identify with the 

middle-class would be more likely to accept the values of middle-class 

individualism, and shy away from working-class defensive organizations 

(especially from trade unions, which are accorded a fairly prominent 

place in middle-class demonology) • There are, however, many instances 

where the worker does not have a choice; if the plant is unionized, he 

may have to join (unless he has religious reasons for not joining). 26 

2'i>arkin, op.cit., pp. 282-285. 
251>. Anderson, "Problems of Socialist Strategy", in P. Anderson 

&R. Blackburn (eds.), Towards Socialism, (London: Fontana, 1965), p. 263. 
261t was not possible to find information that applied only to 

Ontario, but, for Canada as a whole, a Canada Department of Labour 
survey of 2,378 collective agreements, covering 1,947,681 employees, found 
that 44.6% of the employees were covered by union shop and modified union 
shop agreements, while another 4.2% were covered by closed shop agreements. 
Just over half of the employees were covered by agreements that contained 
no clauses dealing with membership provisions, but it is likely that 
many of these were covered by the Rand formula, which specifies a check
off of union dues even for those who choose not to join the union. According 
to Mr. C. Hardy, of the Economics and Research Division, Canada Department 
of Labour, agreements covering about 46% of all employees in Canada 
covered by collective agreements confonn to the Rand fonnula (private 
conmunication from C. Hardy). 
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This is true, for instance, of some (at least) of the large plants in 

Hamilton (such as the Steel Company of Canada, and Ca1iadian Westinghouse), 

and Sudbury (Inten-iational Nickel, and Falconbridgc). 

It is probable that the causal flow, in this instance, is not 

exclusively in one direction. In some cases, menbership in trade unions 

may influence workers toward working-class identification, whereas, in 
27

k . 1 . 1 d k . . .other cases, wor ing-c ass consciousness may ea wor·ers to Join unions. 

Unfortunately, the questionnaire did not include a question that sought 

to discover whether union r.1embership Has voluntary or compulsory, so it 

is difficult to adjudicate between the two possibilities. 

If it is possible to show that, regardless of other differences 

between workers, there is still a relationship between union membership 

and working-class identification, ~hen this may persuade us that union 

membership does have some causal influence on working-class identificat-- -~-· ..···~ ,-.--- ' 

ion. If the willingness to join unions were purely, or even mostly, the 

result of existing working-class consciousness, then other factors have 

to be invoked to explain the variation in class identification among 

workers. By holding constant the effect of other factors on both class 

identification and trade union membership, a better appreciation of the 

27see D. Butler &D. Stokes, Political Change in Britain, (London: 
Mao\1illan, 1969), pp. 151-170, for a discussion of the impact of union 
membership upon voting preferences in Britain. They conclude that, among 
voluntary members of unions, class feelings (as indicated by Labour voting) 
leading the worker to join a union, arc more important than w1ion nenbership 
leading to class awareness. However, they only present evidence on current 
union meiiillership, so there is no way of knowing whether or not union 
membership in the past had any influence on the individual's political 
beliefs anu class attitudes. 
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relationship may be obtained. Table IY-4 shows the first-order partial 

correlations betw~en union membership an<l working-class identification, 

holding constant the single influence of a nur.lbcr of intervening 

variables. The table also gives the zero-order correlations between the 

control variables an<l both class identification and union membership. 

The control variables in Table IV-4 represent a variety of 

factors, some of which prestnnably, would have influenced the worker's 

conception of his class membership in the past (such as education, 

occupation at 16, father's occupation, and community of residence at 16), 

while others may be presltiled to have a more current influence (such as 

income, current occupation, and class composition of i17lf.1ecliate 

neighbourhood). In only one case does partialling out the effect of an 

intervening variable reduce the correlation between trade union member-

s~ip and working-c~ass identification by more than two points. 1\'orl... ing

class identification among manual workers is inversely related to the 

socio-economic status of their lvives' occupations (either current 

occupation, or the last full-time occupation held)., There is also a 

tendency for workers whose wives perfonned higher status occupations to 

be members of trade unions in lower proportions than those ,,hose wives 

performed jobs with a lower socio-economic ranking. Thus, part of the 

relationship bet1,·ccn trade union membership and working-class 

identification can be accounted for by the fact that workers whose wives 

perfona (or perfonned) jobs with a higher socio-economic ranking are more 

likely to claim middle-class status, and not to he members '.)f trade 

lmions. But, even in this case, the reduction in the size of the 
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Table IV-4.--First-ordcr partial correlations of class identification 
with trade union membership (also showing zero-order corr
elations of the intervening variable with class identific
ation and trade union membership) 

Control variable28 
Partial Zero-order Zero-order 

correlation correlation correlation 
with class with union 
ident. membership 

Occupation of respondent 
Education of respondent 
Income of respondent 
Occupation of respondent 

at 16 
Occupation of respondent's 

father 
Education of respondent's 

father 
Occupation of respondent's 

wife 
Education of respondent's 

wife 
Occupation of respondent's 

father-in-law 
Education of respondent's 

father-in-law 
Occupation of respondent 1 s 

best friend 
Education of respondent's 

best friend 
Country of birth 
Age 
Community at age 16 
Size of community at age 16 
Religious affiliation 
Ethnicity 
Class composition of comnunity 
Ordering of communities by 

%working-class identification 
Class composition of im11ediate 

neighbourhood 

.29a 

.27a 

.28a 

.27a 

.27a 

.26a 

.23a 

.27a 

.27a 

.26a 

.26a 
a 

.27 

.27a 

.27a 

.27a 
a

.27a 

. 28 

.26a 

.27a 

.27a 

.2Sa 

-.19a 
-.1sa 
-.17a 
-.lOa 

-.08a 

-.14a 

-.38a 

-.13a 

-.09 
a

-.26 

- .!Sa 

-.03 

.14a 
-.03 
.09a 

-.lla 
-.04 
-.lla 

.OS 

.OS 

.lla 

.05 
-.07 

.0001 
-.06 

-.02 

-.lOa 

-.16a 

-.004 

-.06 

-.08 

- .10 

-.06 

.07 
-.02 

.05 
-.02a 

.14 
a 

- .lla 
.20 
. 04 

.26a 

ap<.OS level or better (one-tailed test) 

28For details of the coding of these variables, see footnote 12 
to this chapter. 
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relationship is small, and a clear relationship between union membership 

and working-class identification still exists after the influence of 

wife's occupation has been accounted for. 29 

The partial correlation is a measure of the association between 

two variables, independent of the effect of a third variable. 30 If trade 

uD.ion membership results from working-class identification, rather than 

being a factor influencing the worker to make such an identification, 

then other differences would have to lead to differences in working-class 

identification. At the same time, such differences should also be related to 

29The regular partialling procedure involved pair-wise deletion 
of no answers, where a case is excluded (because of no answers) only 
from the zero-order correlation involving the variable on which there is 
no response. The other zero-order correlations in the partialling 
equation (if infonaation is available) are calculated from figures that 
include the case that was excluded from the calculation of the first 
correlation. This procedure was adopted because the computing procedure 
involved in list-wise deletion of no answers (where a case is excluded 
from all calculatirns if a no answer is recorded on any of the variables) 
was much more complex, and also because, when a number of variables 
are included in a correlation matrix, the number of cases quickly diminishes 
if list-wise deletion is used. It was felt that pair-wise deletion of no 
answe·rs would be adequate, especially in instances where the no answer 
rates are fairly low. But problems might arise where (as in the instance 
of wife's occupation) the no answer rate is high. In the case of union 
membership, for instance, it might be argued that list-wise deletion of 
no answers might produce very different correlations than those presented 
in Table IV-4. To test this the first-order partial correlation of union 
membership with class identification, controlling for wife's occupation, 
was calculated on the basis of list-wise deletion of no answers. Although 
the case base is reduced to 199,the correlation yielded is, at .21, similar 
to that shown in Table IV-4 (.23). As wife's occupation is a variable 
with one of the highest no answer rates this would suggest that pair-wise 
deletion of no answers, at least with the data analysed in this thesis, 
does not lead to unreliable correlations. 

3oF d. . f . 1 1 t. Bl 1 kor a 1scuss1on o part1a corre a ion, see a oc , 
op.cit., pp. 329-343. 
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variation in tmion membership. But, as Table IV-4 shows, few of the var

iables that are significantly correlated with class i<lcntification are 

also correlated with union me1i1bership. And, in the instances \·:here this 

is the case, the correlations are not large enough to render spurious 

the original relationship between w1ion membership and working-class iden

tification. 

The evidence presented in Table IV-4 lems support to the hypoth

esis that tmion membership has an independent effect on the class identif

ication of workers. (Unless there is sorae unmeasured variable that would 

obliterate the relationship). If working-class.identification was caus

ally prior to trade tmion membership, then both these factors should vary, 

in the sane maimer, with other variables that are related to class ident

ificiation. Controlling for these variables should, tmrefore, have the 

effect of reducing the relationship, but this has not happened in the 

analysis that has been presented here. 

There is, then, evidence of a fairly strong influence of one ele

ment of the work situation of manual workers, trade tmion membership, on 

the class identification of \\'orkcrs. And it has been established that 

the dominant causal influence, in this study at least, flows from trade 

union mer1bcrship to 1·:orkinr,-class identification. This is not to assert 

that there may never be instances where the influence,may be in the other 

direction, in fact such a possibility seems to occur with the next factor 

in the work situation of 1·mrkers to be discussed, that of plant size. 

It was asserted, in Chapter I, that working-class identification 

among workers should increase \d th the size of plant in which they work. 

Cannon foW1d, in his study of compositors in London, England, that men in 
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the larger printing finns claimed working-class status in larger propor
31

tions than those in smaller finns. Among the workers in the four comn

unitics, hoHever, there is not, as Table IV- S shm'ls, a clear relat

ionship between working-class identification and employment in large size 

plants. 

Table IV-5.--Class identification by size of plant (in percentages) 

Class No. of employees 
Identification Under 100 to 500 to 1,000 to Over 

100 499 999 4,999 5,000 

Middle-class 33 28 25 28 51 

Working-class 67 72 75 72 49 
rmr lmY lmY lmJ imr 

('T';/7)(N~) 11- (N~ (N~ (N~ 

No answers, don't know, etc. = 89. 


x..2= 15. 703, with 4df (p<.01). Tau C = - .11 (p<. 001) 


r= - .10 (p<. 05) (calculated with original 7 plant size 

categories; under SO, 50-99, 100-499, 500-999, 1,000
4,999, 5,000-9,000, 10,000·or more). 

There is not a clear monotonic relationship between plant size 

and class i<lentification, for working-class identification rises slightly 

moving from the snallest firms, is fairly stable among finns ranging 

from one hun<lrc<l to £ivc thousand ci.;ployces, and then falls clrru-;i.utic:illy 

among the workers employed in the largest plants. It is this decline in 

the largest plants that accounts for the negative zero-order correlation 
l 

\ 

3lI.c. Cannon, "Ideology and Occt'.tpational Community: a study of 
compositors", Sod ology, 1 (1967) , p. 181. 
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between working-class identification and plant size. And it is precisely 

in these giant plants that one would expect the "interaction effect", 

32that Ingham refers to, to be at its strongest. 

One possible explanation of the generally observed relationship 

between plant size and left-wing voting is that trade union activities 

are most intense in the large plants, and that trade union membership is 

higher. But, in the four communities studied, the workers employed in 

the largest plants are not the group with the highest level of trade union 

membership. Approximately 75% of these workers are in tra<le unions, com

pared to roughly 90% of the men in finns employing from between 100 to 
33

S,000 men. However, as Table IV-6 shows, t!i~__ relativcly lower level of 

u~i_on membership among the men in the largest plants does not accow1t for 

tJ1e high level of middle-class identification. 

Controlling for union membership, in fact, throws the negative 

relationship between plant size ancl worbng-class identification into 

sharper relief. Among the non-unionists, with the exception of the men 

in plants employing from 100 to 499 men (who show the highest level of 

middle-class identification), middle-class identification increases with 

32G.K. Ingham, "Plant size: political attitudes and behaviour", 
Sociolo1~ic:-:.l ~c1:ic".-.', 17 (1%'.J), )). 237. In~:~'~":1 s~1~;~;C':::ts th~t, in vcr:: 
large plants, the t;rcat concentration of \-;orkcrs will produce "interaction 
effects", making workers more aware of their class position and interests. 

331\11ether this is generally true of very large plants in Ontario 
is difficult to say. In this study, one of the large finns, Dofasco in 
Hamilton, is not organized, and this may accollilt for the lower level of 
union membership a1nong workers e1:1ployed in the very large plants. 
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Table IV-6.--Class identification by size of plant, by trade union 
membership (in percentages) 

Class Under 100 to 500 to 1,000 to Over 

Identification 100 499 999 4,999 5,000 


Non-mcnbersa 

Middle-class 

Working-class 

Union mcmbersb 

Middle-class 

Working-class 

Union members 
as %of all 
workers 

46 

54 
100 

(N=68) 

13 

87 
l "ITTJ" 

(N=52) 

43 

87 

13 
100 
~ 

20 

80 
nrrr 
(N~ 

89 

50 

50 
100 

(1T=4) 

23 

77 
rmr 

(N=41) 

91 

63 

37 
100 
(?J=8) 

24 

76 
lrrtr 

(N=68) 

89 

67 

33 
100 

(N=Zl) 

45 

55
imr 

(N=65) 

76 

No answers, etc. = 106 


ax.2 = 7.12, with 4df (n.s.). Tau C = -.20 (p<.001) 


b~ = 17.51, with 4df (p<.01). Tau C = -.22 (p<.001) 


First-order pa.rtial correlation of plaHt size with working-cl:J:)s 

identification, controlling for union membership~ -.20 (p<.01) 

plant size. Among union .r.lembers there are no exceptions; the lareer the 

plant, the higher the level of mi<l<llc-class identification. 

It was arb'l.le<l, in the discussion of the influence of union mf'1'.:ber

ship on class identification, that the predominant causal flow in that 

relationship appeared to be from union membership to working-class hknt

ification. But the data presented in Table IV-6 suggests that, in the· 
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case of workers employed in the sriia.ller plants, the influence may be in 

the other direction. It is possible that the workers in the smallest 

plants chose to be members of traJ.e unions to a greater extent than work

ers in the larger plants. Only 43% of the workers in the plants employ

ing less than 100 people are r.i.embers of trade w1ions, but the unionists 

among this group have the highest level of working-class identification 

of any group of workers. The low level of unionization in these firms 

may suggest that union membership is more voluntary in this situation. 

In such circumstances the worker will, in all probability, have to be 

more connnitted to the principles of trade unionism than his counterpart 

in the larger plant, where union membership is more likely to be obligat

ory. Hence, it might be expected that the unionist in the small plant, 

who is likely to be involved in interaction with the employer and other 

management personnei, 34 will hJ.ve to be more conscious of his membership 

of the working-class to maintain his union membership. 

This emphasis on the possibility that voluntary union membership 

among workers in the smallest plants results in the high level of working-

class identification ar.ong such workers <locs not dispose of the problem 

of the negative relationship between plant size and working-class idcnt

ification, for the same relationship also occurs among the non-unionized 

workers. Partialling out the influence of those control variables applied 

34Referenccs to the conservative influence of employer-employee 
interactions are to be found in Lock1vood, op.cit., p. 253; Parkin, 
op.cit., p. 287; an<l Ingham, op.cit., pp. 237-8. 
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35earlier in this chapter, in no case yiel<lcd a first-or<ler partial corr

elation showing the expected positive relationship between plant size an<l 

working-class idcntification. 36 Although, for cxar.iplc, partialling out 

the effect of income differences reduces the correlation to -.07 it does 

not explain why the expected relationship does not occur. 

How then can the findings of this study be explaine<l, especially 

as they are inconsistent with the findings of other stu<lies? RicharJ Hamil

ton's study of workers in Prance r.1ay provide a clue. 37 !Iamilton did not 

look at the question of class iclentification, but he Kas interested in 

the variation of certain indices of radicalism with plant size. There 

was not, however, a consistent pattern between the various indices. In 

tem.s of pro-Soviet attitudes, the workers in the very largest fiITJS '1'ere 

the most pro-Soviet, but when asked h'11cthcr or not they expected social 

change to occur through revolution, workers in small plants expresscJ 

agreement more often than those in the larger plants. Hamilton argues 

that this is so because the former work in sraall, fcunily mmed, non-

expanding plants, Wi.ere the chances for promotion or increases in pay 

are minimal. So the only possibility for change 'vould be through radical 

35see footnote 12. 

36The lowest partial correlation yielded is still negative, being 
-.07 when income is partialled out. Partialling out union membership, 
as has been seen, boosts the negative correlation to -.20, the largest 
yielded. 

37R.F. Hamilton, Affluence and the French \forker in the Fourth 
Republic, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1%7). 
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social transfonnation. He goes on; 

In most larger plants, by comparison, the chances for personal 
betterment are highly visible in the hi6h proJuctivity and the 
obvious profitabjlity of the firm. The Horker in this scttin~ 
can 'see' the possibility of a direct solution to his prob!er.1s, 
a solution which does not necessitate a social revolution . ..'.l8 

M1ile there is nothing like the same radicalisr.1 aJnong the major

ity of Canadian workers as there is among a substantial segr:ient of the 

French lvorking-class, the general distinction that Hamilton makes would 

appear to make sense in the Canadian context. Workers in the largest 

plants may "see" the possibility of prosperity and job mobility to a 

greater extent than the worker in the smaller plant. If this is so, then 

the fact that such a worker claims middle-class status may be related to 

his perception of himself as occupying a relatively privileged posjtion 

vis a vis other workers. In income teIT.lS alone, as Table IV-7 shows, the 

workers in the largest plants are in an advantageous position. 

Table IV-7.--Mean income of workers by plant size. 

Under 
100 

100 to 
499 

500 to 
999 

1,000 to 
4,999 

Over 
5,000 

i"Iean income 
Rank order of 

mean incomes 
Rank order of 

mi<l<lle-class 
identification 

$7,511 
3 

2 

$7,450 
5 

3 

$8,318 
2 

5 

$7,470 
4 

3 

$9,004 
1 

1 

38Ibid., p. 210. 

http:prob!er.1s
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The mean incor.1c of workers in plants employing over 5,000 people 

is nearly $700 higher than that of the group with the next highest mean 

income. Pineo an<l Porter found, in their stu<ly of the Cana<lian st.:itus 

system, that people rank industries in prestige terms, an<l that the high

est correlation of any objective attribute with the prestige of an industry 
39is with the incomes of people \vorking in that industry. It is, perhaps, 

not fanciful to suggest that this prestige nibs off on the workers in the 

industry, enhancing their self-images, and leading more of them to claim 

!\ middle-class status. In addition to the evaluation aspect, there is also 
"'--~ 

the possibility that, because the largest plants offer the possibility of 

higher economic rewards, the worker has a vision of increasing economic 

prospcrity, an<l this 1:1ay increase the likelihood of such i\·orkers ident

ifying with the middle-class. 

A glance at the two lower rows in Table IV-7 shows that there is 

not a one-for-one correspondence betHeen mean income and degree of r.ii<ldle

class identification. But the differences are not great. The men employed 

in the smallest plants arc third in tenns of mean income but second in 

terms of r:iillJle-class identification. The men in the plants ranging fron 

100 to 4 ,999 craployces are all "inconsistent", but 1-;hen it is remembered 

that only three perccnta,'.;e points separate the groups ,,,i th the hig~1cst and 

lowest levels of mi<ldle-class identification in this range, it is perhaps 

39Private co1mnunicat ion fro1;i P.C. Pineo, Department of Sociology, 
Mdfaster University. The correlation het1veen prestige scores accorded 
industries and income of the labour forces in those industries was .59. 

http:incor.1c
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asking too much for there to be complete consistency. The major cliffercnce 

in class identification is that between the men working in the very larg

est plants, and the rest of the workers. And here it i'rould appear th~ t 

the more favourable prospects of the former may account for this. 1\'ith 

the infomation available, this would seem to offer the only explanation 

for the W1anticipated negative relationship between plant size and working

class identification, a relationship that is the result of the high 

level of middle-class identification among workers employed in the largest 

plants. 

/ A further point referring to the plant size question is whether 

or not a linear relationship between plant size and working-class ident

ification should be expected. As Ingham points out, it is the possibility 

of intra-class cor.nnunication, and lack of contact with people in higher 

positions, that is generally regarded as the reason for the higher incid

ence of left-wing attitudes among workers in large plants. 40 It is poss

ible that this docs not operate in a linear fashion, but that there is 

a point (possibly at a relatively small size) 1,Jhere intra-class commun

ication, and lack of inter-class con11r-.unication, does its work. If this 

is the case, it is not surprising th3.t the correlation between plant 

size and working-class identification is not very large. Thus, the 

workers in plants employing less than 100 people are slightly more likely 

to claira to be members of the middle-class than are the workers in the 

larger plants (with, of course, the exception of those in the very larg

est plants). The "non-confonnity" of the workers in the plants employ

40Ingham, op.cit., p. 237. 
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ing over 5,000 people seems to be a result of the high economic rewards 

of those plants outweighting the effect of pJant size. 

Thus~ so far in the <liscussion of the jnfluence of clements in 

the work situations of manual workers on their class i<lentifications, it 

has been foun<l that tra<le union membership, as expected, influences the 

worker toward identifying with the working-class. Contrary to expect

ations, however, employr:ient in large plants does not influence workers 

to claim working-class status. There are two other factors regarding work 

where there is some variation in working-class identificaiton amonr, workers. 

Workers in the category comprised of transportation (such as truck <lriving) 

and outsi~e__,~o:k (such as constn1ction) are more likely to claim working

class status than are '"'orkers employe<l in other types of work.1)lace. Of 

the workers in the transport and outside Hork category, 78% identified 

as working-class, compared to 66% of those ei-aployed in factories, 

pro<luction plants or workshops, and 65% of those working in mines. Of 

the workers employed in other work settings (such as schools, hospitals, 

etc.), only 56% identified as working-class. 41 

Controlling for the intervention of other factors does not 

identify any third variable that accow1ts for the higher level of 

working-class identification ar.1ong workers in the transport and outside ') 

work category. The survey cannot, therefore, provide any explanation of 

41Ques~ion 1:30, Appendix C. The differences arc statistically 
significant ex = 8. 39' with 3df' p-<. 05). 1'.hen the variable is 
dichotof.lizcd into 1. other, and 2. transport or outside '\'Ork, the zcro
order product moment correlation with working-class identification is 
.12 (p<.01). 
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this difference. It is possible that factors in the work situation of 

these men incline thern toward working-class identification in greater 

proportions than workers employed in other types of workplace, but, \·:ith 

the infonnation available, it is impossible to attempt an explanation. 

What can be note<l at this point is that the workers in this category 

do not, as will becorae clear in later chapters, adopt a perspective that 

is consistently more "working-class" than workers employed in other 

work settings. Only in regard to class identification do these workers 

stand out as being more inclined toward such a perspective. 

The other aspect of the work situations of \;'orkers that varies 

with class i0entification concerns the primary detenninant of the speed 

at \vhich the worker works. Thirty-nine percent of the workers who said 

that they themselves decide the speed at which they Hork claim to be 

members of the middle-class, cor:iparc<l to 25% of workers who say that 

their work speed is dctenained by factors outside their personal 

h
. 42contro1 , f actors sueh as t he boss, t he work group, or mac incry. M1cn 

this variable is dichotomized into whether or not the worker controls 

his own workspeed, the zero-order pro<luct mor.1ent correlation bet,\·cen 

working-class identification and worker <lctennination of work speed is 

- .15 (p<. 001). 

In Alienation and Freedom, Robert Blauner argues that the ability 

of the worker to detennine his mvn work speed is one of the factors that 

42.,C = 8. 92, with ldf (p<..01). Tau B = .15 (p<. 001). 
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43
lessen the degree of "powerlessness" felt by workers in their jobs. 

For Blauner, greater control over the work process results in the worker 

being less alienated from his work. It is possible that this drifts 

over into attitudes that are not so clo5ely related to the work setting, 

such as class identification, so that the workers who are, relatively 

speaking, the least powerless in the work world also have less of a feel

ing of "powerlessness" in the wider social world. 44 Being less estranged 

from the dominant cultural system, it is possible that these workers will 

be more likely to identify with the dominant cultural ethos, which in 
45

Canada, as Porter suggests, is basically a middle-class one. 

Mlen trade union membership is taken into account, however, the 

negative relationship is attenuated somewhat, the correlation being red-

uce<l to -.09. This reduction is due more to the fact that there is very 

little difference a'nong trade unionists rather than to the fact that non

union members are more likely to say that they have control over the speed 
46at which they work. Thus, 27% of the union members who say that they 

determine their own work speed identify with the middle-class, compared 

to 23% of the unionists h'ho say that the speed at which they work is 

43nohert nlauner, Alienation anJ Freedom, (Chicar,o: University of 
Chicago Press, 1964), pp. 16-22. 

44r.Ieissner refers to this kind of argtm1ent as the "spill-over 
hypothesis", and finds some corroboration for it in his stucly of leisure 
activities. In his study in British Colunbia, ; leissner found evidence 
that lack of control of the work process "spilled-over" into non-activjst 
forms of leisure. See i·!. :leissner, "The lonr; arm of the job: a study of 
work and leisure", Inclustrial Relations, 10(1971), pp. 239-260. 

45J. Porter, TI1e Vertical i!osaic, (Toronto: University of Toronto 
Press, 1965), pp. 3-7. 

46rhis, in fact, ]s the case; 76% of the non-unionists, coDparcd to 
50% of the union members, saying that they control their own Kork speed. 
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47
beyond their personal control. 1\mong non-unionists, on the other hand, 

SS?.; of the workers who detennine their rnm workspeed claim middle-class 
48 

status, conpared to 37% of those who do not. It appears, therefore, 

that union membership, in this instance, acts as a countervailing 

influence, redu~~~?-~-l~e influence of an aspect of the work situation that 

inclines some workers toward middle-class identification. 

The evidence presented in this section, therefore, does offer 

some confirr.lation for the argument in Chapter I that involver.lent in a 

working-class occupational sub-culture will influence the worker toward 

working-class identification. In this study the main eleri.ent of this 

working-class sub-culture is the trade union, and w1ion membership is 

seen to be an important influence toward working-class identification. 

But it also appears, as is seen in the instances of plant size, type of 

workplace, and detenninants of work speed, that factors exist Khich have 

a divisive influence on the occupational sub-culture. Sorie workers enjoy 

a more favourable work situation than others, either in terms of income, 

socio-economic status, or Harking conditions, and this appears to incline 

such workers to middle-class identification in greater proportions th;m 

workers who are less favourably situated. On the other hand trade union 

membership sets limits on the effects of such differences, and it seems 

that the existence of trade unions prevents such differences from having 

even more of an invact on the class identities of workers. 

47-x._2 = 0.271, with ldf (n.s.). Tau B = -.04 (n.s.). 
48-x_2 = 2.862, with ldf (n.s.). Tau B = 0.18 (p<.01). 

7 
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Non-manual Affiliations 

In Chapter I evidence from other studies was presented which sugg

estcd that, in addition to comrmmity and work influences, the extent of 

workers' contacts with people in non-manual occupations would have an 

influence on their class identifications. Relationships with people from 

non-manual backgrounds imuld influence the worker to identify with the 

middle-class and, conversely, relationships that were primarily with 

other people in manual occupations would provide another structural 

barrier to the permeation of middle-class influences among working-class 

people. 

In the questionnaire, there were a number of questions that relate 

to this issue. TI1e respondents were asked to give the occupation they 

first performed on a full-time basis, and the occupation and education of 

their fathers, their wives, their fathers-ir.- kw, and their best friends. 

Following the lead given by Runciman, and by Goldthorpe and Loch,.wood and 

49 . . . ld b h h k h 1 

tact with the non-manual world, either by birth, marriage, occupational 

history, or friendship, \'/oul<l be r.i.orc likely to identify Hith the middle-

class than would uorkers without such contacts. Table IV-8 gives the 

zero-order correlations between class identification and such variables, 

and shows that the e:>...1Jectations mentioned above were justified. In all 

the correlations occupation is measured by the Blishen socio-economic 

t heir associates, it wou e ex11ected.1 t at t ose wor ers w o iave con

49w.G. Runcirnan, Relative Detrivation and Social Justice, (London: 
Routledge & Kcgan Paul, 19GG), p. 16 ; and GolJthorpe, Lochl:'OOT,"° ct al., 
TI1c ;\fflucnt -:·:orker in t:1C' Class Structure, (CaY.tbriJge: Cad::ri<lgc 
University Frcss, l~G:;), p. 173. 
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. d f . so d . . . l1n ex o occupations, while e ucat1on 1s measured in nunner of years 

of full-time education completed. 

The highest correlation presented in Table IV-8 is that between 

working-class identification and wife's occupation. Respondents '''ere 

asked to indicate their wives' current full-time occupation, or the last 

full-time occupation they perfonned. As the number in parenthesis un<ler 

the correlation shows, only 208 of the working-class respondents answered 

this question.SI But, among those men who answered the question, their 

wife's social status, as measured by occupation, plays an iDportant: part 

in their class identification. The higher the socio-economic status of 

the respondent's wife, the more likely is he to claim to be raiddle-class. 

Only 4 ?15 of the 34 men whose wives' occupations scored between 

20.0 and 29.9 on the Blishen scale claimed middle-class status. Anong 

the 69 men whose wives' occupations scored between 30.0 and 39.9, 2H 

identified as middle-class. And S2% of the men whose wives' occupations 

were assigned a Blishen scale value of 40.0 or more said that they 
S2 

were members of the middle-class (there being 107 men in this category). 

Clearly, the fact of having a wife who performs, or did perform, 

a high status job strongly influences a worker to identify with the 

! middle-class. And this is not the result of socio-econonic differences 
'-

SOB.R. Blishcn, "A socio-economic index for occupations in Canada", 
in B.R. Blishen, fo.E. Jones, K.D. ~aegelc, and J. Porter (eds.), Canadian 
Society, third edition, (Toronto: ;.rac.Iillan of Canada, 1969), pp. 741-754. 

Sl~iany men reported their wife's .occupation as housewife. As the 
Blishen index does not assign a value to such a category, such replies 
are excluded from the analysis. 

52~ = 34.26, \·lith 2df (p<.001). Tau C = -.40 (p<.001). 

http:question.SI
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Table IV-8.--Zero-order correlations of working-class identification 
with measures of non-manual affiliations 

Independent variable r 

Respondent's first full-time occupation 

Occupation of respondent's father 

Education of respondent's father 

Occupation of respondent's wife 

Education of respondent's wife 

Occupation of respondent's father-in-law 

Education of respondent's father-in-law 

Occupation of respondent's best (male) friend 

F.ducation of respondent's best (male) friend 

-.lOa 
(N=434) 

-.osa 
(N=390) 

a
-.14 

(N=309) 

-.38a 
(N=208) 

-.1~ 
(N=369) 

-.09 
(N=269) 

-.26a 
(N=269) 

-.!Sa 
(N=246) 

-.03 
{N=272) 

ap<.05 or better (one-tailed test) 

among the wrkers themselves. Partialling out the influence of the 

worker's occupation scarcely influences the relationship, the first-order 

partial correlation being -.37. 53 Partialling out the worker's income 

53As was pointed out in footnote 29, the first-order partial 
correlations were calculated on the basis of pair-wise deletion of no 
answers. The partial correlations of class identification with wife's 
occupation that are presented in the text were re-calculated with no answers 
excluded on a list-wise basis. On this basis the first-order partial 
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only brings the correlation Jown to -.36, while partialling out the 

worker's education yiel<ls :1 first-order partial correlation of - . 35. 

54No other variable is creating this relationship, hence it seems safe 

to assert that contact with the non-manual HOrld, through marriage, plays 

a significant role in the \1nrker' s adoption of a middle-class identific

ation. 

It may be suggested that this relationship does not indicate 

that the worker who marries a woman with a non-manual occupational history 

is influenced toward midclh·-class identification, but, rather, suggests 

that workers aspiring to middle-class status will select mates who are 

of higher socio-economic st .1 tus. IIowever, the same argument applies 

here as applied with the in nucnce of trade llilion membership. If the 

relationship bet\veen class 1,~cntification and ,.-ife' s occupation Here the 

result of middle-class iJcnt i.ficrs choosing to rnrry higher status wives, 

then other factors should a ..:collilt for the prior middle-class i<lenti fication 

and, when controlled for, ~hould indicate that the relationship is due to 

the influence of these otllL'1· factors. However, as was noted in the 

previous paragraph, partial :ing out the influence of a variety of other 

factors hardly influences t :w relationship at all. 111is, it seems, 

correlations are: partialli :~~ out the worker's occupation, - . 37; 
partialling out the workers income -.37; an<l partialling out the worker's 
education, -.33. The great,·st difference occurs when education is 
controlled, but even here t :·c correlation bascll on list-\·:isc deletion 
is only . 02 lower than that :)asc<l on pair-wise deletion. This, it 
would appear, supports the , ,)ntention that pair-\·:ise deletion of no 
answers is an adequate met'.:,',l. · 

54Calcu10tin~ fj rs: ,~rclcr p.:irtial correlations, usin.s the varfables 
listed in footnote 12, the ',)st influential intervening variable is \·.rife' s 
father's occupation. Iven '.,'re the first-order pa1·tial correlation between 
wife's occupation and HorL; ·· _. -cl<iss i<lcntific1tio:1 is still - . 31. 
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woulJ offer support to the contention that the \·Jorker who r:1arries a 

women fror11 a non-manual occupational backgroun<l is influenced by this 

fact toward identifying as middle-class. (Asslll:iing, of course, that 

there is no unr.1easure<l variable that would obliterate the relationship). 

No other fonn of non-manual contact plays as strong a role in the 

worker's class identification. The second hig~1est correlation in Table 

IV-8 is that of -.26 between working-class identification and the educ

ation of the respondent's fathcr-in-laH. But fathers-in-lawl'rho are 

relatively hi!;hly educated tend to have daughters who perfom higher 
55 

status occupations, and when wife's occupatio:n is partialled out, the 

first-order partial correlation between working-class identification and 

father-in-law's education is -.12. 

The family background in which the ll"Orker grew up does not play 

as important a role in his class i<lcntification as his marriage partner. 

The correlations of working-class identification with father's occupation 

and father's education arc substantially lm.;er than the correlation 

with wife's occupation, and first-order partial correlations, controlling 
56for the effect of those variables applied elsewhere in this chapter, do 

not indicate that another intervening variable is obscuring stronger 

relationships. 

FricnJ.ship with higher status individuals, too, plays less of a 

role in the worker's class identification than does marriage to a woman 

55 r= •42 (p<. 001). 

56 see note 12 for details of these control variables. 
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who is of relatively high social status. The zero-order correlation of 

working-class identification with best friend's occupation is -.15, 

and there is virtually no relationship between a 	r.i..an' s class identific
57

ation and his best friend's education (r = -.03). 

It would appear, therefore, that a worker's self identity owes 

more to the kind of person he married than to his friends. The evidence 

presented also suggests that a man's current kinship affiliations, in 

the form of the socio-cconorilic status of his marriage partner, are more 

influential on his class identity than the socio-econor.tlc backgrounJ 

of the family he grew up in. It also appears that the fact that the 

worker's first full-time job may have been non-manual is less 

influential on his class identity than the fact that he married a woman 

from a non-manual backgrow1d. 

TI1e evidence presented in Table IV-8, therefore, supports the 

contention that affiliation with non-manual persons influences a worker 

to reject identification with the working-class. Relationships with 

people from other class backgrounds weaken the influence of working-

class culture by eA.--posing the worker to other life-styles,and inclines 

him to identify with such people. 

Other Influences on Class Identification 

It has been shown, so far, that corranunity differences do not play 

57
rhe occupation of a worker's best friend plays le~s of a role 

in influencing class identification among. \·mrkers tlw.L is true of the 
entire sample in the four communities study, where the comparable 
correlation is .36. 
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the role in influencing the class i<lcntifications of working-class men 

that was assigned to them in Chapter I. It has, however, been shmvn that 

elef.lcnts in the work situations of manual workers, and affiliations ''-'i th 

people fron non-,\'orking-class ba.ckgroun<ls, do influence whether the worker 

identifies with the middle or the working-class. It remains to examine 

the question of \~hat other factors may also influeace the class ident if

ications of working-class men. 

Table IV-9 presents the zero-order correlations between working-

class identification and a nllr.l.ber of other variables tha~ Here expected to 

show some relationship with class identification. The first five carrel

ations show that workers who are, in socio-economic terns, relatively 

privileged compared to other \vorkers clain middle-class status in higher 

/ munbers than their less privileged brethren. The highest ne3ativc corrcl

ation of working-class identification with any of the socio-economic att
58

ributes is 'vith the index of possession of conswner goods, indicating 

that those workers who possess more of a series of consumer durables 

listed in the questionnaire are more likely to claim to be middle-class 

than are workers uho possess fel\'er of these items. ! This relationship is 

largely independent of incorae differences among \vorkers, for the first-

order partial correlation, partialling out income, is -.17. Regardless 

of income level, therefore, workers '"ho devote lilore of their income to 

the purchase or renting of consumer durables seem more likely to see 

58Question 3:16-31 (Appendix C) asked respondents to check a list 
of consllr.ler goods, checking all those that they own or rent. The 
index of consumer goods is the sura total of items that each respondent 
mms or rents. 
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Table IV-9.--Zero-order correlations of working-class identification 
with measures of socio-economic status, and other variables. 

Independent variahlcs59 

Occupation of respondent 

Education of respondent 

Income of respondent 

Home ownership 

Index of possession of consumer goods 

Country of birth 

Religious affiliation 

Ethnicity 

Place of residence at age 16 

Size of place of residence at age 16 

-.19a 
(N=444) 

-.15
a 

(N=422) 

-.17a 
0~=422) 

a 
-.17 

(N=409) 

-.Zla 
(N=436) 

.14a 
(N=443) 

-.04 
(N=389) 

-.lla 
(N=384) 

.09a 
(N=442) 

-.lla 
(N=434) 

ap<.05 or better (one-tailed test). 

*In the case of the socio-economic variables, ancl of ethnicity and 
size of place of residence at age 16, the negative signs result from the 
decision to relate workinr:;-class identification to high values of the 
independent variables. In other cases, whether the sign is positive or 
negative is purely a function of the coding, an<l ir.1plies nothing about the 
ordering of the dichotomous independent variables. 

59 see note 12 for details of the cocling for these variables. 
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this as a mark of middle-class status, and hence are more likely to iden

tify with the middle-class. 

It has already been shown, in Chapter III, that workers with 

higher incomes arc more likely to clair.1. middle-class status. All the>othcr 

indicators of socio-economic status presented in Table IV-9 (education, 

occupation, hor.i.e mvnership, and the index of conslni1er goods) show some 

negative association with working-class identification. As workers 1dth 

higher incomes are more likely to claim middle-class status than arc 

those at lower income levels, it is hardly surprising, when comparing 

workers on other dimensions of socio-economic status, that working-class 

identification is lower among Horkers who rank high on these other din1en

sions. 

The correlation of .14 between country of birth and working-class 

identification indicates that workers bon1 in other countries are sor.ie,,·hat 

nore likely to clain to be working-class than are v;orkers born in Cmada. 

Of the foreign born workers, 77% identified with the \\orking-class, compared 
60 

to 63% of the Canadian born workers. And this difference stands the 

test of controlling for the influence of a tLird variable. 61 /\.s r.iost of 

the foreign born \vorkers arc from Europe (with nen fron Britain and Italy 

making up almost half of all foreign born workers) the fact that they 

arc, regardless of other differences, more likely to claim to be worl:ing

60 2x = 7. 746 (p<.01) Tau B = .14 (p<.001). There were 127 
foreign born, and 319 Canadian born workers who answered the class 
identification question. 

61h1ife' s occupation is the variable that produces the loHest first
ordcr partial correlation, of . 09, 1:}1ich, although small, imlic.::itcs sor12 
tendency for foreign boJ.11 workers to claim working-class status in 
larger proportions than the Canadian born. 
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class is, presumably, not incomprehensible. It is generally accepted 
62that the "language of class" has greater salience in European societies 

than in :,forth /'11ncrica, and it is likely that many foreign born workers 

woul<l retain, at least in part, the class conceptions developed before 
63

coming to Canada. 

Etlmic background (measured by a prestige score developed by Pineo 

and Porter) 64 too shows some variation with working-class identification, 

with men of British ethnicity being more likely than members of other 

ethnic groups to identify ll'ith the middle-class. But the correlation 

(of -.11) indicates only a moderate relationship, and when country of 

birth is taken into account the first-order partial correlation drops 

to -.06. It appears, therefore, that the major reason for the relation

ship between ethnicity and class identification is that men of British 

ethnicity are a larger proportion of the Canadian born men than they are 

of the foreign born workers. 

Working-class identification shows very little variation with 

the religious affiliation of workers, the zero-order correlation of -.04 

indicating that there is only a very slight tendency for Protestant workers 

62
The term is Asa Br1ggs'. See A. Briggs, "TI1e language of 'class' 

in early nineteenth-century Fnglnml", in A. BrizBs ~ J. SJ-ville (cJs.), 
Essays in Labour History: in i"-Iemory of G.D.II. Cole, (London: i'la6!illan, 1960). 

63
Foreign born workers have been very active in the Canadian labour 

movement. In one instance with which I am familiar, at Local 1005 of the 
United Stech:orkers of America in Hamilton, the President, the Recording 
Secretary, the Grievance Comrni ttee Chairr.1an, and several other Executive 
members were all immigrants from Britain. 

64Pineo and Porter developed a prestige ranking of ethnic groups 
based on the rankings made by responJents to their study. The ethnic 
group group prestige score used here is the one made by English Canadians. 
(Private cornraunication fror.i. P.C. Pineo). 



203 

65 
to claim working-class status more than Catholic workers.

The moderate zero-order correlation of .09 between working-class 

identification and place of residence at age 16 indicates th:it t·:o:rkers 

who live in the sa111e community today that they lived in when 16 years of 

age are slightly more likely to claim middle-class identification than 

workers who are geographically mobile. IIowever, it has also been noted 

that foreign born workers display a higher level of working-class idcnt

ification than Canadian born workers, so this fact might account for the 

relationship. The first-order partial correlation bet,1een working-class 

identification and place of residence at age 16, controlling for place 

of birth, is only .05, and this confin:is the suspicion that the country 

of origin of the workers concerned is the real factor at work in this 

instance. 

The rer.Iaining correlation listed in Table IV-9 shows a moderate 

relationship (r=- .11) between size of place of residence at 16 and \\'orking

class identification. 1·:orkers ,~·ho grew up in larger conrnunities claim 

middle-class status in slightly higher proportions than workers raised 

in smaller communities. However, when it is taken into account th::it the 

workers raised in larger corrnnunities are generally better educated than 

65Goyder in an analysis of the Pineo/Porter occupational prestige 
data, found a correlation of .11 between class identification and the 
religious affiliations (dichotomized as Protestant or Catholic) of all the 
respondents to the survey. Thus, it scer1S, religious affiliations play 
a larger role (even if still minor) in the class identifications of the 
general population than among manual workers only. See J.C. Goyder, 
"Subjective Social Class Identification and Objective Socio-Econor:iic 
Status", (Ph.D. dissertation, nc.laster University, 1972), pp. 81-82. 
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workers from smaller communities (r = .30), and bearing in mind that educ

ation is negatively associated with working-class identification, cont

rolling for the cffect of educational differences reduces an already 

moderate correlation between working-class idcntification and size of 

corrnnunity at 16 to -.07. 

In addition, therefore, to Jifferences in work situation and non

manual affiliations, the other factors contributing to variation in 

class identification among worJ~ing-class men in the four cor.imunities are 

socio-economic factors, such as inc011e, education, occupation, an<l 

possession of durable consumer goo<ls, and the country of origin of the 

worker. 

Sur.unary 

This chapter has exru;1ined the sources of variation in the class 

identifications 111'.lde by workers in the four communities. It was found 

that, contrary to the theoretical expectations outlined in Chapter I, 

differences in the class compositions of the communities concerned do 

not contribute to this variation. A worker residing in a predominantly 

working-class conu~unity is not, because of this fact, much more inclined 

to identify with the working-class than a worker residing in a community 

where middle-class persons r.i.ake up a r.iorc significant proportion of Lhe 

population. When smaller units, in the form of census tracts, are cons

idered, there is some increase in the level of working-class i<lcntif icat

ion among workers residing in the most working-class areas. But the rel

ationship is not large, and, '~1en controls arc introduced, appears to be 

a result of the fact that workers in the filOSt working-class census tracts 



205 

are more likely to be members of trade W1ions than are workers residing 

in more heterogeneous neighbourhoods. 

Al though cor:ununity differences did not play the role e:x.11ectccl of 

them, class identification was foW1d to be related to differences in the 

work situations of the men in the study. Trade tmion members identified 

as working-class in numbers substantially higher than non-members. Plant 

size, on the other hand, did not influence class identification in the 

way expected, in that workers employed in the largest plants were not the 

most likely to identify as ·Korking-class. On the contrary, these workers 

displayed the highest level of middle-class identification. Class iden

tification also varied with type of 'vorkplace and whether or not the Kerk

er could <letennine the speed at which he worked. It \vas concluded that 

the trade w1ion, at least in this study, is the main element in foe h'ork 

situation of manual workers reinforcing the worker's sense of a clistinct 

class identity. Other factors, such as favourable working conditions or 

higher rewards, act as divisive influences, influences that would have even 

more ii;ipact if not kept in check by the influence of union DeP1bcrship. 

Contact 'dth the non-nanual world was also fouml to play the role 

e:x.-pectecl of it in influencing the worker's choice of class membership. In 

particular, workers whose wives work (or did work) in the higher status 

occupations are much more likely to identify 1vith the 1~1icklle-class than 

are \vorkers whose wives perforn Dore "hwnble". occupations. 

Besides the kinds of influences examined because of their relevance 

to the theoretical expectations w1<lerlying this thesis, it Has fou.11d that 

workers who were relatively privileged in socio-econonic tenns '''ere also 

more prone to middle-class identification. And, finally, it was found that 
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Canadian born workers were more likely than foreign born workers to assign 

themselves to the middle-class. 

In terms of their zero-order correlations with working-class iden

tification, wife's occupation and trade union membership are the two 

strongest influences on the class identifications.of the workers in the 

four conmunities. Throughout this chapter reference has been made to the 

influences of intervening variables which may or may not inflate the "real" 

relationship between class identification and the variable under discussion. 

Table IV-10 shows the lowest first-order partial correlations obtained 

between working-class identification and the variables discussed in this 

chapter, partialling out the influence of the variable that has the strongest 

influence on the zero-order correlation. In this manner, it is possible 

to get a clearer idea as to the relative importance of all the factors in 
66influencing whether workers will identify with the middle-or working-class.

66Sane readers may have preferred to see all variables sirrultan
eously controlled for, by the use of multiple regression techniques. 
However, the correlations which would be used in the calculation of the 
multiple-regression equation would be based on very different ntttnbers of 
cases (for example, the correlation of class identification with union 
membership is based on 424 cases, whereas, because of the high no answer 
rate, that of class identification with wife's occupation is based on 208 
cases). It was suggested earlier that pair-wise deletion of no an5\vers 
did not appear to greatly affect the partial correlations presented, but 
it is doubtful that a multiple regression, utilizing many more variables, 
would be reliable. If, on the other hand, list-wise deletion of missing 
cases were to be used, the ntir.lber of cases in the regression would be 
fewer than two hundred, for only those cases with conplete infonnation for 
every variable used in the regression would be included. 

http:identifications.of
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'flle second colunm in Table IV-10 shows the lowest first-order 

partial correlations obtained when partialling out the influences (one 

at a time) of the variables that have been used as control variables 

throughout this chapter. 'flle third colunm identifies, for each case, 

the control variable which has the most effect in- reducing the original 

relationship. It is clear that, after controlling for intervening var

iables in this manner, the single most important influence on a worker's 

class identification is still the socio-eco:nanic standing of his wife's 

occupation. Trade union membership maintains its position as second in 

relative order of importance. After these two indicators of non-manual 

affiliations and work situation, next in order of importance are socio

economic differences, as indicated by differences in the possession 

of durable consumer goods, occupation, and inca:ie. But there is quite a 

gap between the first two correlations ( - •31 and .23) and the correlation 

which has the next highest value, that of the iD1ex of consumer goods (-.15). 

Of about equal influence as the socio-economic variables is 

father-in-law's education, which, even after allowing for the influence 

of wife's occupation, still shows some variation with class identification. 

'flle varimlES next in order of importance (and which show a slight 

association with class identification) are associated with the work 

world (type of workplace, detenninant of workspeed, and plant size), 

or with socio-economic differences (home ownership), or with the country 

of origin of the worker. 

'flle calculation of first-order partial correlations, to show the 

lowest possible degree of relationship by controlling for the influence 
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Table IV-10.--Zero-order and lowest first-orr.lcr partial correlations 
between working-class identification and other attributes 

IndcpenJent variable r 	 First-or<ler Control variable 
partial 
correlation 

Wife's occupation 
Union membership 
Father-in-laws 

education 
Index of const.rr.1er 

goods 
Respondent's 

occupation 
Income 
Home ownership 
Respondent's education 
Occupation of best 

friend 
Worker determination of 

work speed 
Father's education 
Country of birth 
Wife's education 
Type of workplace 
Class composition of imm

ediate neighbourhood 
Plant size 
Respondent's occupation 

at age 16 
Father-in-law's 

occupation 
Father's occupation 
Corrr.1unity (scored by % 

in manual jobs) 
CommtL~ity (scored by % 

midJlc-clDss ident
ification) 

Education of best 
friend 

-.38 
.27 

-.26 

-.21 

- .19 

-.17 
-.17 
-.lS 
-.lS 

-.lS 

-.14 
.14 

-.13 
.12 
.11 

- .10 
-.10 

-.09 

-.08 
.OS 

.OS 

-.03 

- •31 
.23 

-.12 

-.ls 

-.14 

- .11 
-.08 
-.03 
-.06 

-.09 

-.06 
.09 

-.01 
.10 
•04 

-.07 
-.05 

-.02 

.01 
-.01 

.03 

-.01 

father-in-law's education 
wife's occupation 
wife's occupation 

wife's occupation 

income 

index of constmer goolls 
index of conswncr goods 
wife's occupation 
wife's occupation 

union membership 

wife's occupation 
tdfc 's occupation 
father-in-law's education 
rcsponJent's occupation 
union mcnbcrship 

responJcnt's occupation 
respondent's education 

wife's occupation 

wife's occupation 
union mer.1bcrship 

respondent's occupation 

respondent's occupation 

(in each case) of the variable that has the r.i.ost effect on the original 

zero-order relationships, does not alter the original conclusion. The 
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greatest influence on the class identifications of a manual worker in the 

four coJ!IlTIUJlities is the occupational background of his wife. Second 

only to wife's occupation is the trade union, mer:1bership of lihich 

influences the worker to identify with the Horking-class. The examin

ation of the class identifications of the working-class men in the four 

corrnnunities study confirms, therefore, two of the expectations of Chapter I. 

Differences among workers in the way they conceive their class membership 

can be traced, in part, to differences in the situations they face in 

the work world, and to differences in the degree to which they come into 

contact lvith people from non-manual backgrounds. The third expectation, 

that working-class identification among manual workers would vary with 

the class composition of the communities in which workers reside, did 

not find confirr.iation in this study. Possible reasons for the lack of 

a distinct corrrnunity effect will be examined in the next chapter. 



...,1IAPTER V 

CLASS rlODELS 

In Chapter IV the class i<lentifications made by f:lanual workers in 

the four c01nmtu1ities were studie<l, and an attempt ,.;as made to isolate the 

major factors influencing the worker to identify with either the niddle 

or working-class. The worker, in a<l<lition to having a conception of 

himself as occupying a certain position in t11e stratification system, 

presumably also has an image of the nature of that stratification syst

em. TI1is chapter will discuss the bases of variations in the class ir.iag

ery of workers. 

Lock.1vo0Li, as was seen in Chapter I, distinguishes three "jdcal

types" or models of class structure which, he suggests, are likely to l:e 

held by workers. 1 Ile argues that the nature of the social relationships 

in which the worker is involved, at work and in the wider community, will 

influence strongly the type of model the \:orker adheres to. According to 

Lockwood, \-;orkers enployed in nore "traditional" industries, and residing 

in homogeneous Harking-class cornnunities, will likely view the class systen 

in dichoto;;1ous tcr.:is. The \\orld ~\'ill be divided into "then" ~mtl "nsn, 

with differences in social class being seen in terms of the power individuals 

1
D. Loch.·woo<l, nsources of Variation in h'orking Class Images of 

Society", Sociological Review, 14 (1966), pp. 249-267. 
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in the dominant class have over the lives of people in the working-class. 

The second type of class model that LocJ...··wood distinguishes, the 

defcrential prestige f.lo<lcl, will, he suggests, be held by the worker \.,'ho 

resides in small, class heterogeneous cm:naunitics, and who also works in 

small industrial pfants. Involved in social relationships that, in the 

British context at least, arc based on deference to people in higher 

social positions, the Horker in this kind of situation will view the class 

system in prestige terms, deferring to people in the higher social classes 

because of their ascrirtive rights to these privileged positions. 

The third working-class nodel of class structure, in Lod.1vood' s 

scherae, is a pecuniary model. Differences in income and wealth are seen 

as the primary bases of social differentiation, with most people included 

in one large, central class, bounded by the very poor on one side, and the 

very rich on the other. Workers likely to hold this model of the class 

structure are, in Locbvood's view, members of the "new working-class", 

the mobile individuals Hho worJ~ in the newer, technologically advanced 

industries, and lvho reside in less residentially stable cornnunities which 

are more heterogeneous in social composition than the traditional l·:orking
. 2 

c1ass community. 

It was suggested in Chapter I that a fourth "type" of worker should 

be aclde<l to Locb:ood' s typology; the worker who resides in a large urban 

2As W.G. Runciman points out the three models roughly coincide 
with i·:cbcr's tri-partitc Jivision of stratification into class, status, 
and party. See Relative Deprivation an<l Socfal Justice, (London: 
Routledge &Kegan Paul, 1966), pp. 43-44. 
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centre that is predominantly middle-class in social conposition. He too 

is likely to adhere to a prestige model of the class syster.1, but 1·:ould 

also be more likely to sec ti1c class system as based on achievenent crit

eria than would Lockwood's "traditional deferential". In tenns of Lock

wood's argument, this type of class model would not be deferential, but 

there is a sense in Hhich it is. r:.emembering Parkin's discussion of the 

structural conditions necessary for working-class "deviant" political 
3behaviour, it could be argued that a prestige model, even one based on 

achievement criteria, is basically a middle-class image of the class 

systen. Working-class acceptance of an achieveiilent-basecl prestige model 

would, therefore, be as much an act of deference to the dominant ideology 

as would acceptance of a deferential prestige model. Incleecl, it could 

be further argued that the deferential model is typical of a by-gone era, 

even in Dritain, and that a model based on achievement criteria ,\·ould be 

closer to middle-class values than one emphasising ascriptive criteria 

for the bestowing of social rank. Thus it is possible that we shall not 

find much acceptance of the "deferential': image, as Lockwood describes 

it, but it could still Le asserted that any prestige model is an acceptance 

by workers of the dominant values of the society. In contraclistinction 

to this, then, both the p01..1er r.ocJ.el ancJ. the pecuniary T'.1oclels l:ould be 

"proletarian" models of the class system, in that both reject, to some 

extent,claims to special status that go beyond differences in power or 

income. 

3Frank Parkin, "l:orking-class Conservatives: a theory of pol
itical deviancen, British Journal of Sociology, 18:3 (1967), pp. 278-290. 

http:r.ocJ.el
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Because the stu<ly was based on a mailed questionnaire, it was 

not 	possible to go into great detail on the content of class 1;1oclcls hel<l 

4by respondents, but it was possible to include a question that, h01·.'ever 

condensed it my have been, did give the respondents the opportw1ity to 

choose between the three basic models. Brief descriptions of the three 

models, based on Lod .....·wood' s outline of ther.1, Here prcsenteJ to the resp

ondents, and they were asked to indicate which nodcl they i11ost agreed 

with. To differentiate between a deferential prestige model and one based 

on achievement criteria, other questions uere included. The class 

nodels question 1;as vorded as follm.'s: 

Ilcrc are tllTee vie1·;s about 1.-hat social class is. t·oulJ you 
please circle the viewpoint you most agree with. 

1. 	 Differences in nrnver create social classes. Some people are 
in posit ions of· pm.·cr and authority anc1 have the ncans to 
greatly affect the lives of those people uho are subject to 
that power and authority. So the class you belong to is 
decidecl by the amount of pm~·cr and authority you possess. 

2. 	 Differences in status, prestige, and style of life create 
social classes. Social classes are r.ade up of people with 
similar interests, life styles, attributes, backgrouncls, 
cultural pursuits, educational attairunents, and so on. 

3. 	 Differences in 11·ealth ancl money create social classes. 'inc 
money you cam and the things you own arc the najor factors 
in deciding the class you belong to. It doesn't matter 
much what kind of education you have, or l'lhether you work 
in an office or a factory, tl1c r:w.in thin; is r.;oncy. S 

4Goldthorpe, Lockwoocl, Bechhofer, and Platt, for instance, held 
relatively unstn1cturecl interviews on class imagery, and in some cases 
made records of over 2,000 i\orJ.s of the replies of respondents. Sec 
The Affluent \·:orker jn the Class Structure, (Cm:1hridge: Cambridge Univ
ersity Press, 1969), Xppendix C, pp. 200-202. 

5Question 4:21, Appendix C. 
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This chapter will be concerned with the replies given to this 

question by the working-class men in the four connnunities. The first 

problem, however, is to examine whether or not "deference", as Lockwood 

means it, is to be found among workers in the four corrmrunities. 

lvorking-class Deference 

The distinguishing characteristic of the kind of lvorking-class 

deference discussed by Lockwood is the acceptance of one's lowly position 

in society, and the consequent deference to the rights of those higher in 

the system to occupy such positions. In view of Lockwood's discussion, 

it would seem that a worker who displays a deferential attitude should also 

espouse the prestige model of class structure, although, as has already 

been argued, not all holders of a prestige model would necessarily be 

deferential, at least not in the more restricted sense in which the 

term is being used here. It would also foliow that, if deference attit

udes were to be found among the workers who participated in this study, 

they would be found among the lvorkers of Lindsay, a corrnnunity selected 

for study because it resembled the kind of corrmrunity discussed by Lock

wood. 

The questionnaire contained several questions that were designed 

to ascertain the extent of deferential attitudes among the workers in the 

four corrununities. First, the respondents were asked to indicate their 

agreement or disagreement with the statement, "you are born into a part

icular social class and you will remain in that social class lliltil the 

day you die". Table V-1 shows the responses to this question, cross



215 

6
tabulated by choice of class mode1. 

Table V-1.--Class model by agreement or disagreement with question reg
arding the impossibility of class mobility (in percentages). 

"You are born into a Prestige Pecuniary All 
particular social class .•. " model or power 

model 
workers 

Strongly agree 7 10 8 

Mildly agree 12 12 12 

Neither agree nor disagree 15 14 15 

Mildly disagree 21 17 19 

Strongly disagree 45 47 46 
100 100 rmr 
~4) (rr=T94) (N=448) 

No answers, don't know, etc. = 57 

x..2 = 1.557, with 4df (n.s.). Tau C =-.003 (n.s.). 

Only 8% of all workers strongly agreed with the sentiments expr

essed in the statement, while a further 12% indicated mild agreement. 

This kind of sentiment appears to reflect the attitude of Locbmod's 

deferential, and it is clear that such a sentiment is held by only a min

ority of the workers in the four communities. 

Table V-1 also shows that workers who view the class system in 

prestige terms are no more likely to believe in the immutability of asc

ribed class position than are workers who chose either the power or pee

6At this point, interest centers on the relationship of deference 
to selection of the prestige model. It is, therefore, possible to corn• 
bine the choices of the power and pecuniary model. 
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t.miary models. l\hen corronunity differences are considered, the workers 

of Lindsay are not to most likely to agree with the sentiments expressed 

in the statement. Only 19% of the Lindsay workers either strongly or 

mildly agreed with the statement, as did 17% of the Hamilton workers, 19% 
7

of the Sudbury workers, and 29% of the workers in Ottawa. Except for 

the workers of Ottawa, therefore, there are virtually no differences 

between workers in the different communities in regard to their beliefs 

as to the irronutability of class position. If the working-class deferent

ial were to be found in Lindsay, however, it would be expected that prop

ortionately more of the Lindsay workers would express agreement with the 

statement. 

A belief that one's place in.the class system cannot be changed 

appears to be necessary to the working-class deferential, but it could 

also be espoused by a non-deferential who believes that this is true, 

but whose reaction is the direction of class conscious militancy. 

Another question was included in the questionnaire which, it was thought, 

would apply solely to the "deferential". The question asked workers to 

agree or disagree with the statei:ient that, ''the higher classes are best able 

to run things, and the others should be content with their positions in 

society and leave the big decision making to the1:i.. If everyone accepts 

his position in society then everything will be fine". If society is 

7-x.2 = 8.420, with 12<lf (n.s.). N = 483, which is larger than the 
total in Table V-1 because a munber of men did not answer the class 
model question. 
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seen as an organic unity, then it is possible for a working-class man to 

argue that social stability depends on all people diligently 

perfonning the roles assigned to them. This would imply that there are 

no basic conflicts of interests beuveen rulers and subordinates, and that 

those in subordinate positions should defer to the authority vested in 
8 persons of higher social rank. If the workers espousing a prestige 

model adhere to a deferential variant then it would be expected that they, 

more than those who chose either of the other two class models, would agree 

that the higher classes are best able to run things. And if the Lindsay 

workers arc the most deferential then they, more than workers in other 

corrununities, should agree with this senthnent. Table V- 2 givcs the resp

onses to this question, by class model. 

It is clear that there is even less agreement with this statement 

than there was with the one concerning ascriptive class membership. Only 

11% of all workers either strongly or mildly agreed that the upper classes 

are best able to run things, and there are no appreciable differences 

between those men who selected the prestige model and those who opted for 

either the power or pecuniary model. 9 If the prestige model espoused by 

over half of the workers in this study were of the type Lod.1\'ood sees as 

8For a discussion of the attitucles of the British deferential 
working-class Tory, see R. McKenzie & A. Silver, Angels in ;"1arble, 
(London: Heinemann, 1968), pp. 163-191. 

9The Tau C correlation, though small, is statistically signif
icant, but this is not due to differences at the agreement end of the 
continuum, but because of differences in the proportions of those selec
ting the prestige model or one of the other two models either mildly or 
strongly disagreeing with the statement. 
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Table V-2.--Class model by agreement or disagreement with the statement 
that the higher classes are best able to run things (in 
percentages) 

"The higher classes are best Prestige Pecuniary All 
able to run things .•. 11 model or power workers 

model 

Strongly agree 6 4 5 

Mildly agree 6 6 6 

Neither agree nor disagree 10 9 10 

Mildly disagree 18 13 16 

Strongly disagree 59 68 63 
mr 100 lrrtf 

(N~47) (N=l93) (N=440) 

No answer, don't know, etc. = 65 

x.2 = 3.878, with 4df (n.s.). Tau C = .08 (p<.01). 

being held by the working-class "deferential", then not only should a 

greater mnnber of the respondents agree with this statement, but also the 

men selecting the prestige n~del should have been more likely to express 

agreement. Neither of these expectations are met, hence the responses to 

this question indicate little of the deference that Lockwood describes. 

This is confirmed by the fact that there is practically no difference 

between the workers of the four cor.m1unitics in this respect. In Ottawa, 

Lindsay, and Sudbury, only 12% of the manual workers in each community 

either strongly or mildly agreed that the higher classes are best able to 

nm things, and the comparable figure for Hamilton is 11%. 10 

10 2 = 
)(. 19.577, with 12df (n.s.). 



219 

One further question may be utilized to show that the kind of 

working-class deference described by Lock\vood does not exist, to any 

great extent, among the workers who are the subjects for this study. The 

respondents were presented with the question, "suppose there were two men, 

one is the son of a prominent businessman who was educated at a private 

school and then went on to McGill and Harvard universities. The other 

man is the son of a skilled mechanic who went to his local high school 

and then to the university in his own town. Which of these two men do 

you think would be best suited for high public office?" This question 

was designed to correspond to questions used by Nordlinger in his study 

of English working-class Tories, where workers were asked to choose 

between the son of a member of the l louse of Lords and the son of a file 

clerk, and then between a man who went to Eton (a major English Public 

School) and one who went to his local grammar school. He defined the 

deferential working-class Tories as those who preferred the peer's son 
11 over the file clerk's, and the Eton man over the grammar school man. 

Nordlinger argues that working-class "deferentials" will: 

11E.A. Nordlinger, The Working-class Tories, (London: MacGibbon
&Kee, 1967), pp. 63-81. Nordlinger foun<l, out of a sample of 447 
English manual workers, that 90 of the men, or about 20%, expressed def
erential attitudes. iim\·cver, the sarnple was biased in that it over
represented working-class Conservatives. If the sample had been closer 
to reality (i.e., with approximately twice as many Labour voters as 
Tories, the proportion who would be deferential would be about 9%. The 
study, however, was restricted to workers residing in urban areas of 
over 70,000 population. If smaller centres had been included the percent
age of workers expressing deferential attitudes would probably have 
been higher. 
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Manifest a strong preference for men of high status as their 
government leaders. They are deferring to the occupants of 
high social positions by allowing them, rather than the members 
of their own class, to enjoy positions of political leadership 
and government auuthority.12 

As there is no hereditary peerage in Canada, it was decided 

to give respondents a choice between the son of a prominent business

man and the son of a skilled mechanic, assuming that many of those "no 

selected the son of the businessman would be expressing a deferential 

attitude. Table V-3 shows the choices made by the manual workers. 

Table V-3. --Class model by choice of son of businessman or mechanic for 
high political office (in percentages). 

Choice for high political Prestige Pecuniary All 
office model or power workers 

model 

Son of businessman 12 8 10 

Son of mechanic 18 31 23 

Both of ther.i 70 61 66
imr 100 ~ 

(N=2SO) (N~O) (Nzjf40) 

No answers, don't Jmow, etc. = 65. 


y.} = 10.616, with 2df (p<.01). 


Only 10% of all workers chose the son of the businessman as 

being most suited for high political office, and there is not a great 

deal of difference between those who selected the prestige model and 

12Ibid., p. 64. 

http:auuthority.12
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13those who chose either the pecillliary or power model. As in the two 

previous instances, there are no great differences between the commun

ities, with 8% of the workers of both Lindsay and Hamilton agreeing on 

the son of the businessman, compared to 12% of the Sudbury workers, and 

f h . 0 1414 0 o ttawa.:o t ,osc 1n 

It is also possible that those men who suggested that the son 

of the businessman was better suited for political office were not nec

essarily motivated by deferential criteria. The respondents were also 

asked to give their reasons for their choice. Only 22 of the men 

who selected the son of the businessman gave replies that indicate def

erence, replies to the effect that his upbringing and background provided 

training for leadership, or that he would have better social, business, 

and political connections. These 22 r.1en constitute only 6% of the 400 

men who gave reasons for their choice. Not all these 22 men had selected 

the prestige mo<lel as the most appropriate description of the class 

structure (14 had), and they were not concentrated in any particular comm

unity. 

The evidence from the responses to these four questions clearly 

indicates that working-class deference, as Loc}a,·ood defines it, is not 

13The statistically significant chi-square value is mostly a ref
lection of the greater ten<lancy of those who chose the power or pecuniary 
models to say that the son of the mechanic ·Kould be best suited for pol- . 
itical office (and their subsequent less frequent use of the "both of 
them" option). 

14x?= 18.086, with 6df (p<.01). The significance of the chi-square 
value is primarily due to differences between the workers in the four 
corrnnunities in saying that the son of the mechanic is best suited rather 
than agreeing that either would be suitable. 
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very widespread among the manual workers who are the subjects of this 

study. Those men who do display attitudes that might be regarded as 

deferential are no more likely to adopt the prestige model than are men 

who are not defcrential. And the workers of Lindsay who, in tenns of 

Lockwood's typology, should be the men expected to display such deferential 

attitudes, are no more likely to do so than the small minority of workers 

in the other communities. 

It has already been argued that deference to ascriptive elites may, 

even in Britain, be a declining attitude among working-class men. Lipset 

argues that Canada occupies a half-way position on a scale of elitism/ 

equalitarianism (with Britain at the elitist pole, and the U.S.A. at the 

equalitarian pole). 15 If Lipset is correct then, ignoring the possibility 

that deference is dwindling in Britain, it is to be expected that deference, 

as defined by Lock-wood,will not play such a large role among the Canadian 

working-class. It is still possible to assert that acceptance of any 

prestige model, even one that allows for the possibility of mobility bet

ween classes, is a form of deference. By accepting this model the worker, 

it may be suggested, accepts the "conventional wisdom" of his society, a 

wisdom that is promulgated by those classes that have a vested interest 

in the continued existence of the status quo. If acceptance of the prestige 

model which allows for class mobility is a form of deference, then, if 

Lockwood is correct, workers in small heterogeneous conum.ll1ities would still 

lSs.M. Lipset, The First New Nation, (New York: Basic Books, 1963), 
pp. 248-273. 
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be expected to see the class system in prestige ternlS, even though they 

may not see the system as closed. Thus, in the light of the evidence pre

sented in this section, the original hypothesis would have to be revised 

to state that workers in Ottawa and Lindsay, both sodally heterogeneous 

communities, would be more likely to select the prestige model, but that 

workers in both corrununities would be likely to adopt· an achievement 

oriented variant of that model. The workers of Sudbury would be expected 

to select the power model in greatest proportions, while the pecuniary 

model should command most acceptance in Hamilton. 

Having established that deference to ascriptive authority is not 

a very prevalent attitude among the workers in the study, and that def

erence, in so far as it exists, is not related to choice of class model 

or type of corranunity, it is now possible to turn to a discussion of the 

influences that lead a worker to select one or other of the three models 

of class. 

Differences in Choice of Class Model 

In their choices of class model, the workers in the four corrunun

ities opted most stron&lY for the prestige model. Among all the working

class men, 57% said that the prestige model is the description of the 

class system they most agree with. 16 The pecuniary model \vas chosen 

16Among all the men in the sample, 73% of managerial and profess
ional workers opted for the prestige model, as did 62% of those in white
collar occupations. There is, then, a slight relationship between class 
position and choice of class model, but even among r.ianual Korkcrs the 
prestige model is the most popular choice: 
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by 34% of the men, while the remaining 10% selected the power model. 17 

Given that, on the basis of theoretical expectations outlined in 

Chapter I, the workers of Ottawa and Lindsay were expected to opt for the 

prestige model, the predominance of this model might be expected. But 

Table V-4 shows that the greater allegiance to the prestige model is not 

confined to these two connnunities. 

Table V-4.--Class model by community (in percentages) 

Class model Ottawa Lindsay Hamilton Sudbury Total 

Power model 17 6 6 11 10 

Prestige model 64 53 65 49 57 

Pecuniary model 19 
rmr 

(N";()5) 

41 
lmf 
(N~ 

29 
lmr 
(~) 

39 
mr 

(JI'=f59) 

34 
lDT 

(;..J=449) 

No answers, etc. = 56. 

-x._2 = 17. 87, with 6df (p<. 01). 

In all four communities the most corrmon choice was the prestige 

model. In three of the communities a majority of workers selected this 

description of the class system, and in Sudbury nearly half the workers 

did the same. Contrary to expectations, the Lindsay workers were not 

among those who chose this model in the highest proportions, and the 

Hamilton workers, who were expected to be the most likely to select the 

pecuniary model, in fact were the most likely to see the prestige model 

17In numerical terms, 255 men ch~se the prestige model, 151 the 
pecuniary nndel, and 43 the power model, while another 56 men made no 
selection. 
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as the best description of the class system. 

The power model was chosen by only a minority of workers in each 

conununity. In Sudbury, where this model was expected to cor.unand wide 

acceptance, only 11% of the workers did choose this model. Even allow

ing for the infrequency of the choice, the Sudbury workers were not even 

the most likely to select the power model, that honour going to the Ottawa 

workers. It may be that their proximity to the center of political 

power in Canada inclines the workers of Ottawa toward the power model in 

greater proportions than workers in other communities. 

While the hypothesis concerning comrrrunity variation in choice of 

class models could not predict that all the workers in a particular comm

unity would share the same basic image of the class system, it should 

predict that ~would do so, or, at the very least, that workers in 

one community would choose a particular model more frequently than those· 

in other conununities. But the figures presented in Table V-4 show that 

even this minimum requirement has not been met. Only the Ottawa workers 

conformed somewhat to expectations. The Hamilton workers did not select 

the pecuniary model as expected, but opted for the presti£e model (in 

slightly higher proportions than even the Ottawa workers). Both the 

Lindsay and Sudbury workers, on the other hand, expressed agreement with 

the pecuniary model in greater numbers than expected, while not selecting 

the models expected (the prestige and pmver models respectively) in the 

greatest proportions. 

Because of the infrequency of cho~ce of the power model, it is 

difficult to keep this as a distinct category once controls are introd
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uced, so from this point on choice of class model will be dichotomized 

into prestige model and peclUliary or power model. This dichotomy does 

offer some value, in that it contrasts "middle-class" with "workin;;

class" models of the class structure. 18 Controlling for the interven

tion of other factors (by calculation of first-order partial correlations, 

and by cross-tabulations) failed to produce the expected relationship 
19between choice of class model and cornnunity type. There is no inter

vening variable (at least, not one measured in this study) that accollllts 

for the fact that ,,·orkers in Lindsay <lo not select the prestige nodel 

in higher proportions than those in other commuriities, or for the fact 

that the pecuniary model is not chosen in the highest proportions by the 

workers of Ilamilton, or for the fact that the Sudbury workers do not, by 

and large, sec the class system in terms of a power model. 

In fact, the introduction of controls brings the observed relation

ship (as opposed to that expected) into sharper focus. It will be 

remembered that it was shown in Chapter IV that foreign born and Canadian _ 

born workers differ in the degree to which they identify with the 

working-class. This \JaS explained by arguing that foreign born workers 

18By combinin~ the choices of power model or peclUliary model we 
do lose sight of any possibility of finding out if any group of ,,·orkcrs 
are particularly prone to select the power model. But when a number 
of controls were introduced no group of workers appeared much more likely 
to select the power model than any other group. In order, then, to 
facilitate the application of statistical tests, the choices of either 
the power model or peclUliary model have been combined. 

19For a listing of the control variables used (and details of 
the coding) see Chapter IV, page 165, footnote 12. 
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hold beliefs at least partly shaped by their experiences in their country 


of origin. It might be expected that foreign born workers would differ 


from Canadian born workers in their conceptions of the bases of social 


class, and it was hoped that controlling for country of birth would 


show the hypothesized relationship between community type and class model, 


at least among the Canadian born workers. However, as Table V-S shows, 


this is not the case. 


Table V-S.--Class model by community, by country of birth (in percent

ages). 

Ottawa Lindsay Hamilton Sudbury Total 

Born in Canadaa 

Prestige model 

Pecuniary or 
power model 

Foreign bornb 

Prestige model 

Pecuniary or 
power model 

69 

31 
IOU" 

(N=49) 

so 

so 
ltrO 

(N=T6) 

48 

S2 
1mr 

(N=E°2) 

81 

19 
100 

(1T=I6) 

61 

39 
1'00 

(rT=/.5) 

71 

29 
lmf 
G~=52) 

39 

61 
1'00 

(N=Il4) 

78 

22 
rmr 

(N-=44) 

Sl 

49 
rem 

(:.1=3I8) 

72 

28 
rmr 

(>J=-i28) 

No answers, etc. = S9 

a;(!- = 16.171, with 3df (p<.001) 

bx_2 = S.221, with 3df (n.s.). 

The pattern of choice of class models among the Canadian born 

workers is very similar to that of the sample as a whole, with the one 

exception that the Ottawa workers are the most likely to choose the 
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prestige model, being eight percentage points above the Hamilton workers. 

The basic finding is still that the Hamilton workers selected the pres

tige model in higher proportions than expected, while the Lirnlsay workers 

were not the most likely to select this model. Controlling for place 

of birth highlights the observation that the prestige model is least 

popular among the workers of Sudbury, but (a point not shown in the table) 

the single most chosen model is not the prnver model (10% of the Canadian 

born workers selected this model) but the pecuniary model (chosen by 

51%). 

Among the foreign born workers, with the exception of those in 

Ottawa, the incidence of choice of the prestige model is uniformly high. 

And even the lower figure for Ottawa may be the result of chance, a 

possibility reflected in the fact that the chi-square statistic is not 

significant at the .OS level. An inspection of the totals colt.nnn in 

Table V-5 shows that, as a group, foreign born workers are far more 

likely to see the class system in prestige teTI11S, a finding that will 

be returned to presently. For the moment it suffices to note that 

controlling for place of birth provides an illustration that the obser

ved relationship between choice of class model and colliffiunity type is 

not an artifact of differences between the workers in the four 

communities along the dimensions of any of the control variables used 

throughout this thesis. 

Having i;ailed to find any intervening variable that explains the 

uneAJ>ected nature of the relationship between connnunity and choice of class 

model, it is necessary to return to the proposition that differences 
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between the conununities, in tenns of "structural effects" rather than 
20

differences in the distribution of attributes among the workers, 

account for the differences. This would be highly satisfactory if the 

observed frequencies of choice of class model followed a pattern consis

tent with the hypothesis. Unfortunately they do not! llow, then, can we 

explain the failure of the hypothesis, and at the same time, account 

for the actual variation? 

One of the assumptions underlying Lockwood's analysis of both 

the "traditional proletarian" and the "traditional deferential" ]s that 

both are anchored in a stable system of social relationships in conmun

ities that eA-pericnce little changeover in population. This stability 

of population would lead to the kinds of intense social relationships 

that contribute to the formation of attitudes supposedly held by the 

"traditional proletarian" and "traditional deferential". Do the commun

ities studied exhibit such population stability? Table V-6 shows the 

percentages of manual workers, and of owners, managers, professional and 

technical workers, in each conmunity v;ho resided in that same corrununity 

at age 16. 

It will be remembered that Lockwood's discussion of the "tradit

ional deferential" emphasises that workers in small, socially hetero

geneous collIDlUnities are likely to defer to the status claims of an 

ascriptive elite. Stacey's study of Banbury provides an illustration 

20sce P.M. Dlau, "Structural Effects", American Sociological 
Review, 25:2 (1960), pp. 178-193. 
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Table V-6.--Percentages of manual workers, and of owners, managerial, 
professional and technical workers, in each comnunity who 
resided in the same community at age 16. 

Ottawa Lindsay Hamilton Sudbury 

Owners, managers, etc. 27% 19% 31% 26% 
(N=94) (N=Sl) (N=SO) (N=40) 

Manual workers 32% 47% 37% 29% 
(N=74) (N=l08) (N=l40) (N=l73) 

21of this process. She also notes the impact of the setting up of a 

new industrial plant in Banbury, and the consequent appearance of a 

parallel stratification system ar.10ng the newcomers who floKed into the 

town. Working-class deference, in Lod.-wood' s sense, would appear to be 

contingent on the existence of an elite group in the community, sufficiently 

well-established so that it may legitimate its superior status and pres

tige in terns of its heritage and long association with the collll:i.unity. 22 

With these observations in mind, it is not difficult to under

2\1. Stacey, Tradition and Change, (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 1960). 

22
warner and Lew's study of a strike in Yankee City provides an 

American exar.lple of this process. One of the factors contributing to 
the development of union organization in Yankee City was the transfer 
of 0\'111ers:1ip of the to~..n' s shoe inC.ustry fro:1 local mmcrs to outside 
corporations. Transfer of ownership led to the severing of extra
organizational ties of reciprocity and, in the : !arxist phraseology, only 
the "cash nexus'' renained. i~hereas the workers had resisted unionizat
ion under the old O\<Jners, relying on the latter's sense of noblPsse 
oblige, they soon accepted the union when the outside corporations took 
over. See W. Lloyd ifarner 4 J .O. Low, The Social System of a ~!odern 
Factory, (New Ilaven: Yale University Press, 1947). 



231 

stand why the Lindsay workers do not exhibit such deferential attit

udes. Table V-6 shows that, not only did less than half the Lindsay 

workers live there when they were 16 years of age, but also that less 

than one fifth of the men occupying positions at the apex of the occu

pational hierarchy lived in Lindsay at that age. By inference, the maj

ority of high status men in Lindsay were raised elsewhere. If tradit

ional working-class deference depends on the existence of an old, est

abilished elite then this would explain the lack of deferential attitudes
23 among the workers of Lindsay. 

Lindsay is not unique among small towns in Ontario in this res

pect. A study of the 1968 federal election in Ontario, conducted hy 

D. Hoffman and F. Schindler, provides data that can be analysed to pro

vide an estimate of the degree of migration into small connnunitics in 

Ontario. 24 The Hoffman/Schindler data, which cover all but the two 

northernmost federal ridings, show that only just over 14% of the man

agerial professional and technical workers residing in urban areas of 

under 15,000 population lived in the same conununity when they were 16 

years of age. /\mong manual workers the comparable figure is 34°0. Thus 

Lindsay is not unique mnong small towns, in fact is population is more 

stable than is usual (47% of the manual \vorkcrs lived in Lindsay at 16). 

23 on a field trip to Lindsay I asked one informant whether people 
in Lindsay thought in class terms. The reply was, "Oh yes, this is a 
very snooty town". When asked what determined membership of the higher 
classes the informant stated, "it used to be old fmnilies, but now its 
by your pocket book''. 

24This study, "Social and Political Attitudes in Ontario", was 
conducted by D. Iloffman & F. Schindler under the auspices of the Survey 
Research Center, Institute for Behavioural Research, York University, 
Toronto (Project No. 102). I mn grateful for the assistance of Mr. Nick 
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Both the present study and the Hof£man/Schindler study would suggest 

that the small stable, socially heterogeneous cormnunity depicted by 
25

Lockwood would be difficult to find in Ontario. 

The absence of a long-established occupational elite in Lindsay 

may explain the non-appearance of the "traditional deferential", but it 

does not explain why the Lindsay workers were less likely than the workers 

of Ottawa and Hamilton to opt for a more "open" version of the prestige 

model. A discussion of the possible reasons for the predominance of 

the prestige model among the Hamilton workers may also cast light on the 

choices made by the Lindsay workers. Hamilton, being a large, occupation

ally and industrially diversified city, with a labour force that is 

quite heterogeneous in terms of ethnicity and national origin, would 

seem to be the model of a community where privatization, the root of 

the pecuniary model of social stratification, would exist among the 

working-class. The occupational elite of Hamilton is the most stable 

of the four communities' (although, at 31%, this is still a minority), 

but the large size of Hamilton would suggest that this elite would not 

be too visible. However, several other characteristics of the city may 

contribute to the workers finding in the prestige model a viable descr

iption of the class structure. 

Sidoruk, of the Department of Political Science, Mdfaster University, in 
locating this study, and helping ne to solve some of the coding problems 
when conducting this secondary analysis. It should also be noted that 
the Census of Canada does not provide information in the detail required. 

25 rn Britain, nargaret Stacey has conducted a re-study of Banbury 
which may show a similar decline in deference in that community. Unfor
tunately, at the tine of \ffiting, this study has not: yet been published. 
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It has already been noted that Hamilton is the most diversified 

of the four corrnnunities studied, in tenns of the occupational structures 

of areas within the city. It is not unlikely that residents of the city 
26d . ff . h f h . 1 . b . i.r- h hcan 1 erent1ate t e areas o t e city on tllS as1s. iv1t sue a 

diversity of life styles it is plausible that people may make finer 
27

distinctions than can be coped with in a "simple" pecuniary model. 

In addition to the above consideration, the very fact that a 

large proportion of Hamilton's population are migrants of one kind or 

another may, contrary to the argwnents of Goldthorpe, Lock1vood, et al. 

reinforce the salience of the prestige model. Goldthorpe, Locklvood, et al. 

suggest that the mobile, "affluent worker" will tend toward a pecuniary 

image of the class structure. These workers are not involved in the 

kinds of "interactional status systems" that would enable ther.i to focus 

on other factors, besides income and wealth, which differentiate between 

people. 28 But Britain is, to a large extent, ethnically homogeneous, 

so one other possible basis of socjal differentiation is largely absent. 

On the other hand, Hamilton is an ethnically diversified city and, 

26 
rn pilot interviews conducted in Hamilton, respondents were 

asked to indicate what kinds of people lived in the various areas of 
the city. There was, it seems to me, a fair degree of accuracy in the 
respondents' assessr1cnts of these areas. 

27This diversity of life styles can be observed in the cultural 
life of the city, which includes a professional orchestra, a number of 
high status clubs, and a large university, all of which may help to 
persuade people that social stratification is based on other factors 
besides income. 

28
Goldthorpe, Lockwood, Bechhofer, and Platt, op.cit., Chapter 4. 
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because a large part of the population is made up of immigrants to 

Canada, ethnicity is a visible factor in the life of the city. It is 

known that ethnic background is related to occupational leve1, 29 and, 

as Pineo and Porter discovered in their study of the Canadian status 

system, the Canadian population does rank ethnic groups in tenns of 
30relative prestige. Ethnicity is yet another basis for differentiating 

between people, and this probably a<l.ds to the likelihood that the 

pecuniary model is not, for the majority of "urkers in Hamilton, a 

sufficient basis from which to envision the class system. 

It appears, therefore, that although Hamilton displays certain 

characteristics that might be assumed to be related to the likelihood 

that the pecuniary model would be particularly relevant to workers, there 

are other features that make it explicable why the workers do not, in 

the proportions expected, adopt this model of class structure. The workers 

of Lindsay, on the other hand, reside in a far more ethnically homogeneous 

connnunity, so this basis for differentiating between people is not so 

relevant. At the same time, the lack of an indigenous local elite makes 

it more likely that status will not be accorded to people high in the 

occupational hierarchy on tJ1e basis of their involver.ient in the local 

29J. Porter, The Vertical nosaic, (Toronto: University of Toronto 
Press, 1965), esp. pp. 73-98; B.R. Bhshen, "Social Class an<l Opportun
ity in Canada", in J.E. Curtis 4 1\1.G. Scott (eds.), Social Stratificotion: 
Canada, (Scarborough: Prentice-liall of Canac.la, 1973), pp. 162-17.S. 

30rrivate communication from Professor P.C. Pineo. 

http:Canac.la
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. 31 
commurnty. This may account for the fact that a larger number of 

workers in Lindsay chose the pecuniary r.1odel than would be expected on 

the basis of the hypothesis developed in Chapter I. 

Similar considerations may be applied to the finding that the 

power nodel is not a very frequent choice among the Sudbury workers. The 

city is more homogeneous in class composition than the other comm

unities, and the range of diversity bebveen areas of the city is quite 

limited. The fact that the predominant life style in the city is a 

working-class one would suggest that the prestige model would not be 

the predominant class il:iagery among workers in the city, and that a more 

"working-class" model would be more appropriate. At the same time, the 

high level of migration into the city (only 29% of the workers having 
32lived there at age 16), and the ethnic diversity, would appear to 

preclude the intense solidarity which, according to Lockwood, typifies 

the traditional working-class corrmunity. Lod~·wood draws a distinction 

between "interactional" and "attributional" status systems; the former 

31Ronald Frankenberg, in Communities in Britain (I Iannondsworth: 
Penguin, 1966), pp. 155-157, draws on R. l\.. ;,Jerton 's distinction between 
"cosmopolitans" and "locals" to characterize differences in the elite 
groups in small towns in Britain. "Locals", the people with long
established connections with the community, tend to be involved in the 
life of the co;;u:iunity, \,·hcreas ''cosliiopolitnns", people \j10 h.:1vc 111ovccl into 
the town, tend to be oriented to reference groups outside the corrununity. 
It is not improbable that many of the managers and professionals in 
Lindsay, coming as they do from outside the community, adopt this 
"cosmopolitan" orientation. 

32Among the respondents, 27% of the workers in Sudbury are foreign 
born. In addition, there is a large French Canadian group in Sudbury (22% 
of all workers), and people of British ethnicity make up only 43% of all 
the workers. 
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are characterised by intense involvement in the cOlllDl.Ulity, and detailed 

knowledge of the ramifications of the status system amng the participants, 

the latter involve nruch less interaction and, hence:. status is accorded on 

the basis of a few, readily observable criteria, such as income. 33 He 

further argues that traditional working-class c~ties have interactional 

status systems, whereas the housing estates of the "affluent worker' have 

attributional status systems. Discussing the social milieux of the 

"affl~nt worker", Lockwood says: 

'11te most salient feature of these estates is that they bring 
together a population of strangers, who have little in conunon 
save that they have all experienced residential mobility and 
that most of them gain their livelihood fran some kind of manual 
labour. In such commt.m.ities, social life is very different from 
the conmrunal sociability of the traditional working-class commun
ity. Unrelated by the ascriptive ties of kinship, long-standing 
neighbourliness and shared work experiences, and lacking also the 
facility for readily creating middle-class patterns of sociability,
workers on the estates tend to live a socially isolated, home
centred existence. Such conditions favour the emergence of attr
ibutional rather than interactional status systems. Whereas in 
the traditional proletarian community status is allocated (or more 
precisely made indeterminate) through the individual's participat
ion in several overlapping cliques, the status order of the hous-
ing estate is based on conspicuous consumption, by means of which 
people judge their social standing relative to others without usually 
~s~!ating with them in formal or informal leisure-time activit
ies. 

Bearing in mind that Lockwood is presenting an ideal-type and that, 

as such, this is an extreme view of privatization, there are elements in 

the situation of the Sudbury workers that suggest that attributional crit

eria may be the basis of the status system. Although most men in Sudbury 

33Lockwood, op.cit., p. 254. 
34Ib"d 257-2_·' P· • 
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do share relatively common work experiences, they are also geographically 

mobile, and ethnically dissimilar. As many come to Sudbury in response to 

the relatively high paying jobs, and as they lack the kind of soli<larities 

that typify the "traditional proletarian", it is understandable that the 

pecuniary model, and not the power model, is the description of the 

class system that makes most sense to the majority (at least runong the 

Canadian born workers) of the workers in Sudbury. 

Ottawa is the only community where the workers' choices of class 

models comply with CA--pectations. Because of the predominantly non

manual character of the city, and because of the ethnic diversity, it is 

not surprising that the prestige model should recommend itself to the 

majority of workers. The fact that the pm..;er model was chosen by a 

larger proportion of the Ottawa workers than of any other connmity 

(though still a minority) would seem to reflect the fact, not that these 

workers are "traditional proletarians", but that Ottawa is the center of 

political power in Canada and, hence, power is a 11visible" social phen

omenon. 

It would appear, therefore, that the two factors operating to 

thwart the predictions of the hypothesis as to the nature of variation 

in class imagery between workers in the four corrnnunities are geograph

ical mobility and ethnic diversity. The degree of residential mobility 

in Ontario appears to preclude the existence of the kinds of corrnnunit

ies which, in Britain, are the homes of the "traditional proletarian" and 

the "traditional deferential". Where there exists in a community both 

social class and ethnic diversity (as in Hamilton and Ottawa) the workers 
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select the prestige model in the largest proportions. Where only one 

of these two forms of social differentiation appears important (as in 

Lindsay, which is class diversified, and Sudbury, which is ethnically 

diversified) the workers are more likely than their brethren in the other 

corronunities to sec the class system in pecuniary terms. 

It should be re-emphasized that this discussion has been pre

faced by the observation that, when workers are considered regardless 

of place of birth, the prestige model is the single most popular model 

in all four communities. \'.'hen place of birth is taken into account, 

it is found that, in Sudbury and Lindsay, a majority of workers opted 

for a description of the class system in other than prestige terms 

(although in Lindsay only by 2%). But only in Sudbury was the prestige 

model ~ the single most popular description of the class system. 

It has already been noted that Lipset sees Canada as occupying 

a middle position on a scale of equalitarianism/elitism; with the U.S.A. 

at the equalitarian pole, emphasizing income and possessions as the 

primary arbiters of social rank, and Britain at the elitist pole, \~1ere 

the emphasis is placed far r.lore on ascribed status characteristics. 35 

With this in mind, it is possible that, at the middle of this continuwn, 

influences fron both poles could be operating. Thus it is possible 

that the middle-class would adopt a prestige model, albeit with more 

emphasis on achievement criteria than in the British case. It has been 

suggested that geographical mobility and ethnic diversity (not to mention 

351ipset, op.cit., pp. 248-273. 
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the mass media36 ) would prevent the emergence of the kinds of 

structural barriers that Parkin refers to, and this \.;ould suggest that 

the Canadian working-class would be nore influenced by the domin;:mt 

cultural system than would the "traditional proletarians" described in 

the British literature. And when the barriers to the dor.linant system 

are relatively strong the alternative to the prestige model is not, in 

many cases, the power model but a model based on a pecWliary image of 

the stratification system. 

It has to be concluded, therefore, that community differences 

do not lead to the variation in class imagery that '~ould be expected 

on the basis of the theoretical considerations outlined in Chapter I. 

Mobility and ethnic differentiation appear to reduce the impact that 

differences in the class cor.mositions of comnWlities were expected to 

have. Similarly the same considerations may be applied to the finding, 

reported in Chapter IV, that there are not the expected community varia

tions in level of middle-class identification among workers. If the 

impact of the comr.mnity is diluted then it may be expected that the 

fact that one commWlity has a larger working-class population will not 

greatly influence the workers of that connnunity to claim working-class 

status in greater proportions than workers in more heterogeneous corrnn

36The argur.i.ent that r.1obility, ethnic differentiation, and the 
penneation of the influence of the mass media would have the effect of 
preventing the emergence of the structual barriers to the 
influcnc~ of the dominant culture is similar, in some respects, to the 
perspective that sees modern society as a "mass society". In this pers
pective industrialization, bureaucratization, and the development of 
mass culture are seen as having the effect of breaking <lmm the part
icularistic ties that bound the individual to interr.i.ediate groups, Jcaving 
only a "mass" of individuals with no protection against the blandishi11ents 
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unities. 

Thus far it has been shown that sud1 community differences in 

choice of class models as exist do not follow a pattern consistent with 

the theoretical considerations outlined in Chapter I. It is now 

necessary to examine if any other factors may account for the variation 

in choice of class models among the working-class men in the study. 

Table V-7 shows the zero-order correlations between choice of class model 

and the variables relating to work situation, white-collar affiliations, 

socio-economic attributes, and other factors that were used in the 

analysis of class identification in Chapter IV. 

The first fact noticeable fro1;i Table V-7 is that the correlations 

are generally smaller than is the case with class identification. The 

largest correlation is that of country of birth with class model which, 

at .19, is considerably smaller than the largest correlation with class 

identification (-.38 with wife's occupation). Whether this is due to 

the fact that the variation in workers' ciioices of class models is attribut

able to idiosyncratic factors, or whether other factors not measured in 

the questionnaire survey influence the worker's class imagery, is not a 

question that can be conclusively demonstrated. However it is clear that 

the factors which play a large part in the explanation of variation in 

workers' class identifications are less inportant in the e:>-.-planation of 

variation in class models. 

of mass culture. For discussions of this perspective (from very different 
value positions), sec E.A. Shils, "I lass Society and Its Culture", in 
Nonnan Jacobs (ed.), Culture for the nillions, (I~ew York: Van Nostrand, 
1961), pp. 1-27; and C. ,·,ngnt ~!ills, The Frnicr [lite, (Nci.,' York: Oxford 
University Press, 1956). 
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Table V-7.--Zero-ordcr correlations of class model with other factors* 

*Class model scored 1. pecuniary or power model, 2. prestige 
model. For details of the coding of independent variables see Chapter IV, 
page 165 , footnote 12. 

~<.05, or better (one-tailed test) 
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Turning to a discussion of the correlations presented in Table 

V-7, it has already been noted that the variable that is most highly 

related to choice of class model is country of birth. Foreign born 

workers are nore likely to adopt the prestige model than their Canadian 

born counterparts. In percentage tenns, 72% of the foreign born workers 

selected the prestige model, compared to 51% of the Canadian born workers. 

In Chapter IV it was argued that foreign born workers are more likely 

to claim working-class status because they generally come from societies 

where the salience of class is more apparent. Similarly, as the maj

ority of foreign born workers are of European origin, they come from 

societies where the ~nphasis on status distinctions is more pronounced, 

at least in popular belief, than in Canada. It is to be expected, 

therefore, that they will be more likely to select an image of the 

class system based on differences of prestige and status, especially 

as they are no longer anchored (if they ever were) in the kine.ls of rel

ationships that might foster the development of a more "proletarian" 

image of the class system. The Canadian born workers, on the other 

hand, were raised in :i society where the emphasis on style of life and 

status distinctions is not, at least in the popular mind, so pronounced, 

and where money and material possessions play a more important role in 

the assignment of social rank. 

When we turn to the influence of the work situation on choice 

of class model it is clear that the world of work has not such a great 

impact on the worker's choice of class rnoqel as it docs on his class 

identification. J\either plant size nor determ1nants of work speed 
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show any significant association with choice of class model. Both union 

membership and type of workplace show some association with choice of 

class model, but, in the case of lfilion membership the relationship is 

smaller than in the instance of class identification. Among members of 

'trade unions, 59% selected the prestige model, whereas only 48% of the 

non-tmionists did so. 37 The direction of the difference is perplexing, 

as union r.1cmbers arc more likely to identify as working-class yet the 

prestige model is generally assumed to be a middle-class ir..age of the 
38

class system. Itcould be that the working-class identifiers anong the 

trade unionists are no more likely to opt for the prestige model than 

are their counterparts among the non-unionists, anJ that the differences 

are confined solely to the middle-class identifiers. However, 59% of 

the working-class identifying unionists chose the presl:ige model, cor.i

pared to 48i of the working-class identifying non-unionists. (Among 

middle-class identifiers, the conparable figures are 66% and 53% resp

ectively). 39 The greater propensity of union menbcrs to select the 

37y,_2= 3.650, with ldf (n.s., p::.056). Tau B = .10 (p<.01). The 
chi-square does not quite reach statistical significance, but both the 
Tau C and zero-order correlations indicate a moderate relationship. 

38rhere is, in fact, little difference in the class identifications 
of men who chose the presti~c 1'1odel fror:i those who chose either of the 
other t\..;o models. Of the forr;ier, 3:/o clain to be miJ.J.lc-class, as com
pared to 31% of the latter (X.'"' = 0.621, with ldf (n.s.JJ, a point that 
will be discussed in Chapter VI. 

39rhc figures seem mathematically suspect, in that the peTcentages 
for working-class identifiers are the sar.ie as those for the workers as 
a whole, whereas those for middle-class identifiers are quite different. 
But the case bases are different, for once class identification is taken into 
account, 33 cases are lost because no information is available on the 
workers' class identifications, and the case base drops from 424 to 391. 
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prestige model is not confined to the men who claim to be middle-class 

and who, in this respect, are deviant from the majority of their 

fellows. 

Table V-8.--Percentages of workers selecting prestige model by 
union membership, by type of workplace, by income. 

Type of 
workplace 

Under $7,000 
N'on
union Union 

$72000-$82999 
Non
tmion Union 

$9 2000 &over 
Non
tmion Union 

All workers:I 
Non
union Union 

Production 
plant, 
factory or 
workshop 

43% 49% 
(16) (51)

X2 = 0. 089, 
with ldf 
(n. s.) 

65% 62% 
~20) (65)

2 = 0.01, 
with ldf 
(n. s.) 

50% 56% 
~2~ (36) 

- 0.06, 
with ldf 
(n. s.) 

51% 56% 
~9~ (152) 

0.284, 
with ldf 
(n.s.) 

Mine -
(O) 
** 

57% 
(9) 

-
(0) 
** 

36% 
(25) 

0 61% 

-i~) = (28) 
2. 729' 

with ldf 
(n. s.) 

0 49% 

'*~) = 
(65)

1.672, 
with ldf 
(n.s.) 

Transport 
and 
outside 

52% 56% 
{15) (16)

2 = 0.02, 
with ldf 
(n. s.) 

0 67% 
(5) (9) 
Fisher's 
exact test, 
p = .028 

0 85% 
42) (36)

2 = 5.742, 
with ldf 
(p(. OS) 

37% 76% 
424) (68) . 

2 = 10.372, 
with ldf 
(p<. 01) 

Other 40% 
(5) 
** 

-
(O) 

50% 75% 
(4) (8) 
Fisher's 
exact test, 
p = .406 

42~o 50% 
(8) (4) 
Fisher's 
exact test, 
p = .849 

47% 74% 

?tg9~ (16) 
1. 658' 

with ldf 
(n. s.) 

*Numbers in parenthesis represent the total number of workers in 
each group. The numbers in the coltunn for "all workers" are not the same 
as the sum of the three income collll1U1s, for these figures are based on 
calculations ignoring income, and several cases are lost once income is 
considered, due to men not reporting their income. 

**No statistical tests are possible, as table has only one column. 
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By simultaneously controlling for type of workplace and income, 

the differences between union members and non-members are narrowed down 

considerably and, at the same time, this offers an explanation of the fact 

that workers employed in transportation or outside work are more likely to 

select the prestige model than workers employed in other types of lvorkplaces. 

A glance at the colwnn for "all workers" in Table V-8 shows that 

only among the workers employed in transport and outside work is there 

a statistically significant difference in choice of class models bet

ween union members and non-members, 76% of the former selecting the 

prestige model, as against 37% of the latter. Among workers employed 

in factories, production plants, or workshops there is only a 5% diff

erence, and while there is quite a large percentage difference between 

unionists and non-unionists in the "other" category there are two few 

cases for this to be interpreted with any confidence. This is also 

true of the miners, where there are only four men who say they are not 

members of a union. 

When income is introduced as an additional control variable, 

differences between union members and non-unionists are narrowed do\1/11 

even further. Among the workers employed in transport or outside work 

there is virtually no difference between unionists and non-unionists 

earning less than $7,000. There are few non-unionists among the men 

employed in transport or outside work who earn over $7,000, and it is 

the high level of choice of the prestige model among the men (predom

inantly union members) in the two upper income groups that accounts 

for the difference in choice of class models bet\~een union mewhers 

and non-unionists among the workers employed in transport or outside 
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work and, beyond that, among the manual workers as a whole. Thus a 

difference in choice of class models between union members and non

unionists appears, with the introduction of controls, to be a con

sequence of differences between high incon:e workers in different types 

of workplace. Not only do the high income workers in transport or out

side work (who are also predominantly members of unions) differ in their 

choice of the prestige model from high income workers in other work 

settings, but they also differ from low income men in the same work 

setting. 

Table V-9 shows the mean income of union members and non

unionists in each type of workplace. The workers in transport and 

outside work are unique in the degree to which the incomes of union 

members exceed those of non-unionists. With such a wide differential 

it is possible that the union members are more likely to see the class 

system in prestige tenns because they are, in their mm work environment, 

a relatively privileged group. The low income non-unionists (and the low 

income union members), earning less than is typical of men in their 

situation, JTISlY emphasize the monetary aspects of society, comparing 

themselves against their 1-;ealthier counterparts. On the other hand, the 

man who has reached a higher income level, which probably represents the 

highest level he may expect to reach in his occupation, may seek to make 

finer distinctions bet\veen people, and thus emphasize other factors 

besides income. This income disparity between union members and non

unionists is not so large in other types of workplace, and this could 

account for the fact that there are no statistically significant diff

erences in choice of class model between union members and non-unionists 

in these other work settings. 
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Table V-9. --~lean incomes of union members and non-unionists by 
type of workplace 

Type of workplace Union rne!nhcrs Non-f.lcr.J.bers All \>orkers 

Factory, production 
plant or Horkshop 

Mine 

Transport or 
outside work 

Other 

$7,704 

$8,919 

$8,984 

$9,000 

$8,310 

$11,000 

$6,227 

$8,529 

$7 ,871 

$9,045 

$8,253 

$8,724 

Differences in choice of class model between union members and 

non-unionists, therefore, are explained by taking into account the type 

of workplaces the workers are ei:iployed in, where it is seen that only 

af.long workers in transport or outside work do these differences persist. 

And this Jifference was accounted for by the relative positions of 

union members and non-unionists within that occupational setting. The 

relatively privileged position of union members among those workers 

employed in transport or outside work appears to be the only factor 

possibly eA.-plaining the observation that workers in this work setting 

chose the prestige model in the highest proportions. 40 As far as the 

40Looking at choice of class model by type of work.-place, 67% 
of the workers employed in transport or outside work selected the 
prestige model, corapnred to 55% of those employed in factories, produc
tion plants or workshops, 46% of those in minez, and 54% of those 
employed in other work settings. (N = 432 , ")( = 7 .555, with 3<lf 
fii.. s .:J). 

http:proportions.40
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influence of differences in work situation are concerned, therefore, 

it appears that they have little effect on the worker's choice of 

statement describing the bases of social class in Canada. Only in the 

cases of union membership and type of workplace is there any variation, 

and even these are at the border-line of statistical significance, and, 

in both cases, arc restricted to a relatively small number of workers 

once controls are introduced. 

l\hite-collar affiliations, too, do not appear as very Dnportant 

influences on the worker's choice of class model. As Table V-7 indicates, 

choice of class model is not significantly correlated with the majority 

of variables that indicate whether or not the lvorkers have any 

significant contact with the white-collar world. Thus, the 

correlation of wife's occupation with choice of the prestige model is 

only .09 (n.s.), whereas wife's occupation showed the highest correlat

ion with class identification (-.38). The only two white-collar affil

iation variables that are significantly correlated with choice of 

class model are father-in-law's occupation (.13) and father-in-law's 

education (.12). But when the cross-tabulations are looked at, in neither 

case are the chi-square values yielded high enough to reach statistical 

significance. When father-in-law's occupation is divided into three 

categories, grouped on the basis of the Blishen socio-economic index, 

56% of the men whose father-in-law's occupation scored between 20.0 to 

29.9 on the Blishen index selected the prestige model, compared to 54% 

of those ranging from 30.0 to 39.9, and 60% of those whose fathers-in

law performed occupations scoring at least 40.0 on the Blishen 
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41index. Thus, although the correlation coefficient suggests a 

statistically significant relationship between choice of class model and 

father-in-law's occupation, an examination of the cross-tabulations shows 

that, in percentage terms, the differences are only slight. 

Similar considerations apply to the case of father-in-law's 

education,42 so it can be safely asserted that affiliation with people 

higher in social status does not greatly influence the manual workers in 

his beliefs as to the basis of the class system. Socio-economic differences 

among the working-class men also show little association with their 

choice of class model. Table V-7 shows only one correlation between 

choice of class model and a socio-econor.ric variable that is statistically 

significant. The correlation between choice of the prestige model and the 

index of consumer goods is .09, which indicates a moderate tendency for 

those workers who possess more of the durable constnner goods listed in 

the questionnaire to be more likely to select the prestige model. None 

of the other socio-economic attributes show a statistically significant 

association with class model. 

The zero-order correlation between income and class model is only 

.07. Workers earning over $9,000 are the most likely to select the 

prestige :r:i.odel, but they are only 9% more likely to do so than the men 

41.x.2 = 1.136, with 2df (n.s.). 

42


0£ those men whose fathers-in-law had less than 8 years of fonnal 
education, 57% selected the prestige model. r-len whose fathers-in-law 
received 9 to 10 years of education were the 1:iost likely to select the 
prestige model (71% doing so), whereas 64% of those whose fathers-in-law 
received 11 or more years of schooling selected this model. The relation
ship, therefore, is not Ji1onotonic, and the chi-square value (3.437, witi1 2df) 
is not statistically significant at the .OS level. 
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43earning under $7,000, 1vho are the least likely to do so. There is 

even less variation 'vhen workers are classified according to the socio

economic status of their occupations. The zero-order correlation is 

only -.03 (which, even though insignificant, is in the opposite direct

ion than income). When workers are categorized into three groups accor

ding to the Blishen socio-economic index (the groups being those men 

scoring from 20.0 to 29.9, from 30.0 to 39.9, and over 40.0) there is 

only a six percentage point difference between the group with the highest 

level of choice of the prestige model (the group between 20.0 and 29.9) 

and that with the lowest (the group scoring between 30.0 and 39.9). 44 

Education too shows a low (and, again, negative) association with choice of 

treprestige model (r = - . 05), where the group most likely to select 

the prestige model (those men with w1der eight years of schooling) is 

only 9% more likely to do so that the group with the lowest level of 

choice of the prestige model (those men with more than thirteen years 

of fonnal education). 45 Not only, therefore, do socio-economic factors 

not show any great variation with choice of class model, but there is 

no consistency in what little variation there js, Some socio-economic 

factors show a slight, positive variation Hith choice of the prestige 

model, whereas in other cases what direction there is is negative. 

43)(2 = 3.562, with 4df (n.s.). 

44x2 = 5.599, with 4df (n.s.). 

45)(. 2 = 2.370, with 6df (n.s.). 
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The only other variable listed in Table V-7 that is significant

ly correlated with choice of class model is class composition of imr.1ed

iate neighbourhood, where the correlation of -.11 shows a moderate tend

ency for workers in neighbourhoods with less of a proportion of the male 

labour force in manual occupations to be more likely to select the 

prestige model. But the correlation is about the same size as that of 

class model with cor.imunity (scored by percentage of male labour force 

in manual occupations), so this docs not tell us anything more. 

A review of the choices of class models made by the manual \\'orker 

respondents in the four communities, therefore, shows that the prestige 

model is the most popular choice. Community variations in choice of 

class model do not follo\v the pattern expected, and variables related 

to the workers' work situation..c;, non-manual affiliations, and socio

economic levels are not all associated with differences in choice of 

class model. Those variables that are significantly related to choice 

of class model are only moderately related, and, especially with those 

relating to work situation, the direction of the relationships is often 

not that expected. 

Stnmnary 

This clwpter has attempted to cxar.1inc the differences in the 

way manual workers envisage the basic nature of the stratification 

system. It was first establishecl that working-class deference, in the 

sense of the acceptance of the legitimacy of an ascriptive r:lass system, 
. 

is not a very cor:nnon attitude among the workers studied. 1i'hat deference 
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there was, moreover, was not related either to the choice of class 

model made by the '"°rkers, or to the cor.ununities in wldch the workers 

reside. Deference, ho\,·ever, need not involve the worker's self

subordination to an ascriptive elite. In a relatively "open" class 

system it is likely that the view of social stratification held by the 

dominant groups in society would allow for some mobility through the 

system. It was argued, therefore, that working-class deference in Canada 

could possibly involve the acceptance of any type of prestige model, 

even one that allm·;ed for the possibility of class r.iobility. 

1rihen variation in choice of class models was examined, however, 

it was discovered that differences in choice of class model did not 

follow the pattern expected. The prestige model emerged as the choice 

of the majority of workers. Cor.nnunity differences did not produce the 

differences in images of class expected on the hasis of theoretical 

considerations. .t-.Iore precisely, the images of class associated with 

Lock-wood's "traditional proletarian" and "traditional deferential" were 

not espoused, to any great extent, by the workers of Sudbury and Lindsay. 

The Hamilton workers were not the most likely to select the pecuniary 

model of the class system, rather they were among the most likely to 

opt for the prestige model. The mttjority of l.ur1~ers who did not select 

the prestige model opted for the pecuniary model, which was chosen in the 

greatest proportions by the workers of Sudbury and Lindsay. 

It was argued that the combined influences of geographical mobility 

and ethnic differentiation operate, in the four communities, to counter 

the influence of social class composition on the fonnation of workers' 
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images of the class system. It appears that where a connmmity is both 

class and ethnically diversified the prestige model is selected by a 

disproportionate number of workers. Where, on the other hand, only one 

of these two types of social diversity is present it appears that propor

tionately more workers opt for the pecuniary model of the class system. 

But this is a matter of degree, and only among the workers of Sudbury is 

the prestige model not the single most chosen model of class structure. 

Influences from the world of work do not greatly influence the 

worker's choice of class model. Of the elements of 1vork situation con

sidered, only trade union rr.embership and type of workplace showed any 

relationship with choice of class r.10del. Even here the relationship was 

not that expected, for trade union members and workers employed in trans

port or outside work were ~ likely to select the prestige model. How

ever, it was shown that the greater tendency for union members to opt 

for the prestige model is restricted only to workers in transport or 

outside work, and that this itself appears to be due to the unusually 

favourable position, compared to non-unionists, of union members in 

this work setting. 

The third group of factors that 1vere centred upon as possible 

sources of variation in working-class attitudes toward the class system, 

factors relating to the extent of workers' affiliations with people of 

non-manual backgrounds, show little association with differences in 

workers' choice of class models. In addition, socio-economic differences 

were not found to play any si&rnificant pa~t in influencing the worker's 

selection of class mo<lel. The only other factor 1vhich was found to be 
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related to class model is place of birth. Foreign born workers are more 

likely to say that the class system is based on differences in status 

and prestige than are Canadian born workers. It was suggested that this 

is due to the fact that foreign born workers come mainly from Europe, 

where there is more emphasis on status distinctions than there is in 

Canada. 

Unlike class identification, therefore, variation in workers' 

images of the basic causes of stratification does not appear to be infl

uenced greatly by the extent to which workers are involved in a series 

of relationships that do or do not involve interaction with persons from 

non-manual backgrounds. The greatest influence on choice of class model 

appears to be place of birth, but even among the Canadian born workers a 

majority said that the prestige r.i.odel was the description of the causes 

of social stratification that they most agreed with. Does this imply 

that a majority of the workers in this study are deferential, in the 

broader sense of the tem? If the prestige model is a mark of working

class deferences to the predor.i.inant midcllc-class value syster.1, it is 

strange that trade union members arc no less likely to adopt this model 

than are non-unionists. Trade union members are less likely than non

unionists to claim to be middle-class, and foreign born workers are less 

likely than Canadian born workers to do so. Yet foreign born workers, 

too, select the prestige model in higher proportions. On the face of 

it, this seems to suggest that adherence by manual workers to a prestige 

model of the class stn1cture is no more a mark of deference than is 

adherence to a view of the class system in pecuniary tenns. hhether or 
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not selection of the prestige model reflects, in fact, a more deferential 

attitude will be one of the topics covered in the next chapter. 



OJAPl'ER VI 

nm SOORCES OF MILITNO' 

It has been seen that the prestige BXlel- is the mdel of the 

class system ioost often selected by ·the workers in the four connm.mities. 

Pardoxically, 1.Blion members are no less likely to select this model than 

non-tmionists, a finding that leads to t.1te suspicion that the prestige 

DDdel need not carry the connotations that I..ockWood imputes to it. It 

may also be that the levels of generality and abstraction of the descrip

tions of the class system are not sufficiently concrete to call forth 

the differentiation in workers' responses that was expected. In this 

chapter an analysis will be made of the woti.ers' replies to a nlDilher 

of questions concerning social class and related matters that are more 

specific in their content, and which may serve to provide another 

measure of differences in attitudes among manual workers. The analysis 

will be conducted by the development of an index of militancy, a score 

indicating the degree to which workers adopt a militant attitude toward 

the inequalities that they face in their everyday lives. As in other 

chapters, the sources of variation in militancy aDIJJlg workers will be 

discussed, and the militancy score will also be examined in relation 

to the cormection between militancy and class identification and choice 

of class models among the workers in the four connmities. 

256 
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The i lil i tancy Score 

The questiormaire contained several questions, the answers to 

which may be combined to constitute Hhat Selltiz et al. refer to as a 

"summated scale". 1 A number of questions, all with seemingly disparate 

subject r.1atters, may all relate to some underlying attitude. By assigning 

mnnerical values to the responses to each question (for exar1ple, if all 

the questions have only two responses, by scoring a favourable response 

2, and an w1favourable response 1) it is possible to sum these values to 

obtain a scale (or score) which indicates the degree to which the respond

ent is favourably or unfavourably disposed to the general attitude un<ler

lying the individual questions. If favourable responses 'vere scored hig!1cr 

than unfavourable responses, then a high score would indicate that the res

pondent is consistently favourable to the attitude, whereas a low score 

woul<l inJicate a consistently unfavourable attitude. A mcdilnn score, 

however, could indicate that the respondent gave a consistently unclcci<le<l 

response (assuming, that is, that the questions allowed for such a response) 

but it could also indicate that he responJed favourably to so1-;ie questions 

and unfavourably to others. It might be suggested that this is a serious 

drawback to such a measure, hut even w:1ere the respondent answers favour

ably on some questions and unfavourably on others, the medium score ,,iould 

still indicate an ambivalent attjtuJc over-all, a fact that, assuming 

1c. Selltiz, l\l. Jahoda, :1. Deutch, anJ S.W. Cook, Research ::etho<ls 
in Social Relations, (London: ?lethuen, 1965), pp. 3G6-370. S..;c also, 
B.F. Green, "Attitude MeasureTTlcnt", in G. Lindzcy (ed.), I!a,1Jbook of 
Social Psychology, (Car.1bridge, :hss.: Ac.YJison-\\'esley, 1954), pp. 335-369. 
111is type of scale is often referred to as a Likert-type scale. 
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the individual i tens do relate to the sar.1e general atti tudc, is reflected 

in the inconsistency of his replies to the individual questions. 

The score deveJopcd in this chapter indicates the degree to 

which a worker adopts what might oo tenred a "militant" attitude on 

questions relating to social inequalities, including those experienced in 

the work world. The responses to five questions were chosen to constitute 

the score, each question reflocting, in one way or another, whether or not 

the worker holds attitudes that may be described as militant. In three 

questions the respondents were presented with five set categories of 

response, namely strongly agree, mildly agree, neither agree nor disagree, 

milclly disagree, and strongly disagree. These questions asked the worker 

to indicate agreement or disagreer.icnt with statements that the upper 

classes cannot be cotmted upon to look. after the interests of his social 

class, that labour unions have too much power (for consistency the 

scoring is reversed on this item), and that big businessmen have too 

much power. A fourth question presented the respondent with two 

statements, of which he had to choose the one he agreed to; the one 

statement asserting that working-class people have to stick together, 

the other that they should try to get on on their own. The fifth 

question (which was identical to one used by Goldthorpe, Lockwood, et al. 

in the "affluent worker" study) presented four statements indicating 

under what circtnnstances a person should go on strike, and the respondent 

was asked to indicate which statement he most agreed with. The statements 

differ in the degree to which striking is favourably regarded, ranging 

from never, through only with the support of the union, through with or 
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without the support of the union if it is necessary to secure fair 

treatment, to anytime it is necessary to support the interests of workers 

and the working-class movement. 

The militancy score, therefore, consists of the stnnmation of 

numerical values assigned to the responses to the five questions, the 

higher the score the greater the I-:1ilitancy on the part of the worker 

concerned. 2 for individual items to be retained as components of the 

score the responses to the item have to show a sufficient siegree of 

consistency with the total score, othenrise it is impossible to argue 

that the score is unidimensional; that the items reflect the attitude 

supposedly underlying ther.1. Hith a score constructed fror.i five i terns 

the correlation between each item aml the score must be at least .45 

in order to establish that the correlatjon is not spurious. 3 Table V-1 

shows the correlations between the score and its constituent items. 4 

2Because the items comprising the score did not all contain the 
same m.nnber of categories, to merely assign whole numbers to each response 
category, starting from 1 for the least militant response, would 11ave 
assigned undue i.J:iportance to the items ldth the greatest number of response 
categories. The method adopted to overcome this problem was to score the 
three questions ~·:Jth five categories fron 1 to 5, an<l to ,.;eight the rcs1'onscs 
for the other t,.-o questions so as to assi6n t~1era approxinately equal \\·eight 
wjth the other three questions. Thus the question concerning strikes, 
which contained four response categories, \·:as scored 1, 2. 33, 3. 66, and 5. 
1'11C ... C"~ 1 '"'s'·1"011L ) ~ con+-,1·1·.,~'- I J 011 1 \' ·t'·(''~ •.•) . c·1~.,.,,l - ..::).. ,....,...1·,-..,--...,J .t _) ]-:•tu 1·n .... \.... , 

c··cir:'J ot11nr ,_ .......... L l 1'"" ~ .l..... r'"'<::"·'1nc;nt__, -~ 1J..... \._, ,_ - ' '\...- J .... A 

these response categories 1 and 5 l-muld have made the standard deviation on 
this question much larger than that of the others and would have over-weighted 
this item. Instead the responses were scored as 2 and 4, which reduced the 
standard deviation to somethin~ like the magnitude of those of the other 
items, hence assigning this item something approaching equal weight in 
the total score. 

3111is criterion is derived by the formula);n-(where n is the number 
of items constituting the score). Sec, S. !Ienrysson, "Correction of Hcm
total corrclati,Jns in item arnJysis", rsycho:'.:c·tri-:..:a, 23 (1%3), p. 211. 

4originally the score contained six items, the five used in the 
final score plus one re]ating to the respondent's attitude as to \.'hether 
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Table VI-1.--Correlations of the militancy score '>dth constituent 
iteras (question no. in parenthesis)* 

Item r 

(4:24) Agreement that the upper classes can't be 
colmted on 

.65 

(4:26) Agreement that working-class people have 
to stick together 

.58 

(4:67) Disagreement that labour unions have too 
much power 

.60 

(4:68) Agreement that big businessmen have too 
much pm·:er 

.4 7 

(4:69) Positive attitude toward going on strike •54 

*If a respondent failed to ansHer one or more of the questions 
his case was not scored, so only those cases '~·here there are coT!lplcte 
sets of item-responses are analyzed in this chapter. 

The correlations presented in Tahle VI-1 arc all higher than the 

lower limit suggested as the criterion for acceptability as a s-:ore iten. 

The lowest correlation is with the item concerning the power of big bus

inessmen, but the correlation is still large enough to pcnnit the 

retention of this question as a score item. 

The range of possible scores is frora six to twenty-four, anJ there 

are four hundred and thirty-two cases where the workers answered all the 

questions and coulcl hence be assigned a score. Only ti,·o iwrkers scoreci 

the minimum of six, and only five scored the maximum of twenty-four, but 

or not it was best to leave <lccision-1:iaking to the upper-classes 
(question 4: 23). But the correlation of this item Hith the score \·ms not 
large enough to withstand the test of spuriousness, and the militancy 
score was cor1puteJ without this itcn. 
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the range of scores approxii.!ates a nonnal distriLution (s1:c1,; = .011). In 

the analysis that follrn·:s, the scores wi 11 be <lividccl into three :;roups, 

representing low, meditu1, and hi;;h levels of nilitancy. J\s the scores 

were rounded to the nearest whole munber, and as the distribution 

of scores was such that it lvas inpossible to <livicle the workers into 

three equal size groups, the workers l>'ill be divi<le<l into three groups 

that are the closest approxir:1ation of equal si.ze. One hundred and 

twenty-tl-:o men (28%) scored between 6 and 13 on the militancy score, 

and they will be regarded as the group of workers displaying low 

militancy. One hw1dred ancl seventy-three men (10~) scored betWeC'n 14 and 

17, and they will be treated as the medium scoring group. And one hundred 

and thirty-seven men (32~) scored between 18 and 24, and will be regarded 

as the group of \Wrkers showing high levels of f:lilitancy. 

Correlates of .'lilitancy 

As the militancy score represents another device for analyzing 

differences in attitudes among the workers in the four corrrnunitics, 

the same kind of factors brought into the analysis of class identific

ation an<l class models should be examined in the attempt to account 

for variation in militancy. Table VI-2 shows the distribution of 

militancy scores among the workers in the four cor.mn.mities. In 

this case there arc significant differences between the workers in the 

different communities, differences which are of greater magnitude than 

the differences found in the instances of class identification and 

choice of class models. 

http:cor.mn.mi
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Table VI-2.--Militancy by community (in percentages) 

Militancy Ottawa Lindsay Hamilton Sudbury Total 

Low 33 24 38 21 28 

Hedium 56 43 36 36 40 

High 12 
HIT 

32 
~ 

26 
100 

43 
100 

.,.., 
.) .'... 

100 
(N=5'7) (~2) G~=l29) ~4) (~2) 

Mean* 14.8 16.0 15.0 16.S 15.7 

Standard 2.6 3.5 3.4 3.6 3.5 
Deviation* 

No answers, etc. = 73. 


X 2 
= 27.227, with 6df (p<.001). Tau C = .14 (p<.001) 

*~Ieans and standard deviations presented in all tables in this 
chapter are calculated on the ungrouped scores. 

l~orkers from Sudbury are the most likely to be among the most 

militant workers, whereas the Ottawa workers are the most under

represented in this category. The Lindsay workers are somewhat more 

likely than the Hamilton workers to be in this group, and this would 

seem to support the argument advanced in Chapter V, namely that the 

high degree of mobility by managerial and professional workers into and 

out of Lindsay has rcnoved one of the crucial prerequisites for working-

class deference, a long-established local elite. 

Among the low scorers, the wor~'ers of Sudbury are the least 

represented, but the largest representation is not from the Ottawa 

workers, but froM those in IIar.tll ton. The distribution of scores among 

the Hamilton workers is more even than it is in the other conm1unit:ies, 
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which probably reflects the fact that l:amilton is a 1:1ore diversified 

community than Sudbury or Lindsay, or, for that 1aatter, Ottawa, where 

the loH percentat~e of ,~·orkers a1:-:ong the nost rnilitant group is a reflect

ion of the predoDinantly middle-class inflw~nces in that cor.1muni ty. 

On the avcroge, as the mean scores of \·:orkers j n the four 

communities indicate, the Sudbury workers are the most r.dlitant, followed 

quite closely by the workers of Lindsay. The mean scores are fairly close, 

but it has been seen that 11% more of the Sudbury workers are anong the 

most militant workers. The mean scores of the Hamil ton and Otta\\'a 

workers are quite similar hut, as the lower standard deviation for 

Ottm·m shows (and as the fact that 56% of the Ottawa workers are medium 

scorers also ind]cates) the llamilton workers vary among themselves to a 

greater extent than the Ottawa workers. The rank ordering of mean scores 

does not completely follow the expected pattern, for the Lindsay workers 

are, on average, r.10re militant than the Hamil ton workers. but, as the 

Tau C correlation of .14 and the zero-order product moment correlation 

of .16 (p<.001) show, there is a moderate relationship between the class 

compositions of the co1:-inunities studied and the extent of militant 

attitudes ar.iong workers in these comr.-:unities. And, as has already 

been noted, this relationship is larger than in the cases of class 

identification or choice of class models. 

Community differences in levels of militancy among workers 

survive the introduction of controls, 5 hence it is necessary to explain 

5For details of these control variables, and their codings, see 
Chapter IV, page 165, footnote 12. 
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why it is that differences in militancy between the workers of the four 

co1n.rm.mities arc greater than differences in either class idcnti fication 

or selection of class i110Jcls. Conrarin~ choice of class model \d th 

levels of militancy, the conu:iunities where the prestige model was chosen 

the least are also those corr~1Unities where militancy among \»orkers is 

the highest. And, although connnunity differences in class identification 

are not statistically significant, the rank ordering of communities on 

this dimension is similar to their ordering in terms of levels of mil

·itancy (the exception being that the Lindsay workers, highest on work:ing

class identification, are second to the Sudbury workers in teITis of 

militancy). Thus the direction of community differences is similar in 

all three instances, but there arc greater differences between the cornr:1

unities in terms of militant attitudes among the workers. 

Particularly in the case of class models, but also with regard 

to class identification, the concepts involved are at a somewhat higher 

level of abstraction than are the questions from which the r.lilitancy 

score is derived. The worker may not devote a great deal of thought to 

the question of the basis of class distinctions, but he is more likely 

to have an opinion on whether or not, for exar.iple, labour unions have 

too much power, or under what circUTilStances he would support strike 

action, or even whether or not people in the higher social classes can 
6

be relied upon to protect his interests. Because these issues are more 

6
Bernstein, in his work on linguistic development, argues that 

linguistic differences between the social classes mean that '\'orking-class 
people (particularly those in the lower working-cfass) use a "public 
lan.s'll3gc'' which orients t:1c1;1 to descriptive rather than analytic concepts. 
See, B. Bernstein, "Social Class anc.i Linguistic Dcvclopr.1cnt: A Theory of 
Social Learning", in :\..I I. llalsey, et al. , (eds.) , Education, Economy, and 
Society, C;c\>' YorJ~: The free PrcsS,- 1%1), p. 292. 
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concrete it is more likely that the worker will adopt a r.iore thouzht

out position and, if this is so, it is also r:1ore probable that greater 

differences in workers' at.titu<lcs idll cr.1crge. 

The militancy score does,thcrefore,provide sor11e evidence that 

differences in the class composition of the conPJUnitics in 1·:hich they 

reside have soi;1e influence on workers' attitudes towar<l social inequ

ality. That such differences are nore pronounced than at the more 

abstract level of class idcatification anJ class models may indicate 

that the influence of cm:ummity, because of the factors of geographj cal 

mobility and etlmic diversity, is not strong enough to greatly affect 

the ,\·orkcr at an ideological level, but that in the more concrete 

realm of every-day experiences differences in the class composition of 

conununities are related to the Hay in which the 1·10rker views social 

inequality. This finding shall be pursued further in Chapter VII, Klien 

the political preferences of manual workers are discussed. For the 

moment, however, it is sufficient to note that the first of the structural 

supports for working-class "deviance" fron the dominant cultural values, 

that of conu:i.unity, has been found to be related to the extent of milit

ancy m~1ong nanual wor1,crs. 

!Iilitant attitudes among manual workers also vary depenJing on 

their location in the second structural setting focused upon, nar.iely 

the world of work. As TalDle VI-3 shows, r.i.embers of trade unions are 

more likely than non-unionists to be among the workers who score highest 

on the militancy score. 
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Table VI-3.--:lilitancy by w1ion nemhership (in percentages) 

Militancy :\on-unionists Union r.icPbers 

Low 

ne<lium 

High 

Hean 

Standard 
Deviation 

53 19 

29 43 

18 
rmr 

38
lmr 

(.t\=llO) (N=301) 

14.0 16.4 

3.4 3.3 

No answers, etc. = 94 

""I.-2 = 4 7. 971, with 2<lf (p<. 001). Tau C = • 30 (p<. 001). 

As in the instance of working-class i<lentification, union members 

and non-unionists differ considerably on this question. Over half of 

the non-unionists express non-militant attitu<les, cor.lparcd to 19% of 

the trade unionists. At the other pole, 38% of the trade unionists are 

among the most militant workers, compared to 18% of the non-unionists. 

1ne Tau C correlation of .30 between militancy and union mer.i.bership is 

the highest Tau correlation yielded from all cross-tabulations made 

against the militancy score, hence it may be concluded that the trade 

union is the single most important influence on the worker's adoption 
7·1· . d On . h d .of m1 1tant attitu es. ce again t e tra e union appears as a very 

7Tue zero-order product moment correlation of union nembership with 
militancy is . 31. The introduction of controls makes little <liffcrcnce to 
this relationship, the lowest first-order partial correlation yiclclcd 1~eing 
. 29, when wife 1 s occupation is partiallcd out. The fact ti1at control lin.:; 
for the intervention of other variables docs not substantially alter the 
relationship Letween union mcii1bership and militancy suggests that (as in the 
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important component in whatever structural supports the worker relies 

on to maintain a perspective that is, in a mm1ber of respects, divergent 

from the perspective of groups jn r:1orc dor1in:mt positions in society. 

There st]ll renains the paradox that union l'lembers, although heing more 

likely to identify as l:orking-class, and to hold nilitant views, are 

also slightly more inclinecl to select the prestige model. The discussion 

of this will be postponed until later in this chapter, when the 

relationship of militancy to class identification and class imagery will 

be discussed. 

Levels of militancy also vary with plant size and, as Table 

VI-4 indicates, the pattcrn is s i.rnilar to that found in the case of 

class identification. 

Workers in the meclium size plants (those from 500 to 4,999 cnp

loyees) are more likely to be among the most militant workers than are 

workers employed in smaller concerns, but the workers employed in the 

very largest plants are no more militant than those in the small plants. 

As in the instance of the relationship between plant size and class 

idcntific:-i.tion, the relationship stands the test of controlline for 

the influence of a number of intervcnin:; variables. Controlling for 

union membership again shows that union members in the smallest plants 

do not confonn to the general pattern, for they contain the second 

case of union mcnbcrship and class.identification) the relationship is 
primarily the result of union membership influencing Horkers tm·:ard more 
militant atti tuJcs. If the causal direction \·1as frori. D.ili tancy to ~mion 
mePJbership then other factors 1vould have to account for <liffrrences in 
militancy and, 1dwn controlled for, should oblHcrate the original rcla~ion
ship. As this docs not happen it ,\·oulcl appear that it is union i.:cL:ocrs11ip 
that jnfluences workers to the adoption of militant attitudes, rather 
than the reverse. 
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Table VI-4.--:Iilitancy l:y plant size (in percentages) 

Militancy }'.\0. of utployees 
Under 100 to 500 to 1,000 to Over 
100 499 099 4, ~199 5,000 

Low 41 22 17 13 37 

Hedium 30 51 45 35 38 

IIigh 29 27 38 52 25 
100 1mr rmr lmY 1mr 

(ITT26) (i'.=71) (r\=46) c~=79) (N=S5) 

Mean 15.0 15.7 16.6 17.1 15.4 

Standard 3.8 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.3 
Deviation 

No answers, etc. = 98 


X 2 
= 36.651, with 8df (p<.001). Tau C = .07 (p<,05) 

highest proportion of the most Iililitant workers among W1ion r.1embers, 

40% of these workers being among the workers who score high on the 

militancy scor0, compared to 54% of those union members in plants 

employing beu~een 1,000 and 4,999 people. But over-all the observation 

remains that plant size has a slight effect in increasing worker CTilit

ancy until the very largest plants are encountered, where \'forker milit

ancy declines to the same level as that found in the smallest plants. It 

has already been sugiestecl that the reversal that occurs in the largest 

plants is probably a product of the greater economic benefits, and greater 

opportunities for improvement, accruing to the workers in these giant 

plants. 

Workers who say that they control the speed at which they work 
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are, as Table VI-5 shows, less militant than Korkers whose \\·ork spee<l 


is determined by frrctors beyond their personal control. 


Table VI-5. --t!ilitancy by determinant of work speed (in percentages) 


?·1ilitancy 	 Worker Other factors 
controls determine 
work speed work speed 

Low 

Hedium 

High 

Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

33 27 

42 34 

25 39 
100 lffi'f 

(1'!=225) ~6) 

15.1 16.2 

3.4 3.6 

No answers = 104 

x.. 2 = 9.592, with 2df (p<.05). Tau C = .14 (p<.001). 
8

It was argued in Chapter IV, following Blauner, that workers 

who control their own work speed are likely to be less estranged from 

their work than are those 1-;ho arc c01-:1pclled to work at a p2cc dee

ided by some external factor, an<l that this probably carries over into 

the non-work world. If this is so, the l·:orker 1-:ho controls his own l·:ork 

speed may have a greater sense of being able to control the direction 

of his own life, will be less likely to identify his probler.i.s as coll

8n Bl 'l. . ~ F d (C1 .''· auner, 1. ienat1on anu ~rce om, .ncago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1964), pp. 16-22. 
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ective ones, and, consequently, Hill be less likely to express r.1ilitant 

attitudes. 

It ·h·c:~s also seen, in the discussion of class iJcntification, 

that union membership tern.ls to reduce the differences between wo;:kers 

classj fieJ acconlin;; to whether or not t~1cy control thcj r mm ,,·ork 

speed. TI1e same is true, though to a lesser extent, '"'ith militancy. 

Ar.long non-tmionists, 14% of the workers who control their mm work 

speed are among the most militant workers, compared to 29% of those 

who do not. The coqxuo.blc percentages for union nc1,ibcrs arc 32'~ and 

42%, so although the difference is still there it is not so large as 

where the union docs not intervene to counteract the divisive influence. 

The other variable relating to work situation that has been 

rcfered to throughout this thesis is type of 1wrkplace, and Table VI-6 

shows the militancy scores of the workers employed in the various types 

of workplace. 

Hen employed in mines, although they are not the most likely to 

identify as l:orking-class, are by far the nost represented ai".lon~ the 

most militant workers. Conversely, men er'.lploycd in transport or out

side work> although the most likely to claim to be working-class, arc 

the least likely to score high on the militancy score. It has often 

been suggested that miners are among the most militant members of the 

working-class, being members of a particularly cohesive occupational 
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Table VI-6. --f.Iilitancy by type of workplace (in percentages) 

)vlilitancy 	 Factory, procl- ~line Transport Other 
uction plant, or outside 
or workshop 

Low 29 15 31 43 

Mediur.1 40 34 47 33 

High 31 
rmr 

51 
rmr 

22 
lmr 

24 
rmr 

(N=ZlO) (N=65) (1\=92) (N=48) 

~Iean 15.8 17.3 15.0 14.7 

Standard 3.5 3.1 3.3 3.4 
Deviation 

No ansKers, etc. = 90. 


X 2 
= 22.228, with 6clf (p<.05). 

group,
9 

hence the finding in Table VI-6 is not unanticipatcd.
10 I~t 

the fact that they are not the most likely, also, to identify as 1\orking

class is perplexing. Tne relationship between class identification and 

militancy will be discussed in the next section. 

Apart from the high leve1 of r.1il itancy among r.1iners the otJ1er 

9see, for exar.1!1le, 	 C. Kerr 4 A. Siegel, "TI1e interindustry propensity 
Strl· 1·e· ''n 1°T1t8'l.f1".._l.0!1"ll r-•1 \r'""l··:on" ~'l '. f"Ql'J' 1"" 1S('r '-" .,·;to I\. • L1- ..<.l. L ' \..-/•l ~.Jd. J .._, ' _L.1 '\. \. L. lLlL - ... ' \:, l (I ..._ • ' 

Industrial Confljct, U:cw York: McGraw-Hill, 1954); and 1·:.G-.n.tmciman, 
Relative Detrivat1on and Social Justice, (London: Routledge 4 Kegan Paul, 
I966), pp. 0-64. 

lOit might be suggested that, as the men er.iployed in :nines alnost all 
live in Sudbury, that this really reflects a conu:1unity Jifference. Looking 
solely at Su<lbury, 43% of the factory \·mrkcrs, 32~ of those in transrort or 
outside work, 16°5 of those in the "other"· category, and 52% of the r,1iners 
score high on the militancy score. Alt11ou:;h the i\·orkers of Sudbury (excluding 
those in the "other" catq;ory) arc ~~cncrally r:1orc i:1ilitant t}1an \:orkcrs 111 

the other communities, miners are still nore nilitant than workers in other 
work settings. 

http:unanticipatcd.10
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noticeable fact is the low level of militancy anong raen in transport 

and outside h'ork comrared to those eriploycd in factories, production 

7 l, 1 11pants, or ~0r~s1ops.1 But the difference is not great, and when 

union Iilcr~bership is taken into account it is seen that the difference 

is narrower aJ11ong union mcr.1bcrs than araong non-r.1er1bcrs. Among non-

unionists, l9°u of the factory \vorkers and 8% of the transport and outside 

workers score high on the militancy score, but because of the small 
12 case base the difference is not statistically significant. Among 

union r.\emhers, on the other hand, there is only a difference of 6 points 

between the proportions of factory workers and workers in transport or 

outside work who score hig11 on the militancy score, and it would b,; 

13
d . ff . 1 . h . J • d. ff1 1cu t to impute muc meamng to t ns i - erence. Ilence the major 

fact to note in Table VI-6 is the high level of militancy among the men 

employed in mines. 

The second structural barrier, that which is created by the 

conditions many workers face in the world of work, is, therefore, seen 

to be an influence on the level of r.i.ilitancy among workers. ~1er.1bership 

of a trade union is the single most important factor influencing a 

11
Because of the heterogeneity of the "other" category it is 

di ff j Ct!l t to intcr;1r::t the rc:,u1 ts as far 0s the;- nrc concerned. l'::t 
in class identification, choice of class nodel, and militancy these 
workers are generally the most 11conservative". 

12c · h ·1· f · · · 11 fompar1ng t e ra1 ltancy scores o non-un1on1sts in a our 
Nork settings (103) men yields a chi-square of 7.399, with 6df, which 
is not significant at the .05 level. 

13
The percentages are 35% and 29~ respectively. 
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worker to adopt a militant attitude, and the fact that miners are the 

workers most likely to be among the most militant group of workers inuic

ates that, at this more concrete level, \·.'ork group cohesiveness influences 

the worker to a sense of shared interests with his fellow Horkers. The 

evidence relating to plant size and detcnninants of \·mrk spec<l, on the 

other hand, indicates that there arc divisive factors involved in the 

work world. 

The third structural barrier is that provided by the absence of 

any significant associations with people of non-manual backgrounds. It 

has been seen that marriage to a woman of relatively high socio-economic 

status (as indicated by the Dlishen score allocated to her current, or 

last, occupation) is assocatcd with middle-class identification by the 

worker. Table VI-7 shoHs that militancy, too, varies depending on the 
14

class background into which the worker marries.

Inspection of the percentage figures presented in Table VI-7 

would suggest that, although men with the highest status wives arc the 

least likely to be among the r.iost militant workers, there is not a 

clear monotonic relat]onship between militancy anJ wife's occupation. 

14It has already been noted, in Chapter IV, that many workers did 
not give t;1eir \::ifc's occupation. ;-·;Krc an~ still .sLJffic:icnt c.--:sc.s tc 
warrant analysis hm:evcr. It could be argued that the replies of tJ1e men 
who provided inforrilation on their wives' occupations could he very Llifferent 
from those of the nen who did not. 1Iowcvcr, in comparing the raargin:i 1 
distributions of nilitancy scores among men who gave their \\·ives1 occupations 
with the militancy scores of all h'orkcrs, it is found that the proportions 
of the fomer scoring lmI, r.icdiwa, an<l high, arc 32~, 33~, ancl 34~, cor::pare<l 
to 28%, 40%, and 32~ for t:1e latter. .\lti1ou~i1 there arc di ffcrcnccs 
(especially among the rncditu:i scorers) the)' arz not large enough that 
discussion of this varbblc is precluded. 
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Men whose ·wives' occupations arc in the rnidc.llc category arc the f.iOSt 

like1y to be ai:1on;; the most llli.litant 1·;orkers. I:ut the ncan scores shm·.'Jl 

at the foot of 'i.'al:•lc \"T-7, tc~cth.cr 1.-:ith a T<m r. corrc10.tion of-.?.::\ 

and a zero-order proJuct nonent correlation of -.19 (p<.01), inJicatc 

that there is an 1mdcrJyin~ negative relationship. It is clear, t:-~creforc, 

th;;1t wor1~crs whose 1·1ivcs perfo1111 (or perforncd) high status occupations 

are less likely to be among the most militant workers than are those 

whose wives perfon11 (or perforned) occupations of a lower socio-economic 
15status. 

Table VI-7 .--i•!ilitancy by wife's occupation (in percentages) 

Blishen score of wife's occupation 
liilitancy 20.0 to 29.9 30.0 to 39.9 40.0 &over 

:-1c<lil1'":1 

IIigh 

Hean 

Stcmdar<l 
Deviation 

14 23 43 

45 28 34 

41 49 23 
lOlJ lm:J HITT 

(N=32) u~=n) (N=l17) 

17.1 16.6 14.9 

3.6 3.1 3.8 

::o an:;v:ers, etc. = 2S5 

X 2 = 20.570, with 4df (p<.001). Tau B =-.23 (p<".001). 

15The zero-order correlation between militancy and wife's occupation 
is -.19 (p-<.01). Partialling out the influence of other variables does not 
appreciably diminish this relationship, and the lowest first-onler partial 
correlation yielded is -.16, which results when the worker's education3.l 
attainment is controlled for. The s~n:ie logic 1·:ouJd appear to {1J';_1]Y here ;:is 
applieJ in the case of the relationship between union mer.iLcrship anJ 
militancy (sec note 7, page 266), an<l this suggests that the major causal 

http:tc~cth.cr
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Militancy ar.1ong workers is a1so related to the socio-economic 

status of the occupation of the Horker's best (ma.le) friend. Of the 

men whose best friend's occupation scores bctlJcen 20. 0 and 29. 9 on t}1e 

Blishcn in<lex, 44% are m11ong the most militant workers, compared to 34% 

of those \•:hose best friend's occupation ranks bet\-:een 30. 0 and 39. 9, 

and 27% of those whose best friend's occupation is assigned a Blishen 

16
index value of 40.0 or more. 

It has been seen that having a father who perfonns (or perfoTI11cc1) 

a relatively high status occupation does not influence the worker to 

identify as middle-class, or to select one or other of the class models. 

Likewise, a non-militant attitude among workers is not associated with 

17the worker having a father with high socio-economic status. Dut the 

evidence froin wife's and best fricn<l's occupations provides ample support 

flow is f rot1 wife's occupation to militancy. 
The partial correlations \>'ere, as ,\·as the regular practice, calculated 

on the basis of pair-wise deletion of missin~ cases. As in the case of 
the correlations of class identification with wife's occupation (see Chapter IV, 
page 195, footnote 53) a m.unber of partial correlations were calculated 
on the basis of list-wise deletion, but, again, the results were not very 
different. 

16
;\ = 248. x..2 = 12.588, with 4df (p<.05). Tau B = -.15 (p<.OlH). 

i1lean scores, ancl standar<l deviations for each group are as follows: for men 
whose best friends Tank between 20.0 and 29.9 on the Blishen index, (X=23),
me:in-17 ) -t:incl,,-,.rJ c 1 "'''J·~·-1·n1,-" 7 · 1-,.-,+vr..--11 :i;n n ,,rd "'.:() rir~-] 1 "'1 ....,""-l(, 1 

,l-- .,,_ •"' ~ •-.JP.!l ... J 1..J _,,..'" ,1 l .,_ .. -._._. .__') ~1 \..,. ...... L-..., .._ \. 9 \.._ (._ ~ ... ~- 1 ~,:...l!-~ -j ..I) ; :_ .' .... --_._. • -•) 

stan<lar<l deviation=3. 5; anJ for those with 1cst friends scoring over -J.O. 0 
on the Bl]shen index (N=78) mean=lS.l, standard deviation=3.8 

17In fact, nen ~·;hose fathers perfonnc<l occupntions with a T'.lishen 
index value of 40. 0 or more were the r.1ost likely to score hir;h on the 
militancy score, 40% Join:; so, co1:1pared to 32% of those 'vi th fathers in the 
lowest socio-econor.Jic category, and 2n of those in the intcme<liatc ~~roup. 
But the chi-square v~lue (9.680, with 4df) only just reaches significance 
at the .OS level, and the Tau B correlation is only .04 (n.s.). 

http:t:incl,,-,.rJ


27(i 

for the hypothesis that the absence of relationships with non-r.1an11al 

workers means the absence of one source of cross-pressures on the \vorkcr, 

and makes it r.1orc likely that he 1;ill be conscious of his suLonlin'.ltc 

position in society and adopt a I'lilitant attitude toward the probleri1s 

that confront him. 

Interestingly, none of the socio-economic variables show any 

great association h·ith levels of militancy. IncoCTe, which is signific

antly related to class identification, shows little association 1;ith 

militancy. Only four percentage points separate the proportions of 

18 . 1 . l 1 ·1 · 1wor.·ersk 1n eac 1 income group wno are among tie ~ost r.n 1tant wor (ers. 

There are no significant differences in militancy when diffcrences in 

education or the socio-economic status of worker's occupation are 

taken into account. J\nd, in addition, neither home ownership nor the 

possession of const.u:ier goods (both additional indicators of a possibly 

"middle-class" life style) show any significant association with milit

ancy. Tilis finding ddds support to the assertion made in Chapter I I I , 

namely that a simple ernbourgeoisement hypothesis, arguing that economic 

affluence leads workers to a middle-class perspective, explains little 

of the differences in class attituJcs araong nanual workers. 

Thus, in the case of militancy, all three structural bases of 

18Tue percentages of high scorers in each income group arc 
33% in the under $7,000 group, 34% in the $7,000 to $8,999 r;roup, and 
30% in the $9,000 ;:md over group. The chi-square statistic for the 
3 x 3 contingency table just reaches significance at the .OS level 
(9.702, with 4clf), and this is mainly due to the paucity of low scorers 
in the low incol'1e group. But the over-all relationship between incone 
and militancy is minimal, as is witnessed by a Tau B correlation of only 
.04. The mean score of each income group, going fror.t lm; to hi~h incor.te, 
is 16 • 1 ( S • D. :.: 3 • 3) , 15 . 6 ( S • D • = 3 • 8) , and 15 • 6 ( S . D • : 3 . 3) • 

http:incor.te
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suprort for working-class "deviance" from the values of groups higher 

in the stratification systcr:l arc foun<l to operate in the manner hypoth

esized in Chapter I. The r.1ore 11working-class" the milielLx \·:i thin whi.ch 

the worker lives out his life the more will he express militant attitudes. 

J\Iilitancy, Class Identification, and Class i'·!odcls 

It was suggested in Chapter I that class identification, class 

imagery, and political preference may, in the light of Parkin's essay, 

all be viewed as cor.1ponents of a "package'' of related attitudes. 

TI1us it night be expected, for example, that working-class identific2tion, 

selection of the pm-:er or pecuniary model, and militancy would all be 

related, and that all should vary in the sw1e manner when examined rn 

the light of explanatory variables. This expectation is borne out \\'hen 

lool-:ing, for exa.':lplc, at co!IJ'1unity differences an<l determirn:mts of \\·ork 

speed. 11:or},ers in Sudbury and Lindsay arc r:lore likely than the \\'Orkcrs 

of llanilton and Ottawa to identify as working-class, select the power or 

pecuniary model, and score high on the militancy score. The same is true 

of workers whose work speed is controlled by some external factor, as com

pared to \\·orl~crs \·:ho thcnsc l\Ts control the race at \d1ich they \·:ork. 

But when variation according to union r.1enbcrship is considered, it is 

found t1iat \:hilc 1mion ncnlicrs nre i110rc ln:cly th.1n non-unionists to jc> 

entify with the working-class, and to be anong the r:lOSt r.1ilitant workers, 

they are also 1~ore likely to select the prestige r.10Jel. Granted, as 

has been established in Chapter V, that the differences in choice of 

class models bct1.;een union ncmbers ancl non-rn1ionists are larf;ely restrictcJ 
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to those wor1:ers e1~1ployeJ in transport or outsi<lc \mrk, even then the 

question arises as to \·:l1y the tmion mcr.ihers (excluding those in transport 

or outside '''ork) arc still no more likely than non-unionists to select 

a model other thrrn the prestige r.10clel. 

In all cases, 1.'or\in[;-cl<1ss iucnU fication ancl nili tancy \-ary rn 

t?1e same r:nnner with the explanatory variables, ~;:1creas j n smtc C::lSC'S 

\·mrkin6-class identificcition anJ nilitancy are accor.,raniecl by the choice 

of the pecuniary or pm•.'er nodels, in others by selection of the prestige 

model. This would appear to su~~est that choice of class r:io<lel is 

unrelated to ehher class identification or level of militancy. It h::is 

already been note<l that there is no relationship between class identif
19

ication and choice of class rao<lel, but what of the relationship bet

ween militancy and both class identific:ition an<l choice of class model? 

As Table VI-8 shows, r.iilitancy is, in fact, associated with both class 

identification and choice of the pecuniary or pm·:er ~oclels. 

Working-class i<lcntificrs are more likely to be anong the most 

militant group of workers than arc middle-class identifiers, there 

being a fifteen point difference between them. There is virtually no 

difference ben:een mi<ldle and working-class iclcntifiers in tcnns of 

the medium scoring group, but af.1.ong the least militant workers middle-

class iJcntifiers are (proportionately) represented in twice the numbers 

of working-class identifiers. In regard to choice of class model, men 

who selected the pecuniary or power models are r.iore likely to be ar.1ong 

19see Chapter V, page 243, footnote 38. 
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Table Vl-8. --l'1ilit?..ncy by class jdentification and choice of class 
r.1odcl (in percentages) 

Class iJcntificationa Class 
_b

model 
Militancy !,1iddle L'orking- Prestige Pecunjary 

class class or power 

Low 38 20 30 23 

Medium 38 40 45 37 

High 25 
!TIT 

40 
1mr 

26 
lUT 

40 
rmr 

(N=l2~) (N=Z58) (N=224) (N=l84) 

Mean 15.1 16.5 15.5 16.5 

Standard 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.3 
Deviation 

X 2aNo ans\·:crs, etc. = 119. = 15.454, with 2df (p<.001). 
Tau C = •20 (p'<'. 001). 

x2bNo answers, etc. = 97. = 10.159, with 2df (p<.01). 
Tau C = .15 (p"<".001). 

the most militant workers than are those who chose the prestige model, 

there being a fourteen point difference between the two groups. Hen 

who selected the prestige model are somewhat r.iore likely to be in the 

mediuf:l scoring group, and, consequently, there is not such a great 

difference between those who chose the prestige model or the other 

models in ternlS of their representation among the low scorers as t11ere 

is in the case of class identification. 

There is, then, a relationship between militancy and both working-

class identification and selection of the pecuniary or pm·.rer r:ioclcls. 

But the relationships are by no means perfect. Thus about 25% of the 

workers who claim to he r.iiddle-class also score high in terms of militancy, 
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whereas zoi of the working-class identifiers answered the questions making 

up the militancy index in such a manner as to place them among the least 

militant of the workers in the four communities. Likewise, over one-quarter 

of the workers who selected the prestige model appear among the most 

militant group of workers, while almost one-quarter of those who selected 

the pecuniary or the power model are among the least militant workers. 

Table VI-9.--Choice of class model by class identification, by 
militancy (in percentages) 

Choice of Class identifjcation 
class model Middle-class Working-class 

Low militancya 

Prestige model 

Pecuniary or power model 

Medium militancyb 

Prestige model 

Pecuniary or power model 

High militancyc 

Prestige model 

Pecuniary or power model 

64 

36 
100 

W=°48) 

66 

34 
rmr 
~6) 

53 

47 
UJtf 
~2) 

68 

32 
lTIO 

(N=5"0) 

61 

39 
rmr 

(N=98) 

41 

59
1mr 

(N:;99) 

No answers, etc. = 132. 

~2 = 0.065, ~ith ldf (n.s.). Tau B.= -.OS (n.s.)

bi2 = 0.101, with ldf (n.s.). Tau B = .04 (n.s.) 

~2 = 0.910, with ldf (n.s.). Tau B = .10 (p~.05). 


(N.B. All chi-square values are corrected for continuity, to 
allow for the possibility of small expected cell frequencies) . 
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Table VI-9 examines the possibility that controlling for level 

of militancy brings to Jight a relationship between class identification 

and choice of class model. Among both middle-class an<l working-class 

identifiers, as Table VI-9 shows, selection of the prestige model declines 

with increasing levels of militancy. 20 However, when comparing middle-class 

and working-class identifiers at any given level of militancy, differences 

in choice of class model do not reach statistically significant proportions. 

At the low and medium levels of militancy there are no large percentage 

differences in choice of class model by middle and working-class ident

ifiers. Among the most militant workers there is a twelve point differ

ence, with working-class identifiers being less likely to select the 

prestige model, but, as the insignificant chi-square value shows, it.is 

a minimal relationship at best. What is of note, however, is that 

over 4oi of the most militant workers, who also identify as working-

class, still see the prestige model as the most accurate description 

of the bases of the stratification system. A comparable finding is 

provided by examining the relationship between union membership and 

choice of class model, controlling for level of militancy. 

Table VI-10 shows that the level of militancy of non-rmionists 

makes little difference in their choice of class models, 21 but among 

ZOThe relationship between militancy and choice of class model 
among the middle-class identifiers is not statistically significant 
(-x..2 = 1.475, with 2df (n.s.). Tau C = .08 (n.s.)), but that among working
class identifiers is signifiamt (~ = 12.914, with 2df (p<.01). 
Tau C = .24 ( p<.001)). . 

2~ = 0.790, with 2df (n.s.). Tau C = .08 (n.s.). 
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Table VI-10. --l.hoice of class model by union r.1ernhership, 
by militancy (in percentages) 

Choice of class model Non-Unionists · Union memhcrs 

Low militancya 

Prestige model 49 71 

Pecuniary or pm,·er model 51 
l'ITTT 

cr=E>l) 

29 
HITT 

(N=52) 

Medium militancyb 

Prestige model 47 64 

Pecuniary or power model 53 
lmr 

(1\=31) 

36 
rmr 

(i'\=l27) 

High militancyc 

Prestige model 37 4S 

Pecuniary or poKcr 1:io<lel 63 
rrm 

(N=l8) 

SS 
rmr 

(1\=lll) 

No ans\vers, etc. = llS 

ax2 = 4.2SS, with ldf (p<. OS). Tau B = - •22 (p<. 001). 

hx2 = 2.310, \dth ldf (n.s.). Tau B = -.14 (p<. 01) . 

c-X.2 = 0.130, with ldf (n.s.). Tau B = -.OS (n.s.). 

union members the higher the level of milit;:mcy the less tLc rroport ion 

of men selecting the prestige model. 22 Mien co1-:-iparing union members 

with non-unionists at the different levels of militancy it is seen that 

22-'t.2= 13.316, with 2df (p<..01). Tau C = .22 (p<.001). 



differences in choice of class model Jiminish with increasing 111ilitancy. 

Tims union menbcrs anong the least nib tant 1·:orLcrs are 22 percentage 

points ~trove non-i.rnionists rn t'1cir c11oicc of the rrcst i ~e r'.ndcl. TI1c 

comparable d:iffcrences are 17 roints among the nediurn scorers, and 8 

points anon:; the cost i;1Ditant \\'Orkers. Dut controlling for level of 

nilitancy docs not s1io:1' that even t}JC' nost Dilitant union nc1i:bcrs are 

less likely to adopt the prestige nodel th::m t:1e r:1ost r.:ilitant r.on

unionists. 1\nd, as in t~1e case of the 11iost r.dl itant workinz-class 

identifiers, over 4O~ of the nest r.1i1Hant u~1ion i:;ei11bers selected the 

prestige r1odel as the nost <iccurate description of the class syster1. 

'I1ms, althour;h 1:1cn Hho selected t!1e peCLmiary or power noclel 

arc uore likely to be illlong the 1:1ost militant \1'orkers, it is stil1 

the case t}1at a mmbcr of nen \'.-ho selected the prestize model also 

scored high on i:1ilitancy and itlentified as working-class. Thus it is 

possible for a worker to be conscious of his class interests and yet 

see the class systef.l in terns of status anJ prestige differences. 

~·Ierely because one believes that differences in status and presti.;e 

are the hases of the stratification system, it does not necessarily follow 

that one accepts the justice of such a systen. A \·:orker i;ny, for instance, 

be very aware that the president of the coJT1pany he works for is accorded 

much hig11er status and prestige than himself, but he may also regard this 

as unjustified. The finding that a mmiber of 1\'orkers select the prestige 

model while still identifying as working-class and being ar.ong the 

most militant \·mrkers suggests, therefore, that agreement that the strat

ification system is based on the <listribution of prestige in society 
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docs not necess;Jrily lead to the noniative acceptance of the existing 

societal arrangements. 

Thj s 1·:ould SC'C1"1 to connl v with the often 1w0rd col'mlaint lw"" ,, .... ~ 

manual workers that they <lo the real work in society yet do not gain 

the proper rccognjtion fron the rest of society. Evidence of this is 

found in Young and Hillr.i0tt's study of the prestige rankings of occup

d 23t · e l work,crs in r·:ngi an . i\ mun er ofa ions mad )y manua1 · b rn.anua1 

workers (albeit a r.iinority) acconled manual occupations a higher rank 

than non-manual occupations, on the grotmds that these occupations 

pcrfonned more important functions for society.. If, then, manual workers 

can adopt a prestige model of social stratification which does not 

accept the existing distribution of status and prestige this would cast 

doubt on the argrnncnt fo1p] ied in Lockh'Ood 's discussion of class inagery, 

namely that the only two possibly variants of a prestige model are 

either a deferential model or a middle-class model. The fact that a 

number of militant manual workers see society in prestige tems, along 

with the evidence presented in Young and Hillmott's essay, suggests 

that other working-class versions of a prestige r.10del of the stratific

at.ion system are indeed possible, and that more detailed research is 

needed to ascertain the extent and variety of the ways in which workers 

regard the distribution of status and prestige in society. 

Not only do about one-quarter of the men who selected the prestige 

2 ~1. Young a P. llillnott, "Social Grading by ~,Ianual iforkers", 
British Journal of Sociolo~r, 7 (1956), pp. 337-345. 
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model rank a.!7\ong the r.1ost r:1ili tant wort.crs, but also about one-quarter 

of the middle-class identifiers do like1dsc. TI1is ,,1ould sugsest that 

1:1id111P-c1nss idcnt-if-ication docs not, for all the \·.'ortcrs '·:ho so j<1ent

ify, mean an identification uith what sociologists would nornally 

regard as the 11i<1Llle-class. Runcii:1an, in Relative Dcnrivat ion and 

Social Justice, has sl1rn..n that not all 1.;orkers who identify as nid<lle

class have a conception of "middle-classness" that er.1phasizes status 

differcnces or places them outside the class to which they regard most 

, h 1 . 24·manua1 worr~crs as , e ong1ng to. Likewise, ~rartin, in his study of 

class identification in Britain, found that many workers who identified 

as niddle-class revised the class boundaries, so as to include ther.1

selves, an<l r.iany of their manual worker compatriots, in a large middle

. 25class composed of people in both m:mual and non-mnual occupat10r..s. 

An<l Goldthorpe, Lockw0od, et al. found that a nun:ber of "affluent 

workers" felt that they could be described as either 1i1iddle-class or 
26 

working-class. 

If some Korkcrs ,..ho call thenselves middle-class do not identify 

24Runciman, op.cit., p. 159. Of the 26ns of t~1e r.1anual \-.'orkcrs 
who gave a middle-class iCientification, only about one-third gave criteria 
that Runcir:ian regards as fitting \·:i th corrnonly agreed sociolozic0l 
definiticMs of "r :i·Julc-c:i ;1s:~ncss'' (s'.ici·i <ls ccnscious c,ssociat io1~ \:it:1 
non-manual persons, or er:1phasis on style of life). 

25F.!1. i·!artin, "Sorae Subjective Aspects of Social Stratification", 
in D.V. Glass (ed.), Social :!ability in f;rit::iin, (London: l~outlcdgc f1 Kegan 
Paul, 1954), pp. 59-62. ~!art in fotm<l that .38% of the manual 1·:orkcrs 
who identified as middle-class defined the middle-class as being co1~1poseJ 
of "everyone who v:orks for a living". 

26Goldthorpe, Locki.\'OOd, et al . , The Affluent lforker in the Cbss 
Structure, (Canbridgc: CarnbridgCUmverS'lt:y Press, l%S), pp. i.:.i-:i..;(J. 
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with what sociologists conventionally regard as t}1e miLkllc-·class, 

then it wouJd be possible for them to claiJ:t middle-class status and 

to be a\\·;:irc of tlle;Lsclvcs as s;1arj11~ co:.U':on interests with other rnnual 

workers. The figures presented in Table VI-8, nar:1cly those showing 

that zsi of the nanual \·.rorJ-:ers Hho identified as nidcllc-class never

theless rank ar;1ong the nost militant workers, Hould. appear to confirr.1 

this interpretation. 

In the ideal-typical situation of the "traditional proletarian" 

it might be that militancy would ah:3ys ex:ist hund-in-}10.nd uith \·1orkins

class iclent] fication ancl a clichoto~ous power model of the strn.tificution 

system. But, as has been noted before, none of the con1w1itics studied 

are characterized by the stability, homogeneity, and isolation from 

the influences of the wider society that is ir,~)liccl by t}-ds ideal-type. 

In the r.1ore fluid social rel::itionships that the workers arc involved in, 

even in Sudbury, it is, perhaps, not surprising that the degree of 

consistency bet\'ieen the attitudes held by the manual \\'orkcrs in the four 

conununities is less than one might e:>q)ect to find in the "extreme11 case of 

the "tr3<lition31 proletarian". 

Thus, in examining the relationship between milit:mcy, class 

identification, and c11oice of class nodels it has been found that, 

although militancy is associated with both working-class identification 

and choice of the pm1'er or pecuniary models, it is still possible for 

a worker who holds fairly militant views to identify with the P1id<l1e

class or to sec the class systcra in term;:; of a prestige n;oclcl. licnce 

the instance of trade lU1ion ncmbersh]p being associated ·with ;.ii.litancy, 

http:hund-in-}10.nd
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working-class identification, anLl selection of the prestige 11:o<lcl. There 

still re1~1ains the question of hou Horkcrs' attitudes to social ine:<1uaJ lty 

are related to their l)O] frkal atti tudcs an<1 party pre frrenccs. This 

question wi 11 he considered in the next chapter, whic:1 \·.rill be devoted 

to an exar:1ination of the factors lmderlying working-class support for 

the ;·~e1·1 Democratic Party. 

Summary 

In this chapter a score iadicating the degree of r.1ilitancy 

expressed by 110rkers in their resvonscs to five questions was constr

uctec.1, in an attc1::pt to pri-:ivide another T'.1casurc of differences in 

atti tuJes ar.10,1g \·:orkcrs u1 the four con1:mnjties. It was found that 

differences in r..ilitancy bct1,;cen the '''orkers of the four co1;1r;!w1ities 

were 1Teater ti1an cOi;Piarable Jifferences in class iL1cntification an:~ u • 

choice of class noJeJs. CorJr.1:mity differences in r11ilitancy did follm: 

the pattern that \·:orkers in the 1;1ore ' 1~''ortin~-class" cm•1w1ities Kere 

f.lore likely to be amons the most rililitant workers than \!ere the 1·:or:.,:crs 

in the 1,1ost 1 '1~iddle-classn community, Ottm'<'a. It was suggested that 

crn:'.f.;un:i ty ll:i f [e1·ences \.ere greater in t:1is instance beGmsc t:1e topics 

which co;apriscJ foe ite1;y, fr01.1 l·:hich the score Has constructcJ here 

and that this concreteness ncant that the topics were of norc ir:1necliatc 

relevance to t;1c every Jay exper icnccs of the ,..-orLcrs in the study. 

~ li lj tancy also vad eel, in t:1e expected nanner, hith ti1e other 

t\·,10 groups of factors 11'hich have Leen focw;cJ upon in this thesis, 

nar,1elv factors relatini' to the \-:or:I;: situations arn.i fa1,1ily anJ frjc::;Ll:;hin
J ,~ ~ 
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a[filiation.s of t;1c \\'Orkcrs in tile stuJy. T!ms, more than in the cases 

of class iJcntifiG1tio11 anJ class ;~10Jcls, the stn1ctural supr)orts for 

di!:: tinctly \\·orb n~; -cbss attituclcs \:r..Tc found to opcro.tc in tl:c r:rnmcr 

hypothesized in Chapter I. 

It h·as also notcJ that tLc rclations11ip 1ict1..·cen militancy, 

working-class iJcntification, and choice of the pecuni2ry or power 

mo<lels was hy no means a per feet one. Alt~1ough r:1ilitancy ten.Jed to 

be associ ateJ 1·:ith these other attitudes ti1erc iwre a reasonably large 

number of men who a<lopted an "inconsistent" set of attituc~es. It was 

argued that this suggests that the prestige model docs not, for all ti1e 

workers Hho a<lopt it, necessarily imply acceptance of the existing Lases 

for conferring status anJ prestige, anJ also that r.Lidclle-class identif

ication on the part of r:ianual workers docs not necessarily involYc ident

ification \\it:1 those social groups t:1at are conventionally reganle<l as 

maklng up the middle-class. 

The source of this "inconsistency" between the attitudes of nany 

of the manual workers was suggested to be the fact that few, if any of 

the workers in this study, had experienced the consistency of experiences 

ir'lplieJ in 1.oc1.1.·oo<l' s tn1ology of differcnt ,\·orkers. J\s one exar.:p] e, 

not even Sudbury, because of the high degree of geographical mobility 

among h'orkers in that city, can provide t.hc integration necessary for t.hc 

development of a full-blmm proletarian traditionalism. 

http:opcro.tc
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NDP 91ProRT Af.UNG MANUAL \\ORKERS 

It has been pointed out that the influence of social class 

membership on party choice is not as strong in Canada as in other 

industrial societies. 1 In Britain, for instance, approximately two-thirds 

of the manual working-class generally vote for the Labour Party, whereas 

only about 25% of those in non-manual pursuits support that party. 2 

In the United States the Democratic Party is the main recipient of the 

working-class vote. 3 But, in Canada, no single political party receives 

the majority of working-class votes. However, as Alford points out, 

Canada's social democratic party, the New Democratic Party, although 

it does not generally gain the majority of working-class votes, does 

receive the bulk of its support from manual workers, 4 a finding that is 

replicated in this study, where it is found that over 70% of the men 

intending to vote for the NDP in the Provincial and Federal elections 

lSee, for example, R. Alford, "The Social Bases of Political 
Cleavage in 1962", in J. Heisel (ed.), Pa~ers on the 1962 Election, 
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1 64), pp. 203-234; and L. ~fcDonald, 
"Social class and voting: a study of the 1968 Canadian Federal election 
in Ontario'', British Journal of Sociology, 22:4 (1971), pp. 412-413. 

2M. Abrams, "Some measurements of social stratification in Britain", 
in J.A. Jackson (ed.), Social Stratification, (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1968), p. 142. 

3s.M. Lipset, Political Man, (Garden City, N.Y.: Anchor Books, 
1963), esp. pp. 303-309. 

4R. Alford, Party and Society, (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1963), p. 253. 
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5
(of 1971 and 1972, respectively) were maru.ial workers. The NDP is similar 

in this respect to other left-wing parties - it gains most of 

its support from manual workers, and in this sense can be referred to 

as a working-class party. In this chapter an examination of the sources 

of 'Werking-class support for the New Democratic Party will be lllldertaken, 

and this may provide some clues not only as to why certain workers are 

more likely to vote for the NDP than others, but also why the majority 

do not. If the theoretical expectations outlined in Ch?pter I apply 

to voting it is to be predicted that those workers most involved in 

strictly working-class relationships, in the conmunity, at work, and 

in their family and friendship affiliations, will be the most likely 

to support the New Democratic Party. 

The Sources of NDP Support 

There were four questions on the questionnaire concerning party 

allegiances. The respondents were asked to indicate which political 

party_ they usually support in Federal and Provincial elections, and 

also which party they planned to support in the next Federal and Prov

incial elections. 6 

SSee Chapter III, Table III-4, p. 129. 

6rhe first part of the survey was conducted in May 1971, before 
the Provincial Election of 1971 and the Federal Election of 1972. The 
Lindsay survey was conducted after the Provincial Election, so the word
ing of the appropriate question was altered, asking how the respondent 
had voted in that election. 
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On each of the four questions over 80 men failed to provide a 

party identification, while only a small minority said that they supported 

parties other than the Progressive Conservatives, Liberals, or New 

Democrats. The twelve men who said that they usually support the Social 

Credit Party in Federal elections were the largest group giving support 

to· any party other than the three mentioned above. The analysis in 

this chapter will be based on the replies of the 376 manual workers who 

gave a party identification in response to all four questions. Table 

VII-1 shows the stated party affiliations of these workers, showing those 

workers who reported that they consistently support the same party, and 

those "floating voters" who transfer their allegiance from one party 

to another. 

The New Democratic Party consistently gains the support of 27% 

of the manual workers who replied to all four questions. Another 

14\ support the NDP in some elections, Wiile supporting other parties on 

other occasions. The Progressive Conservative Party is consistently 

supported by 18% of those workers who are being considered, while (a fact 

not shown in the table) another 14% sometimes support that party. The 

Liberal Party is the consistent choice of 29% of the workers included in 

Table VII-1, and (again, something not shown in the table) a further 18% 

float between the Liberals and other parties. The Liberals, therefore, 

gain the support of the largest group of workers, followed fairly closely 

by the New Democrats. All in all, 58% of the workers considered in 

Table VII-1 adopt a consistently non-NDP voting position. 

In the analysis that follows the main concern will be to examine 
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Table VII-1.--Political allegiances of manual workers 

Political allegiance 

Consistent Progressive Conservative supporters 

Consistent Liberal supporters 

COnsistent NOP supporters 

Consistent Social Credit supporters 

Consistent supporters of other parties 

Floating voters who never support the NDP 

Floating voters who sometimes support the NOP 

18 


29 


27 


2 


1 


8 


14 

99" 

~6)* 

*Only those cases where a party identification was made for all 
four questions are included. 

the sources of working-class support for the NDP. Consequently, the 

manual workers will be divided into three groups; those who consistently 

support parties other than the NDP, those who float between the NDP and otrer 

parties, aid t:hcoo who consistently support the NDP. 7 This procedure 

may, of course, obscure differences between supporters of the 

7The respondents were asked to indicate their party preferences 
regardless of whether or not their citizenship status entitled them to 
vote. It might be argued that the inclusion of non-citizens would make 
the results non-comparable with actual voting behaviour. But, firstly, 
this survey is primarily concerned with the attitudes of all workers 
in the study. And, secondly, a comparison of the political preferences 
of Canadian and foreign born workers shows no significant differences 
between them (chi-square= 0.139, with Zdf (p.s.J), which suggests that 
the inclusion of non-citizens does not drastically affect the results. 
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Progressive Conservative and Liberal parties (there being too few Social 

Credit supporters for any analysis), but the major focus of this thesis 

is on the influence of social stnictural factors in fostering among 

manual workers a perspective that is "deviant" fran that of the more 

privileged groups in society. Regardless of the ideological "purity" 

of the NDP, the fact that the party gains such a large part of its 

support from manual workers suggests that it is the only major political 

party in Ontario that does deviate from the political values of the 

classes higher in the stratification system. Because of this it is 

legitimate to concentrate on differences in the social characteristics 

of supporters and opponents of this political party among th;.. working

class. However, reference will also be made to any major differences 

between the supporters of the Progressive Conservative and Liberal 

parties. 

As in other chapters, the first factor that will be discussed 

is the influence of community differences on working-class support for 

the NDP. Butler and Stokes, in their analysis of British poll data, 

found that the higher the proportionate representation of working-class 

people among the voters in a constituency, the larger the proportion of 
8manual workers who voted for the Labour Party. Table VII-2 shows the 

levels of working-class support for the NDP in the four corranunities, 

and establishes that conmrunity differences are indeed related to var

iations in support for the NDP. 

8n. Butler &D. Stokes, Political Change in Britain, (London: 
MacMillan, 1969), pp. 144-150. 
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Table VII-2.--NDP support by conmrunity (in percentages) 

Ottawa Lindsay Hamilton Sudbury Total 

Consistent 71 65 61 47 58 
non-NDP 

Floaters 22 18 11 14 15 

Consistent NDP 7 17 28 39 27 
ltRr rmr ltRr rmr lutr 

(Jr=46) (1r=71}) or=I'20) {W=nl) (N=376) 

No answers, etc. = 129. 


~ = 25.133, with 6df (p<.001). Tau C = .18 (p<.001). 


Workers in Sudbury are the most likely to support the New Democ

ratic Party, 39% being consistent supporters of the NDP, and another 

14% fluctuate between the NDP and other parties. At the other extreme, 

only 7% of the workers in Ottawa consistently support the NDP. Eleven 

percentage points separate the workers of Lindsay and Hamilton who con

sistently vote for the NDP, a figure larger than one would expect if 

only the actual occupational compositions of the two conurn.mities are 

considered. But Lindsay is part of a larger electoral riding which has 

never returned an NDP representative (at either the Federal or Provincial 

level), whereas Hamilton contains a ntunber of electoral ridings and, in 

three of the Provincial ridings, NDP members are elected fairly consistently. 

Thus the possibility of electing an NDP representative is obvious in 

Hamilton, whereas, in Lindsay, it might legitimately be thought that 

a vote for the NDP is a wasted vote. This conjecture appears to be 
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supported by the fact that the workers of Lindsay are less decisive 

than those in Hamilton, as is seen by comparing the percentage of 

floating voters in the two conununities. Looking at the consistently 

non-NDP workers, it is noticeable that only 4 percentage points separ

ate the workers of the two communities. 

Controlling for the influence of the intervening variables 

referred to throughout this thesis does not show the relationship bet
9 

ween conununity and NDP support to be spurious, so it appears safe to 

assert that the more a co11U11unity's labour force is made up of manual 

-workers the more likely it is that workers in that conmrunity will support 

the New Democratic Party.10 This finding also appears to support the 

interpretation presented in Chapter VI that cOil1Ill.ll1i.ty differences in 

workers' attitudes are more pronounced when the questions concerned 

relate to more concrete issues that are likely to appear relevant to 

the worker's every day experiences. 

Thus the first structural factor, that of conmunity structure, 

. 9The zero-order product moment correlation between NDP support 
and class composition of coJllllU.lility is .22. Partialling out the effects 
of intervening variables does not substantially reduce this correlation 
(see Chapter IV, p. 165, footnote 12 for details of the control variables). 
The lowest first-order partial correlation is .17 (p<.01), which results 
when union membership is controlled. 

The variable measuring NDP support was created by assigning a 
value to the response on each of the four voting questions (s::oring support 
for the NDP as 1, and support for any other party as 0) and slD1lffiing these 
values. The respondent was assigned a score, ranging from 0 to 4, based 
on how many of the four questions relating to voting he responded to 
in favour of the NDP. 

10comparing the consistent supporters of the three major parties, 
Progressive Conservative support is highest in Lindsay, where 53% of the 
consistent supporters support that party, and lowest in Sudbury, where the 
figure is 13%. Liberal support is strongest in Ottawa (67%) and weakest in 
Lindsay (23%). The relative ordering of NDP support between the four COI1Jl11Ul1

ities does not alter. 

http:cOil1Ill.ll1i.ty
http:Party.10
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is found to operate in the manner hypothesized, namely that the more 

wrking-class the milieux in which the worker resides the more likely 

is it that he will make the decision to support the political party 

that, even if only moderately, presents a challenge to the basis on 

which the society is presently organized. Table VII-3 shows the relat

ionship between NDP support and union membership, the element of the 

second structural factor, the work situation, that has been found to 

be most influential on workers' attitudes. 

Table VII-3.--NDP support by union membership (in percentages) 

Non-unionists Union members 

Consistent non-NDP 76 so 

Floaters 15 15 

Consistent NDP 9 35
• 100" llm' 

CN=l"O"O) vr=zoo) 

No answers, etc. = 145 • 

.; = 26.555, with 2df (p,.001). Tau C = .24 (p,.001). 

The trade union again emerges as one of the strongest influences 

leading the worker to a "deviant" perspective. The Tau C correlation of 

.24 indicates that union membership is the single most important factor 

discovered in this study accounting for variation in working-class 
11support for the NDP. Only 9% of the non-unionists consistently support 

11..nie zero-order product moment correlation between union membership 
and NDP support is .28, and first-order partial correlations, controlling 
for the usual variables, are not appreciably different. The lowest first
-order partial correlation is .25, yielded when the class composition of 
community is partialled out. _ 

The fact that controlling for the intervention of other variables 
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the NDP, compared to 35% of the union members, while a further 15% of 

both groups of workers float between the NOP and other parties. Even 

among union members, therefore, consistent support for the NDP is a 

minority position, but if many of the labour unions in Ontario did not 

support the New Democratic Party, it seems safe to assert that the 

cause of social democracy in this province would face far greater dis

advantages than it already does. 

Comparing consistent supporters of the Progressive Conservative 

and Liberal parties with those of the NDP, non-unionists are much like

lier than union members to support the Conservatives (50% of the former, 

compared to 16% of the latter) • Union membership, however, has little 

effect on the Liberal vote, for 37% of the non-unionists who consist

ently support one of the three major parties support the Liberal Party, 

compared to 38% of the union mernbers. 12 The division between non-unionists 

does not obliterate the relationship between union ~mbership and support 
for the NDP would, applying the same argument that was presented in the 
discussions of the relationship of union membership to both class 
identification and militancy, suggest that the relationship primarily 
results from union membership influencing the worker to support the NDP, 
rat~er than resulting from the effect of other factors which influence the 
worker both to join a trade union and to support the NDP. Butler and Stokes 
(op.cit., pp. 151-170) argue, from the evidence of their study of voting in 
Br1ta1n, that the relationship between current union membership and Labour 
voting results primarily from the prior existence of class feelings that 
influence workers both to join unions and to support the Labour Party. They 
do not, however, consider the possibility that it might have been membership 
of unions in an earlier period of their lives that influenced the workers to 
hold such class attitudes. Be that as it may, the evidence from the four 
conmn.mities suggests that in Ontario (especially as union membership is often 
a condition of employment) membership in a trade union does have an 
independent influence on the political attitudes of manual workers. 

12Ainong the consistent party supporters only, the NDP is supported 
by 14t of the non-lli~ionists and 46% of the union members. If consistency 
is a measure of political com.~it:ment it would appear the NDP has extra 
strength among the more politically committed trade lll"lionists. 

http:mernbers.12
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and union members parallels the differences between the social classes, 

where the Progressive Conservatives gain disproportionate support fr01n the 

non-manual classes, the Liberal Party gains support from both manual and 

non-manual groups, and the NDP gains most of its support among manual workers. 

Support for the NDP among mamial workers, as Table VII-4 shows, 

also varies with the size of plants within which the 'Wt>rkers are employed. 

Table VII-4.--NDP support by plant size (in percentages) 

Number of employees 
Under 100 to 500 to 1,000 to 5,000 & 
100 499 999 4,999 over 

Consistent non-NDP 64 68 29 53 58 

Floaters 18 8 30 13 12 

Consistent NDP 18 
IUU" 

(?r=I"Ol) 

24 
lrnY 

(N=67) 

41 
lutr 
~) 

35 
llrr 

(JF1S) 

30 
lUU" 

(fr=i3) 

No answers, etc. = 147 


-i = 26.575, with 8df (p<.001). Tau C = .09 (p<.01). 


Workers in the smaller plants are less likely to support the 

NDP than are workers in larger plants. Only 18\ of the workers working 

in plants employing less than 100 employees consistently support the 

NDP, and only 24% of the workers in the next smallest plants (those 

employing between 100 and 499 people) do likewise. The greatest support 

for the NDP is from among those employed in plants with 500 to 999 employees, 

13See Chapter III, Table III-4, p. 129. 



299 

whereafter support declines in the larger plants, but is still above 

that given by workers in the smaller plants.14 It would appear, there

fore, that plant size does have an effect on political allegiance. But, 

as Table VII-5 shows, when tmion membership is taken into accotmt it 

appears that differences in the extent of tmion organization accotmt for 

a good deal of the effect of plant size. 

Very few non-tmionists work in anything but the very small and 

the very large plants, and there is little difference in levels of NDP 

support between these two groups of workers. Anx>ng trade l.lllionists , 

workers in the smallest plants are only slightly less likely to con-. 

sistently support the NDP than are workers in the two largest categories 

of plant size. In fact consistent non-NDP supporters are a smaller 

percentage of the workers in the smallest plants than they are in the 

two largest categories. Consistent NDP support is lowest in the plants 

employing 100 to 499 people, and highest alOOilg workers employed in 

plants with 500 to 999 employees (where there is also the largest prop

ortion of floating ~P supporters). What Table VII-5 shows, therefore, is 

that the differences in political preferences among workers in the 

14consistent supporters of the Progressive Conservative Party 
are most numerous among workers in the smallest plants (45% being 
supporters of the Conservatives). Support for the Liberal Party is 
fairly similar in all size plants, with the exceptions that it is low 
in the smallest plants (because of the extra support for the Conservatives) 
and in those employing between 500 to 999 people (because of the strength 
of the NDP among these workers). It has already been noted that support
for the Progressive Conservatives is fairly strong among non-unionists. 
About 60% of the workers in the smallest plants are non-tmionists, and 
this accounts for the high degree of support accorded the Conservatives 
among the workers in the smallest plants. 

http:plants.14
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Table VII-5.--NDP support by plant size, by union membership (in 
percentages) 

NlUllber of Employees 
Under 100 to 500 to 1,000 to 5,000 & 
100 499 999 4,999 over 

Non-lUUOil1S• · t Sa 

Consistent non-NDP 

Floaters 

Consistent NDP 

Union membersb 

Consistent non-NDP 

Floaters 

Consistent NDP 

73 

18 

9 
rmr 

CN=o.S) 

47 

18 

35
1mr 

{1r=!6) 

100 

0 

0 
nnr 

(fr=O) 

63 

9 

28 
rmr 

(?r='57) 

67 

0 

33 
lmf 
~ 

21 

35 

44 
1mr 
~) 

100 

0 

0 
mr 
~ 

50 

12 

38
imr 

{1r=09) 

70 

zo 
10 

rurr 
(N=ZO) 

53 

10 

37 
rmr 
~1) 

No answers, etc. = 157 


"x,2 =7.011, with Sdf (n.s.). Tau C = -.02 (n.s.). 


~2 = 21.958, with &if (p<.01). Tau C = .02 (n.s.). 


various sized plants are diminished considerably once union membership 

is taken into account, a. point that is further illustrated by the fact 

that the zero-order correlation of plant size with ?llP support is .12 

(p<.05), whereas the first-order partial correlation, controlling for 

union membership, is only .04 (n.s.). The remaining differences do not 

support the hypothesis that increasing plant size has an independent 

effect on left voting among manual workers. 
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Variation in support for the NDP is also related to the type 

of workplace in which the worker carries out his occupation. Men who 

work in mines are far more likely to support the NDP than are men in 

other types of workplace. Among miners, 47% consistently support the 

NOP, while 27% of those employed in factories, production plants or 

workshops, 24% of those in transport or outside mrk, and 6% of those 

15employed in other work settings do likewise . The high level of NDP 

support among the miners parallels the high level of militancy among 

these workers, but in this instance it appears tlaat the differences 

are a reflection of the fact that all but one of the men engaged in 

wining reside in Sudbury. Among the Sudbury workers, 46% of the miners 

consistently support the NDP, but 44% of the waders employed in 

16
factories, production plants , or workshops do tm same. Tlrus the 

greater support that the NDP receives from mineis is mre attributable 

to the fact that these men reside in the most wariing-class of the four 

lS,.2 = 25.272, with 6df (p<.001). The wery low level of support 
for the NDP in the "other" category is difficult to interpret, as there 
are only 35 men in this category. But consistent :non-NDP supporters do 
not make up a much larger proportion of this group, and there are 
(proportionately) twice as many floaters between the NOP and other parties. 

16Support for the NDP among transport or mtside workers in 
Sudbury is lower, with only 26% consistently supporting that party. But 
there are only 22 of these men (compared to 59 lli:ners and 36 factory workers) 
so the figures are probably less reliable. And even allowing for the lower 
level of support, it is still higher than that fotmd among transport or 
outside workers generally. 1bere are only 7 workers in Sudbury who fit into 
the "other" category, none of whom consistently support the NOP. 
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commmities than to a general predisposition of miners, more than 

other workers, to support the NDP. 

The other element of work situation that has been fomid to be 

associated with differences in workers' attitudes is their ability to 

control the speed at which they work. When party allegiances are con

sidered, however, it is found that 25% of the workers who control their 

work speed consistently support the NOP, a figure not very different 

from the 29% of the men whose work speed is detemined by factors 

beyond their personal control.17 The direction of the difference is the 

same as in the case of other attitudes but is not so large, say, as the 

difference in levels of working-class identification. 

Thus, when considering party affiliations, the only element of 

'M>rk situation which is shown to have a strong independent effect on 

party choice is union membership. Differences in party choice due to 

the size of the plant in which the worker is employed are seen to be 

primarily attributable to differences in the extent of unionization in 

these·plants, and the high NDP vote among miners is seen to be mostly a 

reflection of the conmunity in which the miners reside. Although in the 

instances of class identification and militancy, other work situation 

variables do have some effect, the strength of their influence is nruch 

~2 = 1.213, with 2df (n.s.), Tau C = .01 (n.s.). Eighteen 
percent of the men who determine their own work speed are floating NDP 
supporters, compared to 14% of those who do not detennine the speed at 
which they work. The percentages of consistent non-NDP supporters are 
57\ for the fonner, and 58% for the latter. When consistent supporters 
of the three major parties are considered, detennination of work speed 
still shows no significant association with party choice ("X.2 = 3.201, with 
2df (ii.s.j). 

http:control.17
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18less than that of tmion membership, so the findings with regard to 

political allegiance are not inconsistent with others presented earlier. 

And the strength of the relationship between uni.an membership and NDP 

support confirms the hypothesis that the collective adaptations that 

workers evolve in response to their experience a the wrk world 

present one structural support for the adoption of attitudes that differ 

:fran those of groups higher in the social order. 

The other factor considered throughout dds thesis concerns the 

nature of the worker's kinship and friendship affiliations. Table VII-6 

shows the support for the New Democratic Party 3lllJilg workers classified 

by the socio-economic status of their wives' occupations. 

Table VII-6.--NDP support by wife's occupation (in percentages) 

20.0 - 29.9 
Blishen index 

30.0 - 39.9 40.0 &over 

Consistent non-NDP 63 39 63 

Floaters 13 17 14 

Consistent NDP 25 
I'D!" 
(N=2~) 

44 
IM 

CN=il) 

23 
rmr 

(1r=It}4) 

No answers, etc. = 315 


?.z = 10.001, with 4df (p<.05). Tau B = -.13 (p<.01). 


l81n the case of choice of class model, no 'WOrk situation 
variable bears a very strong relationship with that variable. 
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There are only 190 cases where the worker reported the current 

or previous occupation of his wife, and also gave a party identification 

in response to all four voting questions. But, it wwld still be useful 

to analyze the political preferences of these workers, especially as 

the party identifications of all these workers aTe mt very different 

from all the workers who responded to all four voting questions •19 

As iil the case of militancy, the relationship between wife's 

occupation and NDP support is not monotonic, for the highest level of 

NDP support is folUld among the -workers with wives in the middle category 

in Table VII-6. But there are not many men in the lowest category, so 

it is not possible to make JJBJCh of the low level o£ NOP support arong 

them. 20 Where there are sufficient m.unbers of ~s to provide more 
-~-

assurance in making comparisons it is seen that NDP support declines 

with increases in the socio-economic status of wivesr occupations, 

there being a 21 point difference between the pI<>pHtions of workers 

consistently supporting the NDP. 21 Hence contact 111ith the non-manual 

190£ the workers who both gave their wife's Qccupation and ans
wered all four voting questions, 55% are consistent non-NDP supporters, 
compared to 58% of all workers who answered the voting questions, 15% 
are floaters, the same proportion as in the wider girorup, and 30% are 
consistent NDP supporters, compared to 27% of all worms for 'Whom infonn
ation is available. The differences are rather small., and this affords 
sane assurance that it is legitimate to examine the pattern of party 
support among this sub-group of workers. 

2°'fhe actual numbers involved are 15 men~ are consistent non
NDP, 3 floaters, and 6 consistent NDP supporters. lI:f there were statist
ical independence the distribution would be 13, 4, md 7, hardly a very 
different distribution of responses. 

21When considering only those men who consistently support one or 
other of the three main parties (137 cases), support for the Conservatives 
does not vary appreciably between those in the intermediate and upper groups 
(22% and 27%), but Liberal support increases (fran Z'2% to 38%) while that 
for the NDP declines (from 56% to 34%). 
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world through marriage has a conservative influence on the worker's 

political beliefs, :m influence parallel to that found in the instances 

of class identification and militancy. 22 

This is the only variable concerning non-manual affiliations 

that shows any statistically significant relaticmship with political 

preferences. The socio-economic level of his father is not at all 

related to the worker's choice of political party,, a finding that 

is consistent with the results presented in earlier chapters. 23 Neither 

is the socio-economic status of the worker's best friend significantly 

related (as measured by chi-square) to party choice, although the 

direction of the differences that do exist is as expected. Thus 40% 

of the workers whose best friend's occupation places between 20.0 and 

22rhe zero-order product moment correlation between NDP support and 
wife's occupation is -.19 (p<.001). Partialling out union membership 
reduces the correlation to - .16 (the lowest correlation yielded from the 
partial correlations computed), but the correlation shows that there is still 
a relationship between wife's occupation and NDP support among workers. On 
the same basis as the argument concerning the dhection of the relationship 
between union membership and NDP support (see foetnote 11, p. 296), it would 
appear that the relationship does not result fraa the fact that some other 
variable explains both the tendency of some waders to marry women from a 
higher socio-economic bracket, and the variati<m in support for the NDP. 
Rather, it seems, marriage to a woman with a relatively high socio-economic 
status influences the worker to support parties a>re favourably regarded 
by groups higher in the social hierarchy. 

. The partial correlations were calculated on the basis of pair-wise
deletion of no answers. Recalculation of seventl correlations on the basis 
of list-wise deletion of no answers did not appreciably alter the results. In 
the correlation matrix involving NDP support, vife•s occupation, and union 
membership (where there were 164 cases), the zeTO-order correlation between 
NDP support and wife's occupation is -.18 (p<.05). Controlling for union 
membership reduces the correlation to -.13 (p,.05), which is slightly lower 
than that yielded by the method of pair-wise deletion. Nonethel~ss, both 
methods produce fairly similar results and, as was suggested in Chapter IV, 
pair-wise deletion is a far more economical prcx:edure. 

23Neither father's occupation (N=334, ~ = 4 563, with 4df (n.s.), 
Tau B = .04 (h.s.J) nor father's education (N=269, 'X-2 = 1.449, with 4df (n.s.), 
Tau B = -.04 fii.s.)) are associated with support for the NDP among manua~ workers. 

http:chapters.23
http:militancy.22
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29.9 on the Blishen index are consistent NDP supporters, compared to 

31\ of those with friends whose occupation ranks between 30.0 and 39.9, 

and 23% of those whose friend's occupation ranks over 40.o. 24 

The results of the analysis of the influence of non-manual 

affiliations on support for the NOP are, therefore, the same' as those 

arrived at in the discussions of class identification and militancy, 

namely that marriage to a woman with a non-manual occupational history 

is the most important affiliation influencing the wrker away from a 

"deviant" perspective. Thus far, therefore, the evidence presented supports 

the hypothesis, stated at the beginning of this chapter, that NDP voting 

would be strongest among those workers "protected .. from the influence of the 

dominant culture by their involvement in relationships predominantly 

wrking-class in character. 

With regard to the relationship between the wrker's own socio

economic status and support for the NDP, it has already been shown in 

Chapter III that high income does not lead to a decline in working

class, support for the NDP. Table VII-7 shows the level of support for 

the NDP among workers at different income levels. 

Table VII-7 establishes that the findings presented in Chapter 

III did not merely reflect the fact that high i.ncmne workers "floated" 

toward the NOP in the Provincial and Federal elections held after the 

major part of the survey was conducted. Rather, consistent support 

for the NOP is highest among the workers with the highest incanes. It 

Z4N = 221, ?!- = 6.999, with 4df (n.s.), Tau B =-.12 (p<.01). 
Educational differences do not attain even this level of directionality, 
as is seen by the Tau B correlation of -.06 (n.s.) between support for the 
NDP and education of best friend. 
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Table VII-7. --NDP support by income (in percentages) 

Urkier $7,000 $7,000-$8,999 $9,000 &over 

Consistent non-NDP 72 64 41 

Floaters 6 10 24 

Consistent NDP 22 rmr 26
imr 

35 
rrnr 

c.N=D.4) (1i=ll9) {N=Il7) 

No answers, etc. =155. 


i • 29.204, with 4df (p<.001). Tau B = .21 (p<.001). 


might be thought that this relationship is the result of union member

ship, on the asstmtption that union members earn more than non-unionists. 

But controlling for union membership does not show the positive relation

ship between NDP support and income to be sp.trious. The zero-order 

correlation is .18 (p<.001), and partialling out uuion membership yields 

a correlation of .19 (p<.01). No other intervening variable is creating 

the relationship between income and NDP support,25 so at the very least 

it ~ be said that increasing income does not, among the workers in the 

four comnumities, lead to one of the supposed manifestations of embourgeoise

ment, the drift away from left-wing voting. Merely because a worker 

is among the better paid section of the working-class it does not follow 

25controlling for the type of workplace, however, shows that the 
only strong relationship between income and NDP support is among men who 
work in mines. But in the cases of workers employed in other work sett
ings, consistent NDP support either does not vary with income or increases 
slightly with rising incomes. In all cases floating NDP support increases 
with income. 
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that he will identify his interests as being similar to those of non

manual 'WOrkers in a sil'ililar income bracket. The very reverse may occur, 

in that the worker may resent the greater social status assigned to 

white-collar workers who, in material terms, are no better than he is. 

Neither of the other two main indicators of socio-economic status, 

education and the socio-economic status of the individual's occupation, 

show any clear relationship with NDP support. Consistent NDP support 

is highest among those workers intermediate in educational attaimnent 

(9 to 10 years of schooling), while consistent :oon-NDP support is higher 

(and at a similar level) both among those with less than nine years of 

schooling, and those with eleven or more years of formal education. 26 

Thus the evidence does not show that NDP support is clearly (and negat

ively) associated with education. 

Similarly, with the socio-economic status of the workers' occ

upations, consistent NDP support is highest among those workers inter

mediate in tenns of the Blishen index (30.0 to 39.9). Thirty-one per

cent of these workers consistently support the NDP, compared to 20% of 

the workers in both the lower (20.0 to 29.9) and higher (40.0 and over) 

status occupations. Consistent non-NDP support is highest among the 

lowest status workers, at 70%, whereas 55% of the intermediate group, 

26N = 366, r = 22.199, with 4df (p<.001), Tau B = -.01 (n.s.). 
Consistent NDP support ranges, from low to high educational attaimnent, 
from 25%, through 38%, to 17%. Coresponding figures for consistent 
non-NDP support are 67%, 43%, and 66%. 
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27and 56\ of the highest status workers fall into this category. None 

of the major socio-economic indicators, therefore, show a pattern of 

declining support for the New Democratic Party with increasing socio

economic status among workers. 

'11lere are two other possible sources of variation in working-class 

support for the NDP that have to be examined, religious and etlmic 

differentiation, both of which have been held to be influential in party 
28

choice in Canada. As far as religious differences among manual 

wrkers are concerned, however, Table VII-8 shows tllat NDP support does 

not vary according to the religious affiliation of the worker. 

Table VII-8.--NDP support by religious affiliation (in percentages) 

Protestant lanan Catholic 

Consistent non-NDP 58 61 

Floaters 16 12 

Consistent NDP 26 
lmT 

CN=I'66) 

27 
1mr 

(N=l62) 

No answers, etc. = 177. 


~ = 0.787, with 2df (n.s.). Tau C = -.02 (11.s.). 


27N = 374, ?.2 = 10.819, with 4df (pJ:.05), Tau B = .09 (p<.01). 
Both education and socio-econanic status of current occupation show 
significant chi-square association with NDP support. but the direction of 
such differences as exist is not negative. Thus edbcation shows an 
insignificant Tau B correlation with NDP support, ami socio-economic status 
of occupation shows a moderate positive relationship with NDP support. 

28See, for example, McDonald, op.cit., p. 410. 
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There is practically no difference in the proportion of Prot

estant and Roman Catholics who support the NDP, but what is disguised 

in Table VII-8 is the difference in support for the other two parties 

between the two religious groupings. When consistent supporters of the 

three major parties are considered, religious differences are seen to play 

a part in the workers' party affiliations. 

Table VII-9. --Consistent supporters of the three major parties by 
religious affiliation (in percentages) 

Protestant Roman Catholic 

2rogressive Conservative 38 12 

Liberal 24 54 

New Democrat 38 
ltm' 

(1r=il6) 

341mr 
(lr=n6) 

No answers, etc. = 263. 


,e =30.891, with 2df (p(.001). 


Again there is not a great deal of difference in the proportions 

of Protestant and Roman Catholic rnarrual workers who support the NDP, but 

the Conservatives gain far more support from Protestants than Catholics, 

38t of the former supporting that party compared to e>nly 12% of the 

latter (these percentages being based only on those workers who consis

tently gave the same party identification on all fOID' voting questions). 

Ranan Catholic workers are strongly inclined to s~rt the Liberal Party, 

the Liberals gaining the support of 54% of the Catholic workers represented 

in Table VII-9, whereas they only gain the support of 24% of the Protestant 
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worlcers. This finding is paralleled by McDonald's study of the 1968 

Federal election in Ontario, where she fol.md, for a cross-section of the 

Ontario electorate, that religious affiliation J&as a stronger influence on 

Liberal and Conservative voting than do class nlated factors, whereas 
29the reverse is true of the NDP vote. 

Althoogh the proportions of Roman Catholic and Protestant workers 

who consistently support the NDP are similar, the strength of the Liberals 

amng Catholic workers means that the Liberal Party is the strongest 

party among the workers in this study. Tims the writing-class vote does 

not split evenly between the three parties, and this, it would appear, 

lessens the chance for the NDP to have its candidltes elected to office. 

National origin is not related to the l.ev'el of NDP support among 

manual workers in the four comnunities, for 271 of t:he Canadian born 

workers are consistent NDP supporters, a proportion almost identical 

to the 28% of foreign born workers who answered all four voting questions 
30who con.Sistently support that party. But NOP support among manual 

wrkers, as Table VII-10 shows, does vary according to the ethnic back

grot.IJ?d of the workers concerned. Con5istent NmJ support is strongest 

among workers of British ethnicity, followed closely by those of French 

extraction. Workers whose ethnic backgrol.md is other than of either the 

t'WO charter groups, however, are much less likely to support the NDP, 

29Ibid. 

3~ = 374,-X.2 = 0.139, with 2df (n.s.), TauC = .01 (n.s.). The 
same result is fot.md when comparing only those who consistent!)) support 
one or other of the three major political parties (N = 274 , "JC' = 1.962, 
with 2df (jl.sJ). 

http:backgrol.md
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17\ so doing, compared to 30% of those of French etlmicity, and 33% of 


the workers of British ethnic backgrotllld. 


Table VII-10.--NDP support by ethnic background (in percentages) 


British French Other 

Consistent non-NDP 

Floaters 

52 

15 

62 

8 

63 

20 

Consistent NOP 33
ltm. 

W=l'82) 

·30 
· ·1mr 
(N='S7) 

17 
rmr 

(N=I09) 

No answers, etc. = 157. 


,l- = 11.318, with 4df (~.OS). 


Considering consistent non-NDP workers, the workers of British 

ethnicity are less likely to be in this category than the workers of 

either French or other ethnic backgrotlllds. None o:f the control var

iables applied throughout this thesis (including religious affiliation) 

explain these differences, but it is possible to look at the distribut

ion of consistent· support for the three major parties in order to gain 

some clues as to the reason for these ethnic differences. 

Table VII-11 shows that both French Canadian and other non-British 

workers are most likely to support the Liberal Party; 59% of the French 

Canadian workers who consistently support one or other of the three 

political parties support the Liberal Party, and the same proportion of 

workers of other non-British ethnicities do the same. .Among workers of 

British ethnic origin, the largest proportion, 45\, support the NDP, 
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Table VII -11. - -Consistent supporters of the three major parties by 
ethnic background (in percentages) 

British French Other 

Progressive Conservative 33 3 17 

Liberal 22 59 59 

New Democrat ·45 
lmf 

(N=rn) 

'38
1mr 

(N=45) 

24
1mr 

(N=79) 

No answers, etc. : 248. 


~ =43.948, with 4df (p<.001). 


and support for the other two parties, although the Conservatives are 

stronger, is divided more equally than arnong the other ethnic groups. 

Traditionally the Liberal Party has been the party of the non-British, 

non-Protestant groups in Canada,31 and the figures presented in Table 

VII-11 show that this is true of the workers in this study. Particularly 

moong the French Canadian workers, the worker who does not vote Liberal 

is st°ill unlikely to vote for the Conservatives, but the hold that the 

Liberal Party has on the loyalties of workers of non-British ethnicity 

is stronger than that of any party among the workers of British origin. 

And the strength of the Liberal Party am:mg wrkers of non-British 

ethnicity is one of the factors preventing the NDP from being the strongest 

political party among the workers in this sttdy. 

31
Alford, Party and Society, p. 258. 
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In the discussion of the sources of working-class support for 

the New Danocratic Party it was f01md that all three factors focused 

upon throughout this thesis do have the hypothesized effect on 

political affiliation among manual workers. NDP support is highest 

working-class in social composition. Likewise, wrkers who are members 

of trade wiions, a major feature of the work situation faced by manual 

workers, are more likely to vote for the NDP than 'WOrkers who do not 

belong to Wlions. And 'WOrkers with the least contact with the non-manual 

world through marriage or friendship are more likely to support the NDP 

than workers with such contacts. The findings do, therefore, provide 

sane support for the theoretical expectations outlined in Chapter I, 

but the fact remains that the NDP is not the choice of a majority of 

mamial workers. Consideration of the configuration of factors discussed 

in this and other chapters may provide some clues as to why this is the 

case. 

Situations conducive to Wlity and solidarity within the working

cl~s, such as a predominantly working-class conmmity environment or 

extensive Wlion organization, co-exist with other situations and condit

ions that promote schisms within the working-class. Thus Sudbury, although 

it is predominantly working-class in social CCJlll>05ition, is also charact

erized by high rates of geographical mobility, by ethnic diversity, and 

by religious differentiation. It has already been argued, in Chapter V, 

that the instability of the Sudbury population precludes the kinds of 

intense solidarity upon which the model of the "traditional proletarian" 
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is premised. It is highly probable that many workers bring with them to 

Sudbury attitudes and values nurtured in envirol'lllents often very diff

erent from that faced in Sudbury, and this would be one factor possibly 

reducing the impact of the working-class milieux in engendering attitudes 

favourable to the NOP. Likewise, the fact that mny workers in Sudbury 

are of non-British ethnicity, and that Ranan Catholicism is the major 

religious denomination, would suggest that many workers are subject to 

cross-pressures; their class situation influencing them to support the NDP, 

while their ethnic and religious affiliations lead them to support the 

Liberal Party. In such a situation it is not surprising that the workers 

d~:ride and that, consequently, support for the NOP is not as high as one 

might expect if one considered only the social class composition of the 

. ty 32 And Sudb . f 1 . . . .COJDDIJlll • ury, in tenns o c ass composition, tm.l.On organiz

ation, and industrial structure would, under any circunstances, be a 

favourable milieu for the development of working-class politics. If NOP 

support in Sudbury is fot.md only among a minority of workers (albeit that 

32.niere is, in Sudbury, the additional influence of the inter-union 
rivalries that occured in the late 1950's and early 1960's, which led to 
the United Steelworkers of .America replacing the International Union of 
Mine Mill and Smelter Workers as the bargaining agent for the manual workers 
employed by International Nickel. The NDP (previously the CCF) was involved 
in this struggle, at least tacitly, on the side of the Steelworkers, and the 
"Steel raids" left a legacy of bitterness, which added to the divisions among
the workers of Sudbury. To what extent bitterness toward the Steelworkers 
led to a rejection of the NDP is difficult to assess, but interviews in 
Sudbury indicated that some workers still feel their loyalty to the NDP 
strained by its involvement in the labour struggles. For an account of the 
"Steel raids" see J.B. Lang, "A Lion in a Den of Daniels: a History of 
the International Union of Mine Mill and Smelter Workers in Sudbury, Ontario, 
1942-1962", (M.A. Dissertation, University of Guelph, 1970). 
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the NDP is the strongest party among the workers), tmder conditions most 

suitable for the growth of a party based on the working-class, then it 

is hardly surprising that the NDP is not the political preference of a 

majority of workers in Ontario as a whole. 

When it is also noted that one hundred and four of the one-hundred 

arid ninety men who both reported their wife's occupation, and answered 

all four voting questions, are married to women who perfonn (or perfonned) 

non-manual occupations, it is clear that many workers are subjected to 

cross-pressures from this source as well. Their objective class position 

may incline them to support the NDP, but they also face influences from a 

different class milieu pressuring them to support a different political 

party. 

Thus it appears that the countervailing influence of divisive 

factors prevents the elements centred upon in this thesis as sources of 

working-class "deviance" from the dominant values from having such a 

widespread influence among the workers in the four conmunities as to 

lead ·to majority support for the .NDP. It is nonetheless true that 

workers who do support the .NDP are more likely to be involved in the 

kinds of social relationships hypothesized as influencing the worker to 

support the party of the left. It remains to be seen, however, if NDP 

supporters see their support for the NDP as being based on class inter

ests. 

NOP Support and Class Attitudes 

The asslDllption that has govenied the analysis presented in this 

chapter is that the New Democratic Party is, of the major political 
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parties in Ontario, the party most closely aligned to working-class 

interests. The greater part of the support for the NDP canes from manual 

workers, and many trade tmions maintain close ties with the party, but 

there is still the question of whether or not mam.Jal workers who support 

the NDP see their support in class tenns. 

The study respondents were asked to give their reasons for supp

orting the political party of their choice. The question was open

ended, with respondents being asked to write their replies in the space 

provided. The replies were examined and a code was developed to sub

Slllle the responses under a small rn.unber of categories. Table VII-12 

shows the reasons given by the workers who replied to all four voting 

questions for their choice of political party, classifying workers by 

their support or non-support for the NDP. 

Table VII-12 shows that 40% of the consistent NDP supporters say 

they vote for that political party because it best represents the interests 

of "working people" or the ''working-class". This compares with only 4% 

of the consistent non-NDP workers, and 8% of the workers who float between 

supporting the NDP and other parties. Aioong the consistent NDP supporters 

this reason for party choice is by far the most frequently mentioned, 

the next most frequent being the need for a change in govermnent. There 

are few NDP supporters who mention the qualities of party leaders or 

local candidates, only 1% citing this reason, canpared to 10% of the 

floaters, and 18% of the consistent non-NDP voters. This in itself 

might suggest that consistent NDP supporters generally support this party 

for reasons related to social class, for de-emphasizing leadership qualities 
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Table VII-12.--Reasons for party choice by NDP support (in percentages) 

Consistent Floaters Consistent Total 
non-NDP NDP 

Best party for prov- 13 19 5 12 
ince, and/or Canada 

Qualities of leaders, 18 10 1 12 
and/or local cand
idates 

Best party for working 4 8 40 16 
people, working-class, 
etc. 

Need for a change 2 11 16 8 

Approval of policies, 28 34 13 24 
and/or perfonnance 

Negative reasons (e.g., 15 u 12 14 
''best of a bad bunch") 

Other* 19 s 13 15 
~ lmJ rmr IUT 

~65) {R4) {l'f="9"2) (N=301) 

. *Includes "family tradition, or habit" (6 cases), anti-socialist 
reasons (9 cases), and socialist reasons (5 cases). As the NDP is a 
democratic socialist party it would have been preferable to keep the 
last reason as a separate category, but the paucity of cases prevents this. 

No answers, etc. = 204. 
2 

'X = 100.523, with 12df (~.001). 

may indicate that the party, and the things that it stands for, are the 

things that matter. 

Fewer NOP supporters give as their reason for supporting the 

party that it best represents the needs of the province, or of Canada, 
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a reason that seems to reflect a rore conservative frame of mind, in 

that it would appear to asstune that there is agereral interest that 

transcends sectional interests. 

11le evidence in Table VII-12, therefore, clearly indicates that 

NDP supporters, much more than supporters of other political parties, 

support that party because they see it as representing the interests of 

people in a situation similar to themselves. 

Further evidence that NDP supporters are more likely to see pol

itics in tenns of class division and social inequality is provided by 

a comparison of the responses of NDP supporters and others to two quest

ions, one concerning the nature of the Canadian political system, the 

other the nature of industrial relations. Responients were presented 

with three statements presenting alternative conceptions of how Canada 

is governed. One statement described Canada as a pluralist society, with 

diverse interest groups all influencing political decisions. The 

second statement described the political system in elite tenns, stating 

that political decision-making is in the hands of an elite made up of 

corporate leaders, media operators, top church leaders, high civil servants, 

and influential M.P. 's and senators. The third statement described the 

Canadian political system in tenns of a ruling class model, asserting 

that the major political parties are dominated by the heads of the large 
33

corporations. Respondents were asked to indicate which description 

33See question 4: 63, Appendix C for the complete wording of this 
question. The question was adapted from a similar one used by W.H. Fonn 
and J. Rytina in a study in the U.S.A. The pluralist description is taken 
verbatim from that study, while the other two statements were nxxlified 
slightly to take account of differences between the U.S.A. and Canada. 



320 

came closest to their view of the distribution of political power in 

Canada, and Table VII-13 shows the responses of manual workers to this 

question, classified by support for the NDP. 

Table VII-13.--Conceptions of the distribution of political power in 
Canada by NDP support (in percentages) 

Consistent Floaters Consistent Total 
non-NOP NDP 

Pluralism 52 29 21 41 

Elite rule 28 36 33 31 

Ruling class 19 35 46 29 
~ lutr imr Inf 

CN=ZJ.O) (1T='S"S) (lr=m.) {Jr=3"56) 

No answers, etc. = 149. 
2

1l • 36.218, with 4df (p<.001). 

Consistent NDP supporters are the least likely to see the pol

itical system as a "market place" <;>f competing interest groups, all with 

more or less equal influence on political decision Eking. Among 

consistent NDP supporters, only 21% see the politicaJ system in plural

ist terms, compared to 29% of the workers who float lhetween the NDP 

and other parties, and 52% of the consistent non-NDP supporters. The 

differences between the workers are not so great with regard to the 

proportions in each group who see the political system in elite terms. 

But 46\ of the consistent .NDP supporters see the political system as 

For the original question, see W.H. Form and J. Rytima, "Ideological 
Beliefs on the Distribution of Power in the United States", American 
Sociological Review, 34 (1969), pp. 19-31. 
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being dominated by the big business interests, canpared to 35% of the 

floaters, and only 19% of the consistent non-NOP workers. The worker 

who is most strongly conmitted to the NDP (at least in tenns of elect

oral support) is the most likely to all workers to hold a view of the 

distribution of political power in Canada that is opposed to the con

ventional view of Canada as a pluralist democracy. And this provides 

further evidence that support for the :NDP is an indication of "deviance" 

from the conventional wisdom of Canadian society, a conventional 

wisdom that often denies the salience of class as an arbiter of polit

ical power and influence in the society. 

Respondents were also asked to indicate whether they believe 

that industrial relations are typically hannonious, that a company is 

like a football team where teamwork is to everyone's advantage, or 

whether they believe that teaJI1o1ork in industry is impossible and that 

conflict between workers and management is an inevitable feature of 

industrial relations. Mille this is not strictly related to political 

matters, the question does provide some indication of whether or not 
34workers see society in conflict terms. Ta\lle VII-14 shows the responses 

34See question 4: 71, Appendix C, for the complete wording of this 
question. The question was adapted from one used by the authors of the 
affluent worker study. See J .H. Goldthorpe, D. Lockwood, F. Bechhofer, 
and J. Platt, The Affluent Worker: Industrial Attitudes and Behaviour, 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1968), p. 73. The same question 
was asked by D. Wedderburn and R. Crompton in Workers' Attitudes and 
Technology, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1972), p. 43; and by
S. Cottgrove and C. Vamplew, ''Technology, Class and Politics: the Case 
of the Process Workers", Sociology, 6 (1972), pp. 171-172. 



322 

of the manual workers to this question, the workers being classified 

by level of support for the NDP. 

Table VII-14.--Attitudes to industrial relations by NDP support 
(in percentages) 

Consistent Floaters Consistent Total 
mn-NDP NDP 

"A company is like 84 88 63 79 
a football team•••" 

"Teamwork in industry 16 ·12 37 21 
is impossible•••" rmr llrn" llm" llm" 

(1r=n'S) (N=56) ~O) {N=361) 

No answers, etc. = 144. 

i • 19.397, with 2df (p-'.001), Tau C = .15 (pc:.001) 

Less than one quarter of all workers included in Table VII-14 

agreed that teamwork in industry is impossible. But this may be a con

servative estimate of the nunbers who regard industrial relations in 

terms of conflict, for agreement with the statement that a company is 

like a football team may express feelings about a desired state of 

affa . a escr1pt1on o current rea ity. ven iirs, not necessari·1y d . . f 1. 35 E "f 

351n Goldthorpe, Lockwood, et al., o~.cit., 65% of all manual 
wrkers expressed agreement with theteainwor option. In Wedderburn and 
Crompton, op.cit., the figure is 70%, while in Cottgrove and Vamplew, 
'3'.cit., the hgures range from 53% to 85% depending on the region 
in whiCh the worker lives. 
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this is the case, Table VII-14 still shows that proportionately more 

than twice as many consistent NDP supporters see indllstrial relations 

as conflictual as do either consistent non-NDP voters or workers who 

vary their political allegiances between the NDP and other parties. 

This provides further evidence that workers who consistently support the 

NOP are the most likely of all workers to reject the notions of social 
36

hannony propounded by groups with a more established interest in society.

Thus differences in reasons for party choice, views as to the 

nature of the political system, and attitudes toward industrial relat

ions all indicate that working-class supporters of the NDP hold views 

that are more critical of the existing distribution of power and priv

ilege in society than workers who fluctuate between support of the NDP 

and other parties, or those who consistently support parties other than 

the NDP. Support for the NDP does, therefore, involve a more critical 

orientation, and this finding supports the general thesis underlying· 

this study, namely that working-class "deviance" will be greatest among 

those workers most involved in relationships that present structural 

barriers to the penneation of values associated with higher social classes. 

The remainder of this chapter will be devoted to a discussion 

of the extent to which support for the New Democratic Party is associated 

with the class attitudes discussed earlier in this thesis, namely class 

identification, class models, and militancy. Table VII-15 shows the 

36Ninety percent of the non-manual respondents in the four 
camnunities agreed with the teamwork option. 
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relationship between NDP support and class identification. 

Table VII-15.--NDP support by class identification 
(in percentages) 

Middle-class Working-class 

Consistent non-NDP 67 54 

Floaters 15 12 

Consistent NDP 18imr 
(lr=Il2) 

34
1mr 

(lF-!29) 

No answers, etc. =164. 

'1=9.454, with 2df (p<.01), Tau C = .14 {p<.001). 

Only 18% of the workers who claim middle-class status consist

ently support the NDP, compared to 34% of the men who identify as work

ing class, while 67% of the middle-class identifiers consistently 

support other parties as against 54% of the working-class identifiers. 37 

Thus there is a relationship between class identification and NDP voting 

but, as in the case of militancy and class identification, it is far 

from perfect. Over half the workers who claim to be working-class 

consistently support parties other than the NDP, which suggests that 

they do not feel sufficiently strongly about their class position to 

37considering consistent supporters of all three political parties, 
support for the Progressive Conservative, Liberal, and New Democrat 
parties among the middle-class identifiers is (proportionately) 28%, 
45%, and 26%. Among working-class identifiers the figures are 21%, 
35%, and 44%. Thus, among the working-class identifiers, the NOP 
is the single strongest party. 

http:identifiers.37
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support the political party that is most clearly aligned to the organ


ized. labour movement. 


Table VII-16. --NDP support by choice of class m:xlel 

(in percentages) 

Prestige Pectmiary or power 
model JOOdel 

Consistent non-NDP 60 53 

Floaters 13 20 

Consistent NDP 27 
l'Otr 

(N=l96) 

28 
ror 

(N=TSl) 

No answers, etc. = 158. 


-:l, = 3.160, with 2df (n.s.), Tau C = .06 (n.s.). 


Table VII-16 shows that there is not a statistically significant 

relationship between the model of the class structure the worker adheres 

to and his propensity to support the NDP. Of those workers who selected 

the prestige model, 27% are consistent NDP supporters, whereas the comp

arable figure among those who chose either the pecuniary or power model 

is 28%. 11losewho selected the prestige model are slightly more likely 

to consistently support other political parties, but the difference is 
38 

not large enough to reach statistical significance. Thus choice of class 

model is associated neither with class identification nor with political 

'1'1.. • • f. diff wh •38
~uere are no s1gn1 1cant erences 

2
__en consistent supporters 

of the three parties are considered (N = 252, ).: = I. 203, with 2df 
flt.s.J). 
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allegiance, although, as was shown in Chapter VI, the most militant workers 


are more likely to select either the pecuniary or power model than are 


less militant workers. 


Table VII-17.--NDP support by militancy (in percentages) 


Low Medium High 
militancy militancy militancy 

Consistent non-NDP 76 58 41 

Floaters 17 19 13 

Consistent NDP 7 
l'UU' 
~I) 

23 
l'UU' 

(N=131) 

46 
1'00 

CN=Tl.B) 

No answers, etc. = 165. 


~Z = 43.875, with 4df (p<.001), Tau B = .30 (p<.001) 


Table VII-17 shows that militancy is quite highly associated 

with support for the NDP, with only 7% of the least militant workers 

being consistent supporters of the NDP, compared to 23% of those who 

rank among the intennediate group, and 46% of the most militant workers. 

In fact, among the most militant workers, consistent NDP supporters out

number the workers who consistently support other parties. Put 

another way, 60% of the consistent NDP supporters are workers who rank 

high on the militancy score, compared to 25% of the consistent non-NDP 
39voters. The fact that militancy is the attribute most closely associated 

39considering consistent supporters of the three parties, the 
least militant workers are fairly evenly divided between Conservative and 
Liberal supporters (48% and 42% respectively, the remaining 10% being 
New Democrats), support for the Conservatives declines in the intermediate 
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with support for the NDP would seem to support the argument presented 

both in this chapter and in Chapter VI, namely that differences between 

workers are more pronounced when they relate to attitudes at a more 

concrete level than those associated with class models and class 

identification. 

The findings presented in Tables VII-15 to VII-17 further illust

rate the argument put forward in Chapter VI, namely that the degree of 

"consistency" between the various attitudes indicating working-class 

"deviance" is not perfect. Thus, although class identification is assoc

iated with .NDP voting, over half of the workers who identify as working

class support parties other than the NDP. The fact that there is no 

significant association between NDP support and choice of class model 

again suggests that many workers 'hho adopt a prestige model do not hold 

to either a "deferential" or ''middle-class" variant of such a model. 

And, although militancy is the attitude most strongly related to NDP 

support, it is still true that over two fifths of the most militant 

workers consistently support one or other of the parties that are more 

closely aligned with the dominant ideological ethos associated with 

more dominant groups in Canadian society. 

The level of "inconsistency" between the various indicators of 

working-class "deviance" from the dominant cultural values suggests 

that, although the factors centred upon in this thesis do have an 

group (the percentages being 18%, 48%, and 34%), and then support for 
the Liberals declines among the most militant workers (the percentages 
being 13%, 30%, and 58%). 
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influence on the attitudes of manual workers, leading them to a more 

clearly "working-class" perspective, their influence is not strong 

enough, in many instances, to counteract the influences emanating 

from the dominant culture. It may be suggested, therefore, that the 

relative weakness of the structural supports for working-class "deviance" 

i.s one of the factors contributing to the fact that democratic socialism, 

although based on the working-class, does not gain the allegiance of the 

majority of manual workers in the four corranunities. 

Stmmary 

It was argued that, although the NDP does not gain the support 

of a majority of manual workers in Ontario, the fact that the major part 

of the support that the NDP does receive comes from manual workers sugg

ests that this party, more than the other major parties in Ontario, 

would be the party least attuned to the values of the dominant culture 

in Ontario. It was predicted, therefore, that those workers most invol

ved in the kinds of relationships acting as barriers to the influence of 

the dominant culture would be the most likely of all workers to support 

the New Democratic Party. In a comparison of workers who consistently 

support the NDP with those who float between the NDP and other parties, 

and those who consistently support other parties, it was foWld that 

NDP support was, as expected, highest among those workers residing in 

Sudbury, the most working-class of the four conmn.mities. Union member

ship was the element of work situation most strongly associated with 

support for the NDP, and white-collar affiliations (in the form of 
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being married to a woman who perfonned a high status occupation) were 

found to influence the worker away from supporting the NDP. 

Thus, although the majority of workers do mt consistently supp

ort the NDP, variation in NDP support among manual workers does follow 

the expected pattern. Socio-economic factors~ as income, education, 

and the socio-economic status of the workers' occupations were not fowid 

to be negatively associated with NOP support, a further illustration 

that a simple embourgeoisernent hypothesis does not contribute greatly 

to the explanation of differences in working-class attitudes toward 

class and politics. It was also found that, although religious differ

ences influence the worker in his support of the Conservative and Liberal 

parties, the NDP received support from about the same proportions of 

Catholic and Protestant workers. But ethnicity was fotmd to be associated 

with NDP support, with NDP support highest anmg En of British ethnicity, 

and lowest among workers from ethnic backgrounds of other than either 

of the two charter groups. The strength of the Liberal Party arong 

Catholic workers, and among workers of non-British etluricity, lessens 

the.possibility of the NDP returning elected representatives, it was 

suggested, because the working-class vote does not split evenly between 

the three parties. It was also argued that etlllli.city and religious 

affiliation are likely to weaken the NOP by creating cross-pressures on 

workers, cotmteracting the influence of the social structural factors 

that might incline them to support the NDP. 

It was demonstrated that supporters of the NDP are more likely 

to see politics in class terms. NDP supporters -were far more likely than 
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supporters of other parties to see their support for the NOP in class 

tenns; were more likely to see the political system as controlled by 

corporate leaders; and they were more likely to see industrial relations 

as conflictual. The chapter concluded with a discussion of the relat

ionship between NDP support and the other attitudes discussed throughout 

this thesis. It was found that there are no significant differences in 

party support between workers who selected the prestige model and those 

who chose either the pecuniary or power models. But workers who ident

ified as working-class, and those who are among the most militant 

workers, are significantly more inclined to support the NDP. The lack 

of complete consistency between the various indicators of working-class 

"deviance" was attributed to the relative weakness of the structural 

barriers to the influence of the dominant cultural values among the 

workers in the four conmrunities studied. 



OiAPI'ER VIII 

sm.MARY AND CONCWSIONS 

This study grew out of a concern with the observation that 

working-class individuals, even though they share a col11l10n objective 

class situation, do not all share similar attitudes on issues related 

to social inequality, class, and politics. A review of the literature 

suggested that one of the primary sources of differences in working-class 

attitudes is the extent to which manual workers are involved in primarily 

-working-class milieux. Parkin's analysis of working-class Conservatism 

was taken as the basis for a theoretical framework within which to study 

variation in working-class attitudes.I The basic argument is that a 

distinctly "working-class" perspective is, in a sense, "deviant" from 

the dominant values existing in a largely capitalistic society. Such 

working-class "deviance", if it is to develop, requires that a worker be 

involved in a series of social relationships that act as barriers to the 

influence of the wider culture and permit the development of such a 

"deviant" perspective. Such a perspective, it was suggested, develops 

out of the worker's experiences in the conmunity, at work, and in his 

friendship and kinship networks. The more the relationships the 

1F. Parkin, •ivorking-class Conservatives: a theory of political 
deviance", British Journal of Sociology, 18 (1967), pp. 278-290. 

331 
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worker is involved in are with other working-class people the more, it was 

hypothesized, the worker would adopt such a "deviant" perspective. The 

indicators of such "deviancy" examined in this thesis are class ident

ification, class models, militancy, and party allegiance. 

A questionnaire survey was conducted in four Ontario communities 

which differ in tenns of occupational composition and industrial structure. 

It was hoped that selecting communities that differed in characteristics 

expected to influence the attitudes of workers would provide a sample 

that was adequate for the analysis of such community effects, and of 

other factors expected to influence workers' attitudes toward social 

class and related matters. 

What follows is a brief summary of the main findings of this 

study, concentrating on each structural barrier separately. 

The four aspects of working-class attitudes examined in this 

study are class identification, choice of class model, militancy, and 

support for the New Democratic Party. The influence of conmunity struc

ture on these attitudes is not unifonn. It was expected that working

class identification among manual workers would vary with the degree to 

which the cOilllIUJili.ty's male labour force was comprised of manual workers, 

but conmunity variations in the level of working-class identification 

among manual workers were, in fact, quite small. 

Differences in choice of class model did not follow the expected 

pattern. It was predicted that the workers of Sudbury would be most 

likely to select the power model, that the Hamilton workers would be the 

most likely to choose the pecuniary model, and that the prestige model 
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would be chosen in the highest proportions by the workers of Ottawa and 

Lindsay. In fact the prestige model was chosen by a majority of all the 

workers, and only in Sudbury did less than half the workers indicate 

their agreement with this description of the stratification system. Not 

only this, but the power model (chosen by only a minority of workers) 

was not chosen in greater proportions by the Sudbury workers. The 

Ottawa workers did rank among those workers most likely to select 

the prestige model, but the Hamilton workers, contrary to expectations, 

were the most likely of all to choose this model. And the Lindsay workers, 

again contrary to expectations, were among the most likely, together 

with those in Sudbury, to select the pecuniary model. 

It was suggested that two factors seem to account for the fact 

that the class composition of the conmrunities was not associated with 

class identification and choice of class model.in the expected manner. 

These factors are the extensive geographical mobility among the workers, 

and the ethnic composition of the conmrunities. Even in Lindsay, for 

example, over half the workers did not reside in that corranunity at age 

sixteen. And, more importantly, there was extensive in-migration among 

the corranunity's occupational elite; thus removing one pre-condition of 

working-class deference, namely a long established lccal elite. This, it 

was argued, meant that the prestige model was no more likely to be the 

choice of the Lindsay workers than of those in the other communities. 

In Hamilton,on the other hand, extensive geographical mobility was expected 

to incline the workers toward privatization and the choice of the 

pecuniary model. But it was suggested that the ethnic differentiation of 

http:model.in
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the comnrunity, combined with its comparative occupational heterogeneity, 

may create another basis for differentiating between people, and thus 

enhance the salience of the prestige model. More generally it was argued 

that the extensive geographical mobility among manual workers may weaken 

the influence of the conmrunity on the worker's attitudes. It was also 

suggested that where a cOJJIIlU.Ility is both occupationally heterogeneous 

and ethnically diversified (as in Ottawa and Hamilton) the tendancy to---·-
select the prestige model is particularly strong. Where only ethnic 

diversity (as in Sudbury) or occupational heterogeneity (as in Lindsay) 

typifies the community, it was suggested that the pressure toward accept

ance of the prestige model is not as strong and, hence~ mor0 workers 

would opt to describe the class system in pecuniary terms. 

Thus geographical mobility and ethnic differentiation, it would 

appear, weaken the influence of corranunity class stnicture on workers' 

class identifications and choices of class models. In the instances of 

militancy, and support for the NDP, however, conmnmity differences were 

fotmd. to comply more with the expectations derived from the theoretical 

considerations outlined in Chapter I. The -workers of Sudbury were the 

most likely to score high on the militancy index, while the lowest level 

of militancy was found among the Ottawa workers. However, the Lindsay 

workers were, on average, more militant than the Hamilton men. It was 

suggested that the lower level of militancy among the Hamilton workers 

may be the result of the fact that Hamilton, being a more diversified 

coJl1lll.lI1ity than Lindsay, has a more internally diversified working-class. 

But overall it does appear that militancy among workers varies with the 
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social class compositions of the corranunities they reside in. When 

support for the NDP was examined, there were no exceptions - support for 

the NDP among manual workers was found to be higher in those conmunities 

with larger proportions of their labour forces in manual occupations. 

It was suggested that, at the more abstract levels of class 

identification and choice of class model, coJ11TRD1ity differences (due to the 

COl.Dltervailing influences of geographical mobility and ethnic different

iation) do not appear strong enough to influence workers' attitudes, but 

at the more concrete level attained with the questions making up the index 

of miiitancy, and with party support, conmn.mity differences are still 

strong enough to influence the workers. 11lus co1111Il.lility differences are 

seen to have some influence on workers' attitudes but, at the more abstract, 

ideological level, countervailing influences operate to curtail their 
. 2impact. 

11le second structural barrier focused upon was that provided by 

the work situation of manual workers. 11le most important element of 

work situation found to be associated with differences in working-class 

attitudes was the trade union. Trade union members were fol.Dld to be more 

2It might be suggested that conmunity differences are more pronounced 
in the cases of militancy and support for the NDP because the class ident
ification and class models questions are inadequate. However, it has been 
seen that the expected variation in class identification did exist in other 
instances (such as union membership and ~~fe's occupation), which would 
indicate that the pre-coded class identification question did indeed 
serve its purpose. In the case of the class models question, there was 
conmunity variation in choice of class models (which became clearer when 
country of birth was controlled for), but the variation did not follow the 
expected pattern. The form of the question ~~s dictated by the need to test 
Lockwood's discussion of class imagery. At the very least, the responses to 
the question indicate that Lock-wood's typology of \V'O!'king-class images of the 
class stnicture is inadequate; in particular, the study indicates that a worker 
may envision the stratification system in prestige terms without adhering to 
a deferential or middle-class variant of such a class model. 
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likely than their non-unionist counterparts to identify as working-class, 

to be among the most militant workers, and to support the New Democratic 

Party. Union members were also, against expectations, more likely to 

select the prestige model. But the association was only weak, and, once 

controls were introduced, differences in choice of class model between 

lD1ion members and non-unionists were found to be restricted to workers 

employed in transport or outside work. Even here, such differences appeared 

attributable to the fact that union members in this work setting are in 

a far JJX)re favourable economic position than non-tmionists. But even 

allowing for this it is still true that union members in other work settings 

were no less likely to select the prestige model, and this raises the 

probability, reinforced by an examination of the inter-relationships 

of the four attitude variables, that adherence to a prestige model need 

not imply either working-class deference or a middle-class image of the 

class structure. 

In the instances of class identification, militancy, and support 

for the NDP, union membership is one of the factors most strongly assoc

iated with these attitudes. Union membership is, of the influences 

folDld in this study, the second strongest factor affecting a worker's 

class identification, and it is the strongest single attribute related 

to militancy and support for the NDP. None of the other work situation 

variables examined in this thesis bear such a close relationship to 

the attitudes of manual workers. Thus plant size did not show any 

great association with workers' attitudes. Choice of class model was 

not found to be significantly associated with the size of plant in which 
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the worker is employed. And, although class identification, militancy, 

and support for the NDP were found to be significantly associated with 

plant size, the direction of the relationship was not monotonic, and 

workers in the very largest plants, contrary to indications from other 

studies, were among the more conservative of the workers who replied to 

this survey. It was suggested that the relative conservatism of the 

workers employed in the largest plants may be attributable to the fact that 

these workers are the most economically prosperous of all the workers, and 

probably enjoy the greatest job security, and that this may incline them to 

a more conservative position. Even here, once differences in the degree of 

unionization were taken into accotmt, differences in levels of support 

for the NDP largely disappeared. 'Ihus this study fotmd no clear indication 

that increasing plant size necessarily leads to a radicalization of workers. 

What does appear to be the case is that plant size does have a minor 

influence in this direction but that, in the very largest plants, this 

is cotmteracted by the greater economic security offered. 

Differences in the type of workplace workers are employed in do 

not .appear to be consistently (or strongly) related to differences in 

work attitudes. '!bus workers employed in transport or outside work 

were more likely to identify as working-class than were workers employed 

in factories, production plants, and workshops, or in mines. They were 

also found to be more likely to select the prestige nxxlel, although this 

difference only applied to high income union members employed in this 

work setting. On the other hand, when militancy and support for the 

NDP were considered, transport or outside workers did not differ significantly 
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from factory workers, but rather the men engaged in mining stood out as 

being more militant, and as being stronger in their support for the NDP. 

'Ihe greater militancy of the miners was attributed to the oft-noted 

cohesiveness of work groups in such a work setting. In the instance of 

the stronger support for the :NDP, however, this seemed to be explained 

largely by the fact that all but one of the miners reside in Sudbury, 

where support for the NDP is strong among men employed in all work 

settings. There is not, therefore, any consistency in variations in 

workers' attitudes as they relate to differences in type of workplace, 

and most of w1at variation there is can be explained by the introduction 

of third factors. 

The other work situation variable considered was the primary 

detenninant of the speed at Wiich the worker works. Workers who control 

the speed at which they work were more likely than workers whose work 

speed is determined by external factors to identify as middle-class, and 

to be among the less militant workers. It was argued, on the basis of 

evidence presented by Blauner,3 that it is likely that workers who them

selves control the speed at which they work are less estranged from their 

work than are those whose work speed is dictated by some external factor, 

and it was suggested that this difference may carry over into their att

itudes regarding the world beyond work. NDP support, however, was not 

found to be significantly associated with detenninant of work speed, 

3R. Blauner, Alienation and Freedom, (Chicago: University of 
Chicago press, 1964). 
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although there was a slight tendancy for .NDP support to be higher among 

those who do not control their work speed. And there was no association 

between detenninant of work speed and choice of class model 

Th.us, in this study, the element of work situation found to be 

mcst associated with differences in the attitudes of manual workers 

toward social class, and politics, is the trade Wlion. Trade union 

membership influences the worker to adopt a "deviant" orientation toward 

class, and politics, leading him to a perspective different from the 

dominant value perspectives of Canadian society l~ich, as John Porter 
4points out, are basically middle-class in derivation and content.

The other barrier to the influence of the dominant cultural 

values that was focused upon in this thesis is the lack of any signif

icant involvement by the worker in social relationships with people 

from the white-collar world. It was found that the strongest single 

white-collar influence on the worker's attitudes is to be found in 

his marriage to a woman who has (or had) a high status occupation. 

It was seen that workers whose wives' current or previous occupations 

rank high on the Blishen socio-economic index of occupations are the most 

likely to identify as middle-class, to be among the least militant 

workers, and to support political parties other than the .NDP. In all 

three instances, marriage to a woman with a higher status occupational 

history (i.e., non-manual) is one of the factors most strongly related 

4
J. Porter, The Vertical Mosaic, (Toronto: University of 

Toronto Press, 1965), pp. 3-7. 
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to a "non-deviant" perspective. In the case of class models, however, 

wife's occupation was not found to be significantly associated with type 

of JIK>del selected. 

Although marriage into a white-collar environment is the strongest 

affiliation variable, another indication of the conservative influence 

of white-collar affiliations is provided by the fact that workers whose 

best friends are engaged in high status occupations were found to be less 

likely than those with friends of a lower socio-economic status to identify 

as working-class, score high on the militancy index, or (although only 

marginally) support the NDP. The social origin of the worker, in the 

sense of his father's occupation, did not, however, appear to be related 

to his attitudes toward social class, and politics. But the evidence 

provided by the instances of wife's and best friend's occupations is 

clear: affiliation with the white-collar world through marriage or 

friendship is one of the most potent factors inducing the worker to adopt 

values and attitudes more "appropriate" to people in the non-manual cat

egory. 

Socio-economic differences among manual workers were not found 

to play a very significant role in accounting for variations in attit

udes. Only in the case of class identification was there evidence that 

high income among workers is associated with their adoption of a more 

middle-class perspective, in that high income showed a moderate relat

ionship with middle-class identification. But soeio-economic attributes 

showed no significant association with either choice of class model or 

level of militancy, and, in the case of political allegiances, the workers 
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in the most favourable economic position were seen to be ~ likely to 

support the New Democratic Party than their less prosperous brethren. 

It was concluded, therefore, that a simple embourgeoisement thesis, seeking 

to account for variations in workers' attitudes by arguing that the 

more affluent workers will hold attitudes closer to those held by non

manua.l workers than those held by less affluent manual workers, fotmd 

little support in the evidence provided by the four corram..uti.ties study. 

In addition to the aforementioned influences on workers' attitudes 

the study found no other factors that were as closely related to varia

tion in such attitudes. Thus foreign born workers were fotmd to be more 

likely than Canadian born workers to both identify as working-class 

and select the prestige model. It was thought that, as most of the 

foreign born workers come from European societies, the fact that the 

societies foreign born workers hail from are, at least in the popular 

mind, more class stratified than Canada would suggest that these workers 

would be more likely to be aware of the "language of class", and that this 

could account for such differences. At the more concrete level, however, 

country of origin was not found to be associated with either level of 

militancy or support for the NDP. It would appear, therefore, that 

although foreign born workers are, for example, more willing to claim 

to be working-class this, in itself, does not incline them to a more 

radical perspective in other matters. 

Neither religious affiliation nor ethnic background were found to 

show any association with class identification, choice of class models, or 

militancy. Both, however, do have some influence on the political preferences 
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of the manual workers in the four comntmities. In tenns of religious 

affiliation, there are no differences in the proportions of Protestant 

and Catholic workers supporting the NDP, but it was fotmd that, among 

workers who consistently support parties other than the NDP, Protestant 

workers incline toward the Progressive Conservative Party, whereas 

Catholics tend strongly toward the Liberals. Workers of British 

ethnicity were found to be the most likely to support the NOP, followed 

fairly closely by those of French extraction, but NDP support was low 

among workers from other ethnic backgrotmds. It was also found that 

workers of non-British ethnicity who do not support the NDP are 

strongly inclined to support the Liberal Party. It was suggested that 

the fact that non-British, non-Protestant workers who do not support 

the NDP are most likely to support the Liberal Party has negative 

consequences for the electoral chances of the NDP, in that the working

class vote does not split fairly evenly between the three parties (which 

would increase the NDP's chances of electoral success). It was also sugg

ested that ethnicity and religious affiliation may exert cross-pressures 

on the worker whose class situation inclines him to support the NDP. 

Thus the Sudbury worker, for example, resides in a largely working-class 

conmunity, and is likely a member of a trade tmion, and both these 

considerations would suggest that he is a supporter of the NDP. But, 

on the other hand, many Sudbury workers are of non-British ethnicity 

and are Roman Catholics, and, in such a situation, it is likely that 

class factors are counteracted by the influence of ethnicity and 

religion. 
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The results of the study show, therefore, that the theoretical 

consicrrations outlined in Chapter I do, to a certain extent, apply in 

the context of Ontario. By and large the factors centred upon as sources 

of variation in working-class attitudes toward social class were fotmd 

to be the factors that were most strongly associated with differences 

in class attitudes among the workers in the four coIJ1IllJlities. But the 

general strength of the relationships indicates that the influence of the 

structural barriers to the permeation of the dominant culture 3l1Dng 

manual workers in Ontario is limited. Thus, for example, differences 

in the class structures of the connnunities studied do not have as great 

a relationship with variations in working-class attitudes as might be 

expected if one only considered the class and industrial compositions 

of these coJi'B11Unities. But when accotmt is also taken of the extent of 

geographical mobility among workers residing in these communities, and 

(in the cases of all the conununities save Lindsay) the additional 

differentiating factor of ethnicity, it is understandable why differences 

in the class structures of the conmrunities do not lead to greater differences 

in ~ttitudes between the working-class residents of the four conmrunities. 

That Sudbury, for example, has a large working-class population would 

suggest the possibility that workers in the community would express 

attitudes similar to those expected of "traditional proletarians". But 

Sudbury is also an ethnically diversified corrrnunity, and, in addition, 

the majority of Sudbury workers were not raised in that coJTUillll1ity. It 

would appear that one of the preconditions for the development of 
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"traditional proletarianism" would be a sufficient stability of population 

to allow the kinds of solidarity ties out of which such a perspective 

develops. With such high rates of geographical mobility among workers it 

would appear unlikely that communal solidarity would be strong enough to 

lead to such a perspective among working-class residents of the corranunity. 

And ethnic differentiation would be another influence with likely 

divisive consequences and, hence, would further weaken the ties of 

solidarity upon which the development of "traditional proletarianism" 

depends. Thus, even in Sudbury, whose workers were found to be the most 

likely to hold attitudes which "deviate" from the status quo, there is 

Of no means a consensus among workers on issues related to social 

inequality, social class, or politics, and many workers adhere to views 

more in line with those of people higher in the social hierarchy. 

The example of Sudbury provides a good illustration of the 

obstacles to the development of consensus among the working-class in 

Ontario. For there to be consensus among workers, particularly for there 

to be consensus around a set of values which, in a nmnber of crucial 

ways, challenge the existing system of rewards and privileges in 

society, there has to be a solid basis of similar conditions and exp

eriences among the workers. It was shown in Chapter I that, even in 

societies where social class differences play a significant part in 

social life, dissensus exists among members of the working-class, and 

this dissensus is at least partly attributable to differences in the 

types of relationships workers are involved in in the community, at 

work, and in their kinship and friendship networks. This study has 
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shown that the same types of factors operate in the Ontario context, 

but.it has also shown that these stnictual sources of dissensus appear 

to be particularly widespread in Ontario. The consequence is that a 

consistent "deviant" working-class perspective is found only among a 

minority of the workers in the four conrnunities. 

It has been shown that important factors in influencing the 

worker to adopt a "non-deviant" perspective are kinship and friend

ship affiliations that encompass people who have perfonned non-manual 

occupations. Of the men who reported their wife's current or previous 

occupation, over half were married to women who had, at one time or 

another, been employed in white-collar occupations. Where such a large 

ntmlber of manual workers are subject to the influence of the non-manual 

world it is likely that, even if they are also involved in working-class 

relationships in the conmunity and at work, they will be subject to cross

pressures; cross-pressures which may result in them holding "inconsistent" 

attitudes or adopting the value perspectives of more privileged classes. 

When it is also noted that, at least in this study, the factors of 

geographical mobility and ethnic differentiation appear to weaken the 

solidarity ties that exist in even the most class homogeneous colTlll1Uility, 

this would suggest that one counter-influence to the penneation of the 

dominant culture is greatly weakened. Especially in the case of the 

worker who maintains some fonn of white-collar affiliation, this again 

would increase the likelihood of the worker either espousing an "incon

sistent" set of beliefs or adopting the middle-class nom. 

The adoption by manual workers of a "deviant" perspective appears 
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to be contingent upon their being supported in such "deviance" by the 

structural barriers to the influence of the dominant culture. It would 

also seem that such structural barriers are mutually reinforcing, so 

that removal of one or nnre of these barriers would lessen the likelihood 

that the worker will, in fact, adhere to "deviant" attitudes. It has 

been suggested that, even where a conrnunity, such as Sudbury, is predom

inantly working-class in social composition, the combined processes of 

geographical mobility and ethnic differentiation have weakened (although, 

it seems, not entirely removed) one such barrier to the influence of 

the dominant culture. And the fairly extensive contact that many manual 

workers have with the white-collar world further allows the penneation 

of the dominant values within the working-class. The most important 

influence fotmd in this study that leads the worker to a more "deviant" 

perspective is his involvement in the industrial sub-culture of the 

working-class, more precisely his r.1embership of a trade union. But 

llllionization among manual workers in Ontario is not as extensive as in 

some other societies5 (even in this study, which included workers in 

two highly unionized communities, about one-third of the workers were 

not members of a trade union), so the extent of the influence of this 

barrier is restricted. But where trade tmions exist, they do exert an 

5In 1966, 9.4%of the total population of Ontario were members of 
trade unions. In the same year (although, because they include areas 
probably not so industrialized as Ontario, the figures are not strictly 
comparable) similar figures for other societies were 9.0% in the U.S.A., 
18.6% in the United Kingdom, and 28.4% in Sweden. Source: Canada 
Department of Labour, Union Growth in Canada, 1921-1967, (Ottawa: 
Infonnation Canada, 1970), p. 76, Tables VB and VC. 
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influence on their members' attitudes and, has been noted several times, 

among the workers in this study membership of a trade union is the most 

important influence leading to a more distinctive "working-class" 

orientation among manual workers. 

Thus, in this study, factors in the industrial milieux of manual 

l«Jrkers create the most successful barrier to the total penneation among 

the working-class of values more "appropriatelyt' held by members of 

mre privileged social classes. But the weakness of the other two 

structural barriers leads to a restriction of the dispersion of a 

more "proletarian" orientation, and subjects the l«>l'ker to cross-pressures 

ldrl.ch, as has been seen in the analysis of the inter-relationships of 

the attitudes examined in this thesis, may lead hill to adopt attitudes 

which are not consistently divergent from those held by people in the 

higher social strata. 

One of the concerns underlying the fomatim of this research 

was the observation that the Ontario working-class did not provide the 

kind of support for Canada's major left-wing party, the New Democratic 

Party, that the working-classes of other industrialized societies prov

ide for parties of the left. It is not suggested tliat only those factors 

discussed in this thesis acc0W1t for the weakness of social democracy in 

Ontario, and in Canada generally. But the findings of this study would 

suggest that one of the reasons why the New Deaocratic Party does not 

gain the support of the majority of manual workers in Ontario is that 

the consciousness among manual workers that they share a class interest 

that is distinct from that of the more privileged gmups is not 
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particularly widespread in this province. One cause of the lack of 

such a widespread consciousness of shared class interests is the 

relative weakness of the structural barriers to the influence of the 

dominant culture that have been discussed throughout· this thesis. The 

trade union movement emerges as the most important factor influencing 

manual workers to support the political party most clearly identified 

with the interests of the organized working-class. That its influence 

is not strong enough to lead to a majority of manual workers supporting 

the NDP appears to be partly attributable to the weakness of the other 

structural supports for working-class "deviance'' from the dominant culture, 

ca. "deviance" which, according to Parkin, includes left-wing voting. 

But without the trade union connection it appears safe to assert that 

the prospects of social democracy in Ontario would be bleak indeed. 



APPENDIX A 

RESEARCH PROCEDURES 

The data which are analysed in this thesis were collected in 

the course of a larger survey being conducted by Professors F.E. Jones 

and P.C. Pineo of McMaster University, and Professor J. Porter of 

Carleton University. 1hey were interested in carrying out a major 

study of occupational mobility in Canada, and their research funds all

owed for a substantial pre-test of a questionnaire that would be admin

istered to a national sample of the Canadian population. In return for 

assisting in the administration of the survey I had the opportunity to 

include a number of questions that related to my research interests. 

The pre-test questionnaire was administered in the cities of 

Hamilton, Sudbury, Ottawa, and Hull. 1he replies from workers in I-full 

were not considered in this thesis because I was interested in the att

itudes of workers in the four corronunities I selected because of their 

class compositions and industrial structures. 1he pre-test did not 

include Lindsay so the questionnaire was administered in that community 

at a later date. 

Because I was interested in the attitudes of manual workers in 

a variety of community and work settings my study required a fairly 

large case base. With the limited resources at my disposal it would 

have not been possible to hire people to conduct interviews, and, 

because of the need for a large case base, it would have been impractical 

349 
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for me to obtain sufficient numbers of interviews working on my own. A 

questionnaire survey offered the only realistic possibility of contact

ing sufficient ntnnbers of people to provide the information I required. 

Two thousand, five hundred and ninety-eight questionnaires were mailed 

to Ottawa, Hamilton, and Sudbury, while a further 931 were sent to 

Lindsay, making a total of 3,529 questionnaires. Even though I was 

only interested in the replies of manual workers, my association with 

the mobility pre-test provided a large sample for my analysis. 

I conducted pilot interviews in Hamilton with the purpose of 

testing questions that I hoped to include on the final questionnaire, 

and also made field trips to Sudbury and Lindsay to gain backgrotmd 

information on the conmrunities and (in Sudbury) to conduct more pilot 

interviews. In addition to the pilot surveys related specifically to 

my research, two minor pre-tests were conducted for the mobility survey, 

the primary motive being to develop adequate questions for eliciting 

the respondent's occupation and the type of industry he was employed 

in. ·Both pre-tests were conducted in Hamilton, and both were in 

questionnaire fonnat. The second pre-test also afforded the opporttm

ity to compare the yields from a drop-off questionnaire and from a 

mailed questionnaire, and also to find out whether a telephone follow

up produced a greater response than a mailed postcard. 

Two hundred names were selected at random from the Hamilton City 

Directory, one hundred people to receive the mailed questionnaire 

while the other hundred were to be visited by a person who was to 

deliver a questionnaire. The persons delivering questionnaires were 

instructed to call back if no one answered and only after three attempts 
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were they to leave the questionnaire without making contact. The post 

office returned four of the mailed questionnaires because the recipient 

had moved, so ninety-six people received the mailed questionnaire, 

whereas eighty-nine people received the drop-off version, the other 

eleven people either having moved or refused to accept the questionnaire. 

First-wave response rates were 37% for the mailed questionnaire, 

and 45% for the drop-off. For the follow-up campaign, half the people 

who had not returned the questionnaire, in both the mail and drop-off 

samples, were sent another questionnaire with a request that they comp

lete and return it. 1be other people were telephoned by myself or 

another graduate student and asked to return a completed questionnaire 

or, if the original had been misplaced, whether they would accept 

another copy. 

Among the people who had received the mailed questionnaire, 

the mail follow-up produced a further 5% response, while the telephone 

follow-up yielded a further 10%. With the group who received the drop

off questionnaire, the mail follow-up yielded a further 7% response, 

while the telephone follow-up produced a further 11%. Thus the drop

off questionnaire produced a better response than the mailed question

naire. 1be difference in success between the telephone and mailed 

follow-ups was more marked among those who received the mailed 

questionnaire than among those who received the drop-off questionnaire. 

So it would appear that some kind of personal contact, even over the 

phone, produces a better response rate than does contact solely by 

mail. 

On the basis of the actual return rates it is possible to est
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irnate the response we would have achieved, in both the mailed and drop

off surveys, if all the follow-ups had been either telephone or mailed. 

With the drop-off questionnaire, asStD'lling that all people who received 

a follow-up were telephoned and that they responded in the same propor

tions as those who in fact were telephoned, this would have added 21% 

to the response achieved on the first-wave, producing a total response 

rate of 66%. If, on the other hand, all the follow-ups had been by 

mail, this would have added 19%, producing a total response rate of 

64%. Thus, with a drop-off questionnaire, the telephone follow-up would 

not have greatly increased the response rate. But with the mailed 

questionnaire a telephone follow-up to all those who did ~3t reply on 

the first-wave, again asstuning the same response rate as the achieved 

from those who were actually telephoned, would have added 19% to the 

first-wave response, producing a total response rate of 56%. A 

completely mailed follow-up, on the other hand, would have added 10%, 

giving a total response of 47%. The pilot survey suggested, therefore, 

that with a mailed questionnaire a telephone follow-up could add to 

the response rate by 9% over that of a mailed follow-up. 

Although a drop-off questionnaire would probably have produced 

a larger response rate, it was decided to opt for a mailed questionnaire 

survey. A large case base was required by all the participants in the 

mobility pre-test, and the additional cost of a drop-off questionnaire 

meant that the extra yield in terms of response rate would have been 

more than offset by the reduced sample size that the drop-off method 

would have necessitated. But it was decided to conduct a telephone 

follow-up, as the experience of the Hamilton pre-test suggested that 
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this method, as opposed to a mail follow-up, could improve the response 

rate by a reasonable proportion. 

In a combined research project such as this it was not possible 

for every participant to include every question they might wish. After 

all attempts were made to trim down the questionnaire it still contained 

187 questions, which would have meant a questionnaire of 17 pages. To 

reduce the size of the questionnaire, two versions were fonnulated, 

with 37 questions (not related to my research) being divided between the 

two versions, 19 questions being allocated to an "A" form and 18 to a 

"B" form. The remaining questions were included in both versions. 

Half of the respondents were to receive the "A" fonn, while the "B" 

form was to be sent to the rest. Even with this economy of space the 

questionnaires were still fourteen pages in length (not including the 

introductory letter). 

The questionnaire was also translated into French by Professor 

Georges Potvin, of the Department of Geography at ~fd'.1aster University. 

A ntnnber of crucial questions were also translated by a translator 

working with Professor Jacques Brazeau of the University of Montreal, 

and the two versions compared. Finally the whole translation was 

studied by Mrs. Claudette Lamy, a French Canadian with translating 

experience. 

The major reason for the translation was that the questionnaire 

could then be administered in Jfull. But copies of the questionnaire 

in French were also mailed out in Ottawa and Sudbury. 

For all corranunities save Lindsay the samples were drawn from 

the alphabetical section of City Directories. The alphabetical section 
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lists all adult residents over the age of eighteen, hence it was more 

suitable than the street section which only lists the head of the house

hold and spouse. The number of pages in the alphabetical section were 

divided by the number of respondents required in each community, giving 

the number of names to be drawn from each page. As the other study 

participants required a substantial French Canadian sub-sample it was 

decided to draw larger samples in Hull and Sudbury. When the pages 

from which the names were to be drawn were detennined, the names were 

drawn at random by consulting a list of random numbers and counting 

down the names until the required number was reached. As only men 

were to be drawn in the sample, every time a female name was encountered 

it was ignored and the next male name was selected. 

With the Lindsay sample no City Directory was available so the 

sample was drawn from the Municipal Assessment Rolls. With the budget 

at my disposal I could sample about nine hundred people in Lindsay. 

There were approximately 5,500 listings in the Lindsay Assessment Rolls 

so the first respondent was selected at random, on the first page of 

the Assessment Rolls, and then every sixth name was drawn. As the 

Rolls did not list business premises separately from residences, every 

time a business premises were encountered it was ignored and the next 

residential listing was drawn. 

The final sample sizes were 1040 for Hull, 1000 for Sudbury, 

800 for Hamilton, 798 for Ottawa, and 931 for Lindsay. The questionn

aires, to all communities save Lindsay, were mailed out between July 7 

and July 9, 1971, and included with the questionnaire was a return 

envelope with guaranteed postage. Only the English version was sent 
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out in Hamilton, whereas both English and French questionnaires were 

mailed out in the other communities. The language used by the respon

dent was assumed from his surname. This was bound to lead to errors, 

but we were reasonably confident that any such errors could be rectified 

in the follow-up campaign. As an additional safeguard, where there was 

any doubt, both the English and French versions were sent to the 

respondent. The Lindsay questionnaire was mailed out between March 14 

and March 17, 1972, and only the English version was administered in 

that community. 

In discussing the response to the questionnaire survey I shall 

concentrate on the four communities that I was interested in, ignoring 

the response from l-h.tll. 

Because of the lag between the time infonnation is collected for 

city directories and assessment rolls and the time a sample is drawn, it 

is to be expected that some people will have moved by the time the 

questionnaire is mailed to them. The post office returned a total of 

268 ·1.Dldelivered questionnaires that were not delivered to the 

respondent because he had moved or was not known at the address given. 

What was unexpected was the divergence in the mnnbers undeliverable in 

the different communities. Only five questionnaires were returned 

undelivered from Hamilton, 8 from Ottawa, and 11 from Sudbury. On the 

other hand, 136 questionnaires were returned undeliverable from 

Lindsay. These figures are difficult to accept, as they yield 

percentage rates (of the total numbers sent to each connnunity) ranging 

from 0.6% from Hamilton to 14.6% for Lindsay. There is some check 
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provided from the telephone follow-ups (which were conducted in all 

comnunities except Lindsay) from those people who were listed in the 

city directories (and their telephone given) but who were untraceable 

at the time of the telephone follow-up. There were 88 such cases in 

Hamilton, and 113 in Sudbury. In Ottawa the follow-up personnel 

included those cases where the respondent had died in their figures, 

but it seen~ fair to asstune that these cases made up a relatively 

small part of the total figure, and there were 108 people in the Ottawa 

sample for whom we had telephone numbers but could not trace. 

Post Office policy with letters addressed to people who move 

is, for the first ninety days after they have moved, to forward mail 

to them at their new address. After that, if there is a return 

address on the envelope, it is returned to the sender. The only 

exception is with advertising or promotional literature, where mail 

will only be returned to the sender if there is a specific request 

printed on the envelope. Failing this the mail is sent to the "dead 

letter" department. However, on inquiring at the Hamilton Post Office, 

I was informed that their practice with second and third class mailings 

from large organizations is to "kill" any undeliverable mail unless 

there is (in addition to the sender's address) a specific request to 

return it. As the questionnaire bore the McMaster University :imprint 

it appears likely that the undeliverable questionnaires from Hamilton 

were consigned to the "dead letter" department. This disjunction 

between rules and practice apparantly stems from the desire of large 

organizations not to pay return postage on undeliverable mail when they 
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undertake a general mailing. What is true of Hamilton may very well 

be true of Ottawa and Sudbury, and may explain the different rates of 

undeliverable mail received by us. 

As not all the people in the samples had telephones it is 

likely that this is a conservative estimate of the people who did not 

receive a questionnaire. However it cannot legitimately be asstuned, 

either, that all those people who could not be contacted during the 

telephone follow-up did not, in fact, receive a questionnaire, for it 

is likely, in at least some cases, that the questionnaires 'vere 

forwarded to their new addresses. To ensure that only those people 

who definitely did not receive a questionnaire are removed trom the 

sample it is necessary to restrict ourselves to cases where the Post 

Office returned the questionnaires as undeliverable. As this errs on 

the conservative side, and places the response rate at the lowest 

possible figure, it would appear to be the most appropriate method. 

But is also fair to say that it is likely that the true response 

rate is somewhat better than the one reported. Removing those cases 

where the questionnaires were returned undeliverable, the revised 

total target sample size is 3,369 persons. 

Two weeks after the questionnaires were mailed to Hamilton, 

Ottawa, and Sudbury, the telephone follow-up campaign was begun. It 

is impossible to estimate how many people who returned questionnaires 

after the follow-up would have done so even if there had been no 

follow-up. It is also difficult, because of the fact that the 

telephone follow-ups were conducted over a period of two weeks, to 
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know with any certainty if any people returned questionnaires after 

the commencement of the follow-up campaign but before they had personally 

been contacted. Bearing these imponderables in mind, however, it is 

possible to gain some measure of the efficacy of the follow-up 

campaign by examining when the questionnaires were returned. 

The response rate before any follow-up varied as between the 

three communities. The initial response was highest in Ottawa, where 

11.6% of the possible respondents returned a completed questionnaire 

before any follow-up. Comparable figures for Hamilton and Sudbury 

are 11.3% and 6.9% respectively. The first-wave response rates compare 

very unfavourably with that obtained in the riamilton pre-test, where 

36.5% of all those mailed a questionnaire returned it before any 

follow-up. After the beginning of t.lie telephone follow-ups in the 

three comntmities the response rate for Ottawa was increased by 25. 2%, 

that for Hamilton by 20.3%, and that for Sudbury by 18.2%. The 

telephone follow-up, therefore, produced a yield of about the 

proportions expected on the basis of the Hamilton pre-test. 

In an attempt to improve the response rates in the three comm

tmities a mailed follow-up was conducted at the end of September. 

All those who had not returned a completed questionnaire were mailed 

a postage pre-paid postcard, and were requested either to complete 

and return the questionnaire in their possession or to return the 

postcard requesting another copy of the questionnaire. The second 

follow-up did not add substantially to the response rates, adding 3.5% 

to the response rates for Hamilton and Sudbury, and 2.4% to the 
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response rate from the Ottawa sample. After all follow-ups, therefore, 

the final response rates, based on the revised total target samples for 

the three corrrnunities, were 39.2% for Ottawa, 35.1% for Hamilton, and 

28.6% for Sudbury. 

1he Lindsay study was conducted about eight months after the 

administration of the survey in the other three conmrunities. Because 

of budgetary considerations it was not possible to conduct a telephone 

follow-up campaign in Lindsay, but a mailed postcard was sent out after 

two full weeks had elapsed after the original mailing. The postcard 

did not elicit any requests for another questionnaire, as it was merely 

a request that respondents complete and return the questionnaire they 

had already received. Finally, three weeks after this follm~-up, all 

those who had not returned questionnaires were sent the same postage 

pre-paid postcard that was used in the final follow-up in the other 

conmrunities. 

The initial response rate in Lindsay was 12.3%, which was 

slightly higher than that received from Ottawa and Hamilton, and quite 

a bit higher than the initial response in Sudbury. The first follow-up, 

however, only added 13.4% to the response rate, so it is clear that 

the postal follow-up was not as successful as the telephone follow-up 

used in the other three conmunities. The final postal follow-up added 

a further 3.8% to the Lindsay response rate, so that the final response 

rate for that connnunity was 29. 5%. 

Hence the follow-up campaigns, especially the telephone follow

ups, added more to the final response rates than did the first wave of 
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questionnaires. Without the follow-ups the response rate would have 

been substantially lower. The follow-ups yielded responses somewhat in 

line with expectations based on experiences with the Hamilton pilot study. 

What did not coincide with expectations was the low first-wave response, 

the factor which appears to have prevented us from achieving the 

results we had expected on the basis of the Hamiltm pilot study. 

All in all, one thousand, one lumdred and seven people from 

Ottawa, Hamilton, Sudbury, and Lindsay returned cmpleted questionnaires. 

The over-all response rate, based on the total stlllfle size after the 

removal of those who had moved (based on the undelivered questionnaires) 

was 3Z.9t, but the response rates for the individual comnunities vary 

fran this f igm-e. The highest response came from Cttawa, where 39. 2% 

-~ of those who received questionnaires completed thm.. Hamilton had the 

next highest response rate, of 35 .1%, followed by I.ind.say with 29. 5%, 

and the lowest response came from Sudbury, where tiie- response rate was 

28.6%. Thus the response rates varied by as mc:h as 10.6% as between 

the four communities. In the light of the diverse c:.haracteristics of 

the ccmnrunities studied, and of the varying willi.tpess of different 

types of people to complete questionnaires, this is perhaps to be 

expected. 

·rt appears that the rank orderings of the nsponse rates of the 

four camrunities coincide quite closely with the v;mying socio-economic 

compositions of the cooimmities. Thus the mean educational levels of 

the male population in the four coIIDllUilities are 10.6 years in Ottawa, 

9.0 years in Lindsay, 8. 9 years in Hamilton, and S. S years in 
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Sudbury. 1 The ranking of the cornrmm.ities in tenns of response rates 

and levels of education are quite similar, with the one exception that 

the Lindsay educational level is slightly higher than that of Hamilton, 

while the Hamilton response rate is higher than Lindsay's. Two things, 

however, may be noted about this one reversal. Firstly, the 

educational differences are very small, being only 0.1 years. Secondly, 

Lindsay is placed in a disadvantageous position relative to the other 

COJmD.lllities in terms of response rates due to the fact that a 

telephone follow-up was not undertaken. If Lindsay had received a 

telephone follow-up this would very likely have boosted the response 

rate in that community, and i~ probably would have exceeded the Hamilton 

rate. 

Looking at the occupational compositions of the four 

conmunities the rank ordering of the response rates is similar to the 

rank ordering of the communities in terms of the percentage of male 

workers in manual occupations. With the exception of the reversal 

between Hamilton and Lindsay, the response rate is higher in the 

conmuni.ties with the lowest proportion of men in manual occupations. 2 

Ottawa is the comnrunity with the smallest proportionate manual working 

1Figures calculated from the data presented in the 1961 Census 
of Canada. See Dominion Bureau of Statistics, 1961 Census of Canada, 
Voltnne 1, Part 2, (Ottawa: 'Ihe Queen's Printer, 1963), Blllletin 
1.2-10, Table 75, pp. 75-5 to 75-16. 

2Figures taken from the 1961 Census of Canada. See Dominion 
Bureau of Statistics, 1961 Census of Canada, Volume 3, Part 1, (Ottawa: 
The Queen's Printer, I9'"()3) , Bulletin 3 .1-4, Table 7, pp. 7-1 to 7-14, 
and Table 8, pp. 8-2 to 8-14, and Bulletin 3.1-6, Table 11, pp. 11-25 
to 11-35. 
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population (26%) and the largest response was received from this 

community. Sudbury, with 62% of its male labour force in manual 

occupations, has the most working-class labour force, and the response 

rate was lowest in that comnn.mity. The rank orderings of Lindsay and 

Hamilton (with 47% and 50% in manual occupations, respectively) are 

reversed, but the two considerations outlined when discussing levels 

of education also apply here. Both educational level and labour force 

composition are measures of socio-economic differences, and appear to 

offer some explanation for the diversity of response rates in the 

different corrnnunities. 

Even if we ignore the variation in response rates, the overall 

response rate is a disappointment. Our expectations were set by the 

Hamilton pilot study, and we were hoping for a response rate in the reg

ion of 55%. Our actual response rate is 22% below that expectation. 

In attempting to explain the low response rate, several possibilities 

spring to mind. It was first thought that the lov response may have 

been due partly to the fact that the initial survey was conducted in 

the three communities barely a month after the administration of the 

1971 Census of Canada. But this explanation has to be abandoned, 

because the Lindsay survey, conducted eight months after the Census, 

did not yield better results. Even if the telephone follow-up had 

been conducted in Lindsay, and even if the response to this was as 

favourable as it was in Ottawa, this l'IOUld have boasted the response 

rate to just over 40%, slightly higher than the Ottawa rate. This 

seems to suggest that the Census may have had a mairginal effect, 
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reducing our response by several percentage points, but not enough to 

explain the low response rate. 

The similarity between the Lindsay response rate and those from 

the other corrnnunities also destroys another possible hypothesis, namely 

that the initial survey, having been conducted in the st.nTllTler, may have 

suffered because people were not prepared to sacrifice time that they 

could otherwise devote to other pursuits. This, however, falls down 

when it is noted that the Lindsay survey was conducted in March, before 

the spring had arrived. 

We are left then with the hypothesis that the low response rate 

was the result of the sheer length of the questionnaire, the rather 

personal nature of many of the questions (where the guarantee of anony

mity may not have convinced some people), and the possibility that 

more generally people are becoming weary of responding to questionnaire 

surveys. In point of fact, the final questionnaire was a good deal 

longer than the one used in the Hamilton pilot survey, being fourteen 

pages in length compared to nine for the pilot questionnaire. It has 

been suggested that once a questionnaire gets over the length of about 
3ten pages, any extra pages do not greatly affect completion rates. 

But in this survey, not only was the final questionnaire five pages 

longer than the pilot, but it also contained one hundred and sixty-

eight questions, as opposed to twenty-nine on the pilot questionnaire. 

3n.c. Miller, Handbook of Research Design and Social Measure
ment, (New York: McKay, 1964), p. 83. 
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This was achieved by typing the questionnaire on large paper and having 

it photographed down to legal size before printing, thus making it an 

altogether more imposing document than the pilot questionnaire. It is 

difficult to estimate what effect this had on response rates, but it 

seems fair to asstune that the combination of size and complexity has 

some effect on the lvillingness of respondents to complete and return 

questionnaires. 

The fact remains that we received 1107 completed questionnaires 

from the four corrnnunities, which is a fairly large case base on which 

to conduct analysis. The question of to what degree the samples were 

representative of the connnunities studied, and an outline of the 

weighting system adopted to improve the representativeness of the 

samples has already been presented in Chapter II. 
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APPENDIX B 


CCMPARISON OF TI-IE OPEN-ENDED AND 


PRE-CODED CI.ASS IDENrIFICATION qJESTIONS 


The questionnaire used in the four cornrrrunities study presented 

the respondent with two questions regarding his class identification. 

The first question was completely open-ended, merely asking "which 

social class do you consider yourself a member 0£?11 
, and providing 

space for the respondent to write his answer. The second was a pre

coded question asking, 11 if you had to pick one, which of the following 

five social classes would you say you were in?", and providing a list 

of class names from which the respondent was asked to choose one. The 

list comprised of "upper class", ''upper-middle class", "middle class", 

''working class", and "lower class". It was also possible for the respon

dent to check one of two other statements, namely "don't know" or 

"there is no such thing". Table B-1 shows the responses of the manual 

workers in the four conmtmities to these two questions, after the 

responses to the open-ended questions had been coded in tenns of the 

class names included in the pre-coded question. 

The first thing to note about the responses to the two questions 

is the high non-response rate to the open-ended question. Twenty

seven percent of the manual workers did not assign themselves to a 

social class in response to the open-ended question (this figure 

includes six men who provided a response that was uncodable). Thirty
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two percent of workers claimed working-class status, while another 

four percent said that they were members of the lower class. Taken 

together these men represent 49% of the men who assigned themselves to 

a class in response to the open-ended question. Thirty-six percent 

claimed to middle-class on the open-ended question, and, together 

with the two men who claimed to be upper-middle class, constitute 

51% of those who assigned themselves to a social class. 

Table B-1.--Responses of the manual workers to the open-ended and pre
coded class identification questions (in percentages). 

Open-ended question Pre-coded question 

Upper-class 

Upper middle-class 

Middle-class 

Working-class 

Lower-class 

Don't know 

There is no such thing 

No answer, uncodable 

-* 
36 


32 


4 

27 
w 

(N=SOS) 

1 

1 

27 

59 

1 

2 

4 

5 
rmr 

(N=SOS) 

*Only two cases. 
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In replying to the pre-coded question, only 5% either refused 

to answer the question or answered in such a way as to make it imposs

ible to assign them a code. Two percent stated that they did not know 

which class they belonged to, while another 4% said that there is no 

such thing as social class. 11lus, in response to the pre-coded question, 

11% of the manual workers refused to assign themselves to a social class, 

compared to 27% with the open-ended question. Twenty-seven percent 

claimed to be middle-class, while 1% claimed to be upper middle and 

another 1% claimed membership of the upper-class. Taken together these 

men represent 29% of all the manual workers, and 33% of all those who 

actually gave a class identification. Fifty-nine percent of the manual 

workers identified with the working-class, while another 1% claimed to 

be lower-class, and together these men constitute 67% of those identify

ing with a social class. 

On both questions the great majority of workers who gave a class 

identification identified lvith either the middle or working-class. Only 

4% gave any other identification in response to the open-ended question, 

while only 3% did so in response to the pre-coded question. Because of 

the small numbers involved, and to facilitate anal~sis (especially when 

cross-tabulations are involved), from this point on (as in the text of 

this thesis) the men who identified as upper middle or upper-class will 

be included among the middle class identifiers, while those who claimed 

membership of the lower-class will be included among the working-class 

identifiers. 

11le major difference, then, between the responses to the open
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ended and pre-coded versions of the class identification question is 

that a far larger number of men refused to assign themselves to a 

social class in response to the former. About 7% more of the manual 

workers claimed middle-class status on the open-ended question as did 

on the pre-coded question. When comparing only those who actually 

identified with a social class there is a difference of 18% in the 

percentages identifying with the middle-class, but in absolute terms, 

comparing all workers, the difference is less tha.a1 half this size. 

On the other hand, there is a difference of 24% in the percentages of 

all workers who claimed working-class status in response to the two 

questions. Thus it would appear that the majority of men who did not 

provide a class identification on the open-ended question, but who did 

so in response to the pre-coded question, identified with the working

class on the latter. 

It would appear, at first blush, that the open-ended question 

is the superior method of eliciting class identification, in that it 

leaves the individual free to select his own frame of reference, and 

possibly to refuse to make such an identification. But a number of 

considerations led to the pre-coded question being the source for the 

class identifications analyzed in this thesis. Firstly, use of a pre

coded question follows a well established tradition in sociology, rang

ing from the pioneer studies of Richard Centers to the recent studies 

of Hodge and Treiman in the U.S.A. and of Pineo and Goyder in 
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1Canada. In order to compare the results of this study with previous 

studies it would be necessary to adopt a similar question fonnat. 

Secondly, the respondents to the four conmunities survey did, 

in fact, have the opportunity of not identifying with a social class. 

There were two additional response categories, a "don't know" option, 

.and one that stated, "there is no such thing as social class". In 

addition, of course, the respondent could always refuse to answer the 

question and, as the questionnaire was mailed, there was no interviewer 

present to prompt him to select one of the class names. Nonetheless, 

fully 89% of the manual workers opted to make a choice and not to 

deny the existence of social classes, or to refuse to id~r~ify them

selves with a class. This would appear to suggest that the higher 

refusal rate on the open-ended question is not attributable to a 

refusal of these workers to think in terms of social class, but 

perhaps reflects a tendency on the part of some respondents not to 

answer open-ended questions. 

Thirdly, in terms of the utility of the class identification 

question for the purpose of cross-tabulation of responses to other 

questions, the open-ended question is less desirable because of the IJ1.I'h 

higher refusal rate. 

1R. Centers, The Psychalogy of Social Class, (New York: Russell 
&Russell, 1961); R.W. Hodge &D.J. Treiman, "Class Identification in 
the United States", .American Journal of Sociology, 73 (1968), pp. 535
547; P.C. Pineo &J.C. Goyder "Social Class Identification of National 
Subgroups", in J.E. Curtis &N.G. Scott, (eds.) Social Stratification: 
Canada, (Scarborough: Prentice Hall of Canada, 1973) pp. 187-196. 
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Finally, if, as in this study, the purp:>se of the question is 

linked with a desire to find out how middle-class identifiers differ 

fran other workers, it would be necessary to cancentrate analysis on 

those workers who are consistent in their clai.11 to middle-class status. 

Table B-2 shows that, in fact, a substantial ~rtion of those workers 

who claimed to be middle-class when responding to the open-ended quest

ion changed their mind when answering the pre-coded question. Of the 

186 men who identified as middle-class on the open-ended question, only 

59\ maintained that identification when answering the pre-coded quest

ion. Thirty-seven percent of those who identified as middle-class on 

the open-ended question shifted to working-class in response to the 

pre-coded question, while three men (less than 2\ of the total) shifted 

to saying there is no such thing as social class, and another three 

gave no answer (perhaps feeling the second question to be redtmdant). 

Table B-2.--Cross tabulation of the replies to the two fonns of class 
identification question (in percentages) 

Open-ended question 
Pre-coded No Middle- Working- Uncod
question answer class class able Total 

No answer 14 2 1 0 5 

Middle-class 19 59 7 0 29 

Working-class 53 37 89 83 60 

Don't know 4 -* 2 0 2 

There is no such thing 10 
mo 

2 
nro 

2 
llfl 

17 
nro 

4 
nro 

~3) vr=Tif6) (N=lSo) W=Or (N=SOS) 

*Only 1 case. 
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There is far greater consistency among the men who identified 

as working-class on the open-ended question. Only 7% of these men 

checked the middle-class response on the pre-coded question, while 89% 

checked the working-class response. Only 1% did not answer the quest

ion, while the remaining 4% said that they did not lalow the social class 

they belonged to, or that there is no such thing as social class. 2 

Of the 133 men who did not answer the open-ended question, only 

14% did not answer the pre-coded question, while 4% checked the don't 

know response, and 10% the response that stated that there is no such 

thing as social class. Thus 72% of these men identified with a social 

class in response to the pre-coded question, ~~th 53% claiming to be 

working-class and 19% middle-class. These men were more likely to 

refuse to answer the pre-coded question than other workers but the maj

ority did so. There were only six men who provided answers to the open

ended question that were uncodable, and, of these, five men identified as 

working-class on the pre-coded question, while the other man said that 

there is no such thing as social class. 

It appears, then, that a considerable number of men who ident

ified with the middle-class in response to the open-ended question do 

not have a very clear and consistent conception of themselves as middle

2nie apparent inconsistency of providing a class identification 
on the open-ended question and then refusing to do so on the pre-coded 
question may be the result of a coding problem. Coders were asked to 
code responses similar to "working-class" as "working-class", and some 
error may have crept in here. The higher probability of coder error on 
an open-ended question may be cited as another mark against it. 
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class in any "traditional" sense, and can quite easily shift to describ

ing themselves as working-class.3 It would appear plausible to argue 

that such men are different from those who maintain a middle-class ident

ification in the face of a set of class labels that specifies both 

middle and working-class. 

Goldthorpe, Lockwood, et al., in their study of "affluent workers" 

in Britain, found that only 14% of the workers described themselves as 

middle-class, while a further 8% said that they COUl'ld equally well be 

described as middle or working-class. 4 They fur~ point out that 

half of the middle-class identifiers (who provided their class identif

ications in response to an open-ended question) dlid not see their ident

ification as a claim to membership of what sociol~sts would convention

ally regard as the middle-class. There is the possibility that the 

wording of an open-ended question invites a different frame of reference 

than does a pre-coded question. It is possible tlurlt the worker, when 

answering an open-ended question, is thinking in terms of general pros

perity and standards of living and, perhaps, comparing his situation 

with the past. When he is presented with a pre-coded list of class names 

an occupational referent is introduced and he may t:llen think in terms 

3
rf a man gave such an identification as "atrerage" he was (bec

ause of the interests of another participant in the research) coded as 
middle-class. It is doubtful, however, whether sudll. responses should be 
regarded as showing middle-class identification, and. this provides yet 
another reason for preferring the pre-coded questi<lill. 

4J.H. Goldthorpe, D. Lockwood, et aL, The Affluent Worker in 
the Class Structure, (Cambridge: Cambrlcfgel.Jniversity Press, 1969), 
pp. !44-156. 



373 

of distinctions between manual and non-manual workers. It is probable 

that the worker who clings to his middle-class identification in the 

face of such a change in frames of reference is more likely to be 

identifying with a middle-class distinct from the nanual working-class, 

and that it is with the differences in attitudes between such workers 

and those who can (and do) identify as working-class that a study of 

variation in working-class attitudes should concern itself. 

If men l~ho shift their identification from middle-class on the 

open-ended to working-class on the pre-coded question are, in fact, more 

similar to those who persistently identify as middle-class than they 

are to those who persistently identify as working-class, then using 

the replies to the pre-coded question should diminish differences on 

other dimensions between middle and working-class identifiers. For 

example, if class identification is associated with party choice, and if 

those who shift their class identification are more similar to the middle

class identifiers, then the relationship between class identification 

and party choice should be stronger using the open-ended responses 

th~ using the replies to the pre-coded question. Inclusion of the 

men who shifted in their class identification from middle to working

class into the category of working-class identifiers should make 

this category more heterogeneous, and thus tend to reduce differences 

between middle and working-class identifiers. Table B-3 shows that 

this supposition is unfounded. 
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Table B-3.--Zero-order correlations of responses to both class 
identification questions with objective characteristics 
and voting preferences.* 

· Independent Open-ended Pre-coded 
variable question question 

Current occupation -.18 
(N=367) 

-.19 
(N=447) 

Income -.15 
(N=352) 

-.17 
(N=424) 

Education -.07 
(N=355) 

-.15 
(N=425) 

Country of birth .13 
(N=366) 

.14 
(N=446) 

Wife's occupation -.34 
(N=l81) 

-.38 
(N=211) 

Best (male) friend's occupation -.13 
(N=205) 

-.15 
(N=249) 

Union membership .20 
(N=347) 

.27 
(N=427) 

Intended provincial vote .07 
(N=290) 

.11 
(N=354) 

Intended federal vote .08 
(N=289) 

.15 
(N=356) 

*For coding details see Chapter IV, footnote 12. 

Table B-3 shows the zero-order correlations of the worker's class 

identifications, as measured by both the pre-coded and open-ended quest

ions, with a mnnber of objective characteristics, and with the worker's 

intended party support at the provincial and federal elections (both 

variables dichtomomized as non-NDP and NDP). In no case is there a 
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higher zero-order correlation with class identification measured by 

the open-ended question than with the workers' class identifications 

as measured by their responses to the pre-coded question. In most 

cases the correlations are similar, but in every instance the corr

elation with the responses to the pre-coded question is, if only 

marginally, somewhat larger. 

It cannot be argued, therefore, that the use of responses to 

the pre-coded question as the basis for comparisons between workers 

blurs the distinction between middle and working-class identifiers by 

creating categories that are too heterogeneous. Because of this fact, 

and because of the other advantages cited earlier, the prt-coded 

question was the question chosen to obtain the class identifications 

of workers discussed in this thesis. 
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MCMASTER UNIVERSITY 


HAMILTON, ONTARIO, CANADA 


DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY AND ANTHROPOLOGY 


>ear Sir: 

We are conducting a survey of attitudes and experiences of men 
living in Canadian communities in relation to work and various aspects of 
:ommunity relationships. We invite you to participate in our research by 
completing this questionnaire and returning it to us as promptly as 
~ossible. 

Although the results of the research may not benefit you directly, 
we expect to obtain knowledge that may, for example, help peo~le to find 
jobs that make the best use of their skills or that may help understand 
the experiences of persons who have moved from one job level to another. 

To keep down the cost of our research, we are asking only a small 
number of persons, selected by chance, to answer our questionnaire, so it 
is very important that each person chosen for our sample return the 
completed questionnaire to us. 

When we analyse and report the results of the survey, we shall not 
refer to the replies of any individual as we are interested only in 
similarities and differences among replies from persons grouped together 
by, for example, age, income, and community. Consequently, your replies 
will be regarded as strictly confidential and you will not be identifjed 
in any reports of the research. The large number stamped on t~e 
questionnaire is only to keep our records straight and will not be used 
to identify your answers. 

You will probably notice that our numbering scheme for the questions 
is unusual. This is for clerical purposes and we hope you will not find it 
annoying. 

If you have 
complete and 
very much for 

return 
your 

received 
only the 

cooperatioi

questionnai
one in the 
l-:-

res in English 
language you p

and 
refer. 

in French, 
We thank 

please 
you 

Yours sincerely, 

John Goyder, Ph.D. Candidate 
Vincent Keddie, Ph.D. Candidate 
Frank E. Jones, Professor of Sociology 
Peter C. Pineo, Professor of Sociology 
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McMASTER PROJECT ON COMMUNITY RELATIONSHIPS AND JOB EXPERIENCE 

MOST QUESTIONS CAN BE ANSWERED BY CIRCLING THE NUMBER BESIDE THE APPROPRIATE ANSWER 

1 : 6 	 Sex: 1. Male 2. Female 

7 What is the name of the community you live in? 

8-9 In what province (or country) were you born? 

1. Newfound I and 	 9. Alberta 17. Scot I ar'-1 
2. Prince Edward Is I and 10. British Columbia 18. United States 
3. Nova Scotia 	 11. Yukon 19. U.S. S. R.
4. New Brunswick 12. North West Terr. 20. Germany5. Quebec 	 13. England 21. Poland6. Ontario 	 14. It al> 22. Wales7. Manitoba 	 IS. Netherlands 23. Other IPleao;e specify)8. Saskatchewan 16. N. Ireland 

10-11 	If you were not born in Canada, in what year did you immigrate to Canada? 

1. Born in Lan ad a 7. 1951-1955 13. 1967 

2.. Before 1921 8. 1956-1959 14. 1968 

3. 1921-1930 	 9. 1960-1961 15. 1969 
4. 1931-1940 	 10. 1962-1963 16. 1970 
5. 1941-1945 	 11. 1964-1965 17. 1971 
6. 1946-1950 	 12. 1966 

12-13 	In what province !or country) was your father born? 

1. Newfoundland 	 9. Alberta 17. Scotland 
2. Prince Edward Island 10. British Columbia 18. United States 
3. Nova Scotia 11. Yukon 	 19. U.S. S. R. 
4. New Brunswick 12. North West Terr. 20. Germany 
s. Quebec 	 13. England 21. Poland 
6. Ontario 	 14. Italy 22. Wales 
7. Manitoba 	 15. Netherlands 23. Other (Please specify) 
8. Saskatchewan 16. N. Ireland 

14 	 Were you ever a member of the Armed Services (do not include Reserve, COTC, TA, etc.)? 

1. Yes, for less than a year 
2. Yes, for 1 to 3 years 
3. Yes, for more than 3 years 
4. No 

15-17 	In what year were you born? 

18 	 Are you 

1. Single 2. Married 3. Separated 4. Divorced 5. Widowed? 

19-24 	What kind of work do you do? Please give the complete title of your job or occupation. 
If, for any reason, you are no longer in full-time employment, please give details about 
the last full-time job you held, in this question and in all the other questions
concerning your employment. 


Examples of complete and incomplete job titles are: 


Complete 	 Incomplete 

Drill-press operatJr Machine operator 

High school English teacher Teacher 

Invoice clerk Clerk 

Medical X-ray technician Technician 

Electrician foreman Foreman 

Office machine mechanic Mechanic 

Farm owner Farmer 

Farm hand Farmer 


The complete title of my occupation is 

25-27 	In what kind of industry do you work? 

{For example: auto assembly plant, radio service, retail supermarket, farm.) 

IF FARM O~NER: Main produce is Acreage is 28 
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1:29 Are you or were you: 

1. Working for wages or salary for an individual, a private company, or a busines~ 
2. 	 Working for tips, fees, commissions, business profits, etc. for an individual, 

a private company, or a business 
3. A 	government employee (Federal, Provincial, County or Municipal Government) 
4. Self-employed and own business, professional practice or farm 
S. Working without pay in a family business or farm? 

30-31 What kind of place do you work in? 

1. Factory, production plant, or workshop S. Mine 
2. Office 	 6. Transportation (truck driving, etc. l 
3. Retail store 	 7. Outside work (construction, logger, 
4. Farm 	 etc.) 

8. Other (Pleas~ specify) 

32 	 How long have you been employed in your present company? (If self-employed, how long have 
you been in your present line of work?) 

1. Under 6 months 3. 2 to s years s. Over In yedC~ 
2. 6 	 months to 2 years 4. s to 10 years 

33 	 If you work in a factory, production plant, or workshop, what is the main kind of 

machinery, equipment, or installation you work on? 


l. Assembly line 	 5. Automated equipment (such as in 
' 	 Large installations (e.g., blast furnaces, oil refining, chemical 

boilers, etc.) manufacturing, etc.) 
3. Large machinery (e.g., lathes, looms, etc.) 6. Other (Please specify) 
4. Hand tools (powered or not) 

34 	 I-tow many people would you say were employed at the place you work? (Not just in your 

department, but in the whole plant, factory, or office) 


1. Under so 3. 100 to 500 s. 1,000 to S,000 7. 10,000 or more 
2. so to 100 4. 500 to 1,000 6. 5,000 to 10,000 

3S 	 How many people would you say were employed in the entire company in this area? 

1. Under SO 3. 100 to SOO 5. 1,000 to 5,000 7. 10,000 or more 
2. 50 to 100 4. 500 to 1,000 6. 5,000 to 10,000 

36 	 Does your work involve doing the same thing in the same wav repeatedly. the same kind of 
thing in a number of different ways, or a number of different kinds of things? 

1. The same thing in the same way 
2. The same thing in a number of different ways 
3. A 	 number of different things 

37 	 Do you have a fixed work place or do you move around during your work? 

I. Fixed work place 2. Move around 

38 	 Do you WO"t"k mostly on your own or do you work in a team or a gang? 

1. Work on my own 2. Work in a team or gang 

How much do you talk to your workmates? 

A Good Deal Just Now & Then Hardly At All Never 


39 
 While working (check one) 


40 
 During breaks (check one) 

41 Before & after work (check one) 

42 Do you and the people you work with do similar or different types of jobs? 

1. Very similar 2. Pretty similar 3. Different 

43 What decides the speed at which you work? 

1. Myse If 3. My work group S. Other (Please "reci fy): 
2. My boss 4. Machinery 

44 How closely would you say you were supervised? 

l. Very closely 2. Moderately 3. Left pretty much alone 
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1:45 	 Are you a member of a labour union or professional association? 

1. Yes, labour union 2. Yes, professional asso~iation 3. No 

46 	 If you answered Yes to question 45 above, which of the statements below comes closest to 
describing your degree of involvement in the activ1t1es of your union or professional 
association? 

1. Officer, committee man, or steward 
2. Regularly attend meetings and vote in elections 
3. Occasionally attend meetings and vote in elections 
4. Rarely attend meetings but vote in elections 
5. Neither vote nor attend meetings 
6. Not a member of a union or professional association 

47-48 	 Below are listed some of the things often thought important in a job. Please c 1 rt! e 
the one you would look for first in a job. 

1. Chance to help people 
2. Interest and variety 
3. Good pay 
4. The chance of overtime 
5. Good workmates 
6. Short working hours 

7. Chances for advancement 
8. Security 
9. A supervisor who leaves you alone 

10. 	 Pleasant working conditions 
11. 	 A strong and active union 
12. 	 Important work giving a feeling of 

accomplishment 

49 So far as this first thing is concerned, how would you rate your present job? 

1. Very good 3. Neither good nor bad 5. Very bad 
2. Fairly good 4. Fairly bad 

50-Sl Please circle the second important 

1. Chance to help people 
2. Interest and variety 
3. Good pay 
4. The chance of overtime 
5. Good workmates 
6. Short working hours 

7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12~ 

52 So far as this second thing is concerned, 

thing you would look for in a job. 

Chances for advancement 
Security 
A supervisor who leaves you alone 
Pleasant working conditions 
A strong and active union 
Important work giving a feeling of 

accomplishment 

how would you rate your present job? 

1. Very good 3. Neither good nor bad S. Very bad 
2. Fairly good 4. Fairly bad 

53 What chance do you think you have 

1. A very good chance 
2. A fairly good chance 

54 How do you feel about the company 

1. It's a very good company 
2. It's a fairly good company 
3. Undecided 

of getting a promotion in your company or firm? 

3. Not much of a chance 
4. No chance 


or firm you work 


4. It's a 
5. It's a 

at all 

for? 

fairly bad company 
very bad company 

55-56 	 How old were you when you began your first full-time job after you left school? 
(Include service in the Armed Forces only if you joined for a career.) 

57-62 What kind of work were you doing in your first full-time job? Please give the complete 
job title (see question 19 for examples of complete and jncomplete job titles). 

The complete title of my first full-time job was 

63-65 What kind of industry was this? 

(For 	example: auto assembly plant, radio service, retail supermarket, farm.) 

66 	 IF FARM OWNER: Main produce was Acreage was 

67 	 Were you: 

1. 	 Working for wages, salary or commissions for an individual, a private company, or 
a business 

2. A 	government employee (Federal, Provincial, County or Municipal Government) 
3. Self-employed and own business, professional practice or farm 
4. Working without pay in a family business or farm? 
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1:68 	 My first job: 

1. Was exactly the kind of job I wanted 3. Was not very close to the kind of 
2. Suited me but was not quite what I wanted job I wanted 

4. Was far from the job I wanted 


70 For my first job: 


l. I 	 took the first job I could find 
2. I 	 looked around a little before I took a job
3. I looked around quite a while before I took a job 


71 Would you say that your present jo~ is the direct result of your first job? 


l. Yes 2. No 

73 	 If you compare your present job with your first job in terms of its social standing, 

would you say your present job has 


1. A 	much higher standing 3. About the same 5. A much lower standing 
2. A 	higher standing 4. A lower standing 

74-75 How many different types of jobs (not places of employment) have vou had? #~~~~~~~~ 

76-77 How ~any years of formal education have you completed? Years 
~~~~~~~~~~~ 

78 Since 	leaving school, have you ever been an apprentice? 

l. Yes, completed 	 3. Yes, still apprenticed 
2. Yes, but did not complete 4. No 

2: !'i-8 IF YES, for what kind of job? 

Since leaving school, have you ever attempted or completed any of the following courses? 
(Circle as many as apply.) 

9 1. Academic course (such as courses that can be taken at high school, college, etc.)
10 2. 	 Technical course (such as public health nursing, electronics, blue-print reading, 

tool design, eye testing)
11 3. 	 Teacher training course (such as teaching methods, instructorships in driving, 

skiing, and other special skills)
12 4. Professional course (such as accounting, law, library science, industrial relations)
13 S. 	 Business administration or management (such as executive training, life insurance, 

office management)
14 6. Sales and advertising course (such as salesmanship, advertising, distributive skills)
15 7. 	 Office techniques course (such as data processing machines, typing, shorthand, 

bookkeeping)
16 8. 	 Skilled trades course (such as auto repairs, appliance repairs, welding, millinery, 

truck driving)
17 9. Service skills course (such as health professions, protection and security services)
18 10. 	 Personal service skills (such as barber, hairdresser, waiter, service station 

attendant)
19 11. 	 Other (Please specify) 

12. 	 Have taken no courses 

22-23 	 If you had the chance.to start all over again at 16 years of age, would you choose the 
same type of job or would you do something different? 

1. The same job 2. Different (please specify) 

24 	 At the time you left school, did you think you had all the education you needed? 

l. I 	 was sure ! had sufficient education 
2. I 	 was fairly sure I had sufficient education 
3. I 	 was uncertain whether or not I had sufficient education 
4. I 	 was fairly sure I needed more education 
5. I 	 was sure I needed more education 

26 	 In the light of your occupational experience, do you now think you had all the education 
you needed? 

1. I 	 am sure I had sufficient education 
2. I 	 am fairly sure I had sufficient education 
3. I 	 am uncertain whether or not I had sufficient education 
4. I 	 am fairly sure I needed more education 
5. I 	 am sure I needed more education 

http:chance.to
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2: 27- Please indicate which of the following were sources of information and advice in helping 
29 you decide on the kind of job you hoped to find. (Circle as many as apply.) 

1. Father 5. Teacher 
2. Mother 6. Vocational guidance counsellor 
3. Brother 7. Friend 
4. Sister 8. Other (Please specify) 

33-34 	 Please circle one or two of the following whose information and advice had the most 
influence in shaping your ideas about the job you wanted. 

1. Father 5. Teacher 
2. Mother 6. Vocational guidance counsellor 
3. Brother 7. Friend 

"· Sister 8. Other (Please specify) 


38 When I was about 16, I spent my free time 

1. Mostly with lots of friends 
3. Mostly by myself2. Mostly with a few friends 

40 Would you say that your friends' educational plans were 

1. More ambitious than your own 

2 .. About the same as your own 

3. Less ambitious than your own 

44 When you were about sixteen, were both your parents living? 

1. Both parents were living 3. Only your father living 
2. Only your mother living 4. Neither parents were living 

45 When you were about sixteen, with whom did you live? 

1. Your mother and father 5. With your father only 
2. Your mother and stepfather 6. With someone other than your parents 
3. Your father and stepmother 7. Alone 
4. With your mother only 

46-51 	 What kind of work was your father (or ~he head of your family) doing when you were 16? 
Please give the most exact title or description that you can remember. 

My father's job was 

52-54 What kind of industry was this? 

(For example: auto assembly plant, radio service, retail supermarket, farm.) 

55 If he was a farm owner: Main produce was 	 Acreage was 

56 Was your father (or the head of your family) 

1. 	 Working for wages, salary or commissio~s for an individual, a private company, or 
a business 

2. A 	 government employee (Federal, Provincial, County or Municipal Government) 
3. Self-employed and own business, professional practice or farm 
4. Working without pay in a family business or farm 

57-58 	 In what country did your father receive most of his education? 

59-60 	 How many years of formal education did your father complete? ~--~------~--~--~--- Years 

61 Where were you living when you were 16 years old? 

1. In 	 the same community as at the present time 
2. In 	a different community. Please give its name 

62 Was the community you lived in when you were sixteen 

1. A 	 very large city (over 500,000 persons) 
2. 	 A fairly large city, or a suburb of a fairly large city (between 100,000 and 

500,000 persons) 
3. A 	middle-sized city (between 50,000 and 100,000 persons) 
4. A 	 town or village (more than 1,000 but less than 50,000 persons) 
S. A 	village of less than 1,000 persons or the open country (but not on a farm) 
6. I 	 lived on a farm 
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2:63 	 Including those no longer living, how many sisters have you? sisters. 

64 Including those no longer living, how many brothers have you? 	 brothers 

65 How many of your sisters were older than you? 

66 How many of your brothers were older than you? 

67 How many of your sisters, now living, reside in Canada? 

68 How many of your brothers, now living, reside in Canada? 

~9-70 	 What is your religion? 

1. 	 Anglican 5. Lutheran 9. Ukrainian Catholic 
2. 	 Baptist 6. Roman Catholic 10. Other Protestant 
3. 	 Greek Orthodox 7. United Church 11. No formal religious affiliation 
4. 	 Jewish 8 .. Presbyterian 12. Other (Please specify) 

71 What is your mother tongue (the language you first learned to speak)? 

1. 	 English 4. Italian 7. Ukrainian 
2. French 5. Dutch 8. Yiddish 

3 •. German 6. Polish 9. Other (Please specify) 


72 Can you speak English or French well enough to conduct a conversation? 

1. 	 English only 3. Both English and French 
2. 	 French only 4. Neither English nor French 

73 Which of the following best describes your readin~ ability in French? 

1. 	 Excellent 2. Good 3. Limited 4. None 

74 Which best describes your ability to write French? 

1. 	 Excellent 2. Good 3. Limited 4. None 

75 Which best describes your ability to understand S£Oken French? 

1. 	 Excellent 2. Good 3. Limited 4. None 

76 Which best describes your SEeaking ability in French? 

1. 	 Excellent 2. Good 3. Limited 4. None 

77-79 	 What circumstances enabled you to learn French? (Circle as many as apply.) 

1. 	 Your family circle 5. Your work 
2. 	 The area where you lived 6. Other (Please specify) 
3. 	 Your schcol 7. Don't know 
4. 	 Travel 

3: 6 	 What language do you speak most of the time at work? 

1. 	 English 2. French 3. Other 

7 	 Of your colleagues or workmates at the place where you work, how many are of the same 
language group as you? 

1. 	 All of them 4. One-quarter of them 
2. 	 Three-quarters of them 5. None of them 
3. 	 One-half of them 

8 	 Of the clients or customers that you come into contact with at work, how many are of the 
~ language group as you? 

l. 	 All of them 4. One-quarter of them 
2. 	 Three-quarters of them S. None of them 
3. 	 One-half of them 

9-10 	 To what ethnic or cultural group did you or your ancestor (on the male side) belong on 

coming to this continent? 


1. 	 Danish 7. Italian 13. Scottish 
2. 	 English 8. Jewish 14. Swedish 
3. 	 French 9. Dutch 1s. Ukrainian 
4. 	 German 10. Non1egian 16. Welsh 
5. 	 Hungarian 11. Polish 17. Other (Specify) 
6. 	 Irish 12. Russian 
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3: 11
12 

What was your income, before taxes, during the last 12 months? 
state the amount after the deduction of business expenses.) 

(If you are self-employed, 

1. Less than $2,000 
2. $2,000 - 2,999 
3. 3,000 - 3,999 
4. 4,000 - 4,999 
5. 5,0ClO - 5,999 
6. 6,000 - 6,999 

7. $7,000 
8. 8,000 
9. 9,000 

10. 10,000 
11. 11,000 
12. 12,000 

- 7,999 
- 8,999 
- 9,999 
- 10,999 
- 11, 999 
- 12,999 

13. $13,000 - 13,999 
14. 14,000 - 14,999 
15. 15,000 - 16,999 
16. 17,000 - 19,999 
17. 20,000 and over 
18. No income, did not work for pay 

13 How many weeks did you work in the past 12 months? 

1. 
2. 
3. 

None 
1 - 4 weeks 
5 - 13 weeks 

4. 
5. 
6. 

14 
27 
40 

- 26 
- 39 
- 48 

weeks 
weeks 
weeks 

7. 49 - 52 weeks 

14 In the place you are living in, are you 

1. 
2. 
3. 

The owner 
Renting from 
Renting from 

your employer 
someone else 

4. 
5. 

Living with relatives 
Other (Please specify) 

15 Is the place you live in 

1. 
2. 

A house 
An apartment or flat 

3. 
4. 

A duplex or triplex 
Other (Please specify) 

16-31 Please check off on the list below all of the items that 
included in a rental agreement). 

One flush toilet Electric clothes dryer 
A second flush toilet Automatic dishwasher 
Refrigerator One telephone 
Horne freezer A second telephone 
Automatic washer Black and white T.V. 

you own or rent (or that are 

A second black & white T.V. 
A colour T.V. 
One car 
A second car 

32 How many social classes do you think there are in Canada? 
{Please write the number in the blank space) 

33-34 What social class do you consider yourself a member of? 

lWrite name of social class) 

35 	 If you had to pick one, which of the following five social classes would you say you were 
in? 

1. Upper class 	 4. Working class 7. There is no such thing 
2. Upper-middle class 5. Lower class 
3. Middle class 6. Don't know 

36 	 Would you say you were in the upper half or the lower half of the class you picked in 

question 35 above? 


1. Upper half 2. Lower half 3. Could not say 

37 How strong is your feeling of belonging to the class you picked in question 35 above? 

1. Very strong 2·. Fairly strong 3. Not at all strong 

38 	 If you had to pick one, which of the following five social classes would you say your 
father belongs (belonged) to? 

1. Upper class 	 4. Working class 7. There is no such thing 
2. Upper-middle class 5. Lower class 
3. Middle class 6. Don't know 

39-42 What things decide what social class a man belongs to? 
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3: How important would you say the following things are in determining what social class a 
man belongs to? Please circle one of the choices: very important, somewhat important, 
slightly important, or of no importance at all, for each thing. 

43 His income 

l. 	Very important 2. Somewhat important 3. Slightly important 4. Of no importance 
at all 

44 	 His wife's occuEation 

1. 	Very important 2. Somewhat important 3. Slightly important 4. Of no importance 
at all 

4S 	 His own education 

1. 	Very important 2. Somewhat important 3. Slightly important 4. Of no importance 
at all 

46 	 His own occuEation 

1. 	Very important 2. Somewhat important 3. Slightly important 4. Of no importance 
at all 

47 	 His best friend's occuEation 

1. 	 Very important 2. Somewhat important 3. "slightly important 4. Of no importance 
at all 

48 	 His wife's income 

l. 	Very important 2. Somewhat important 3. Slightly important 4. Of no importance 
at all 

49 	 What social class would you say people in semi-professional jobs {such as commercial 
artists, librarians, T.V. announcers, Y.M.C.A. directors) belong to? 

1. Upper 2. Upper-middle 3. Middle 4. Working S. Lower 

SO What social class would you say people in clerical and sales jobs 	belong to? 

1. Upper 2. Upper-middle 3. Middle 4. Working 5. ~ower 

Sl 	 What social class would you say semi-skilled workers belong to? 

1. Upper 2. Upper-middle 3. Middle 4. Working 5. Lower 

S2 	 What social class would you say people who are owners or executives in larg:e businesses 
belong to? 

1. Upper 2. Upper-middle 3. Middle 4. Working 5. Lower 

S3 	 What social cl ass would you say Erofessional workers (such as doctors or lawyers) belong 
to? 

1. Upper 2. Upper-middle 3. Middle 4. Working 5. Lower 

S4 	 What social class would you say people who are owners or managers of small businesses 
belong to? 

1. Upper 2. Upper-middle 3. Middle 4. Working 5. Lower 

SS 	 What social class would you say unskilled workers belong to? 

1. Upper 2. Upper-middle 3. Middle 4. Working 5. Lower 

S6 	 What social class would you say skilled workers belong to? 

1. Upper 2. Upper-middle 3. Middle 4. Working 5. Lower 

During an average month, how many times do you get together with neighbours, relatives 
workmates, and other friends, either at each other's homes or going out together? 

More than S 3 to 5 Once or twice Less than once Never 
times a month times a month a month a month 

57 Neighbours 

S8 Relatives 

59 Workmates 

60 Other friends 
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3:61 Is your best friend male or female? 

1. Male 2. Female 

62-67 What does your best friend do for a living? 

68-69 How many years of formal education has your best friend completed? 

70 What is your best friend's mother tongue (the language he or she first learned to speak)? 

1. English 2. French 3. Other (Please specify) 

71 What social class would you say your best friend belongs to? 

1. Upper 2. Upper-middle 3. Middle 4. Working 5. Lower 

72 Does your wife work? 1. Yes, full time 2. Yes, part time 3. No 

Please give the 
is no longer in 
held. 

complete title of your wife's job 
full-time employment, please give 

or occupation. If, for any reason, she 
details about the last full-time job she 

73-78 The ~omplete title of my wife's occupation is 

4:6-7 If married, what was your wife's income, before taxes, 
is self-employed, state the amount after the deduction 

during the last 12 months? 
of business expenses.) 

(If she 

1. Less than $2,000 
2. $2,000 - 2,999 
3. 3,000 - 3,999 
4. 4,000 - 4,999 
5. 5,000 - 5,999 
6. 6,000 - 6,999 

7. $7,000 - 7,999 
8. 8,000 - 8,999 
9. 9,000 - 9,999 

10. 10,000 - 10,999 
11. 11,000 - 11,999 
12. 12,000 - l:Z,999 

13. $13,000 - 13,999 
14. 14,000 - 14,999 
15. 15,000 - 16,999 
16. 17,000 - 19,999 
1 7. 20,000 and over 
18. No income, did not 
19. Not married 

work for pay 

8-9 How many years cf iormal education has your wife completed? Years. 

10 What social class wvuld you say your wife belongs to? 

1. Upper 2. Upper-middle 3. Middle 4. Working 5. Lower 

What kind 
your wife 

of work 
was 16? 

was your father-in-law (or the head of your wife's family) doing ~hen 

11-16 My father-in-law's job was 

17-18 How many years of formal education has your father-in-law cowpleted? 

19 What social class would you say your father-in-law belongs (belonged) to? 

1. Upper 2. Upper-middle 3. Middle 4. Working 5. Lower 

20 How conscious 
30 years ago? 

are people today of belonging to a social class compared to people 20 OT 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Much more conscious of belonging to a social class than 
Somewhat more conscious than people 20 or 30 years ago 
No difference between people now and 20 or 30 years ago 
Somewhat less conscious than people 20 or 30 years ago 
Much less conscious than people 20 or 30 years ago 

people 20 or 30 years ago 

21 Here are 
you most 

three 
agree 

views 
with. 

about what social class is. Would you please circle the viewpoint 

1. Differences in power create social classes. Some people are in positions of power 
and authority and have the means to greatly affect the lives of those people who 
are subject to that power and authority. So the class you belong to is decided by 
the amount of power and authority you possess. 

2. Differences in status, prestige,and style of life create social classes. Social 
classes are made up of people with similar interests, life styles, abilities, 
backgrounds, cultural pursuits, educational attainwents, and so on. 

3. Differences in wealth and ~oney create social classes. The money you earn and 
the things you own are the major factors in deciding the class you belong to. 
doesn't matter much what kind of education you have, or whether you work in an 
office or a factory, the main thing is money. 

It 
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4:22 	 Do you agree or disagree wi~h the following statement: You are born into a particular 
social class and you will remain in that social class until the day you die? 

1. Strongly agree 3. Neither agree nor disagree 5. Strongly disagree 
2. Mildly agree 4. Mildly disagree 

23 	 Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? The higher classes are best able 
to run things, and the others should be content with their positions in society and 
leave the big decision making to them. If everyone accepts his position in society then 
everything will be fine. 

1. Strongly agree 3. Neither agree nor disagree 5. Strongly disagree 
2. Mildly agree 4. Mildly disagree 

24 	 What about if someone were to say: The upper classes can't be counted upon to look after 
anyone's interests but their own, so people in my social class must stick together to 
protect their own interests? 

1. Strongly agree 3. Neither agree nor disagree 5. Strongly disagree 
2. Mildly agree 4. Mildly disagree 

25 	 Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? I don't really feel that my 
interests are liKe those of people in a position similar to me. If my family and I have 
enough to get by on, nothing else really matters. 

1. Strongly agree 3. Neither agree nor disagree 5. Strongly disagree 
2. Mildly agree 4. Mildly disagree 

26 	 Some people say that if working class people want to get their fair share of society's 
benefits they have to stick together and stick up for one another. Other people sav that 
each person ought to try and get on on his own. How do you feel about this? 

1. Working class people have to stick together 
2. They should try and get on on their own as individuals 

· 27 	 Suppose that votes were taken on a lot of questions about the future of Canada, do you 
think the social classes would agree on these issues or would they tend to disagree? 

1. They'd agree on practically everything 
2. They'd agree on most things 
3. They'd agree on half and disagree on half 
4. They'd disagree on most things 
5. They'd disagree on practically everything 

28 	 What chance do you think a boy born into a lower or working class family has to become 

a lawyer, a doctor, a top business executive, or to obtain a similarly high level joh? 


1. He 	 has a good chance 3. He has very little chance 
2. He 	 has some chance 4. He has no chance 

29 	 What do you think of his chances compared to those of a boy born into a middle or upper 
class family? 

1. He 	 has a better chance 4. His chances are much lower 
2. He 	 has the same chance 5. He has no chance compared to the other boy 
3. He 	 has slightly less chance 

30 	 How easy or difficult would it be for a person moving from a lower to a higher social 

class to adopt the social graces and style of life appropriate to the higher class? 


1. It 	would be very easy 4. It would be very difficult 
2. It 	would be fairly easy 5. !t would be impossible 
3. It 	would be fairly difficult 

31 If you had to pick one, which of the following income groups would you say you were in? 

1. Upper 2. Upper-middle 3. Middle 4. Lower-middle 5. Lower 

32 	 Compared to most Canadians, I am 

1. Much more cultured and refined 4. Somewhat less cultured and refined 
2. Somewhat more cultured and refined S. Much less cultured and refined 
3. As 	 cultured and refined 

33 	 Compared to most Canadians, I am 
5. Much less honest1. Much more honest 3. As honest 

2. Somewhat more honest 4. Somewhat less honest 
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4:34 	 You are riding in a car driven by a close friend, and he hits a pedestrian. You know 
he was going at least 35 miles an hour in a 20 mile-an-hour speed zone. 1here are no 
other witnesses. His lawyer says that if you testify under oath that the speed was 
only 20 miles an hour, it would save him from serious consequences. 

What 	 right has your friend to expect you to protect him? (Circle only one) 

1. 	 My friend has a definite right as a friend to expect me to testify to the lower 
figure 

2. He 	 has some right as a friend to expect me to testify to the lower figure 
3. He 	 has no right as a friend to expect me to testify to the lower figure 

35 	 What do you think you'd probably do in view of the obligations of a sworn witness and 
the obligations to your friend? 

1. Testify that he was going 20 miles an hour 
2. Not testify that he was going 20 miles an hour 

36 	 When looking for a job, a person ought to find a position tn a place located near his 
parents, even if that means losing a good opportunity elsewhere. 

1. Agree 2. Agree somewhat 3. Don't know 4. Disagree somewhat 5. Disagree 

37 	 If you have the chance to hire an assistant in your work, it is always better to hire 
a relative than a ,tranger. 

1. Agree 2. Somewhat agree 3. Don't know 4. Somewhat disagree 5. Disagree 

Please answer questions 38, 39, 40, 41, and 42 even if you are not eligible to vote 
in provincial or federal elections. 

38 	 Which political party do you normally support in Federal elections? 

1. Progressive Conservative 4. Social Credit/Creditiste 
2. Liberal 	 5. Other (Please specify) 
3. New Democrats 

39 	 Which political party do you normally support in Provincial elections? 

1. Progressive Conservative 5. Parti Quebecois 
2. Liberal 	 6. Union Nationalc 
3. New Democrats 	 7. Other (Please specify) 
4. Social Credit/Creditiste 

40 	 Would you please indicate which political party you plan to support in the next 

Provincial election? 


1. Progressive Conservative S. Parti Quebecois 
2. Liberal 	 6. Union Nationale 
3. New Democrats 	 7. Other (Please specify) 
4. Social c red.it/Creditiste 

i1 	 Would you please indicate which political party you plan to support in the next 

Federal election? 


1. Progressive Conservative 4. Social Credit/Creditiste 
2. Liberal 	 5. Other (Please specify) 
3. New Democrats 

42-45 	 In the space below, could you state your reasons for supporting the political party 
(or parties) you generally vote for? 
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4: 46 Many people say that the political parties represent the interests of different classes 
61 of people. Would you indicate which group or groups you think is represented by the 

political parties listed below. (Ch~ck the appropriate spaces) 

All Social Factory Office Managerial Professional 
Classes Workers Workers People People 

Liberals 

Progressive Conservatives 

New 	 Democrats 

Social Credit/Creditistes 

Parti Quebecois 

Union Nationale 

Other (Please specify) 

62 	 How much say do people like yourself have.in how Canada is governed? 

1. A 	 good deal of say 2. A little say 3. No say at all 

63 	 Here are three differing views on how Canada is governed. Would you indicate which 

viewpoint you ~ agree with? 


1. 	 No one group really runs the government of this country. Instead, important 
decisions about national policy are made by a lot of different people, such as 
labour, business, religious,and educational groups, and so on. These groups 
influence all political parties, but no single group can dictate to the others, 
and each group is strong enough to protect its own interests. 

2. 	 A close-knit group of men at the top really run this country. These are the heads 
of the large business corporations, bankers, newspaper, television and radio station 
owners, top church leaders, top provincial and federal civil servants, and a few 
important M.P.'s and Senators in Ottawa and the Provinces. 

3. 	 Big businessmen really run the government of this country. The heads of the large 
corporations dominate the major political parties. This means tha• things in 
Ottawa go pretty much the way big businessmen want them to. 

64 	 Suppose there were two men, one is the son of a prominent businessman who was educated 

at a private school and then went on to McGill and Harvard Universities. The other man 

is the son of a skilled mechanic who went to his local high school and then to the 

university in his home town. Which of these two men do you think would be best suited 

for high political office? 


1. The son of the businessman 2. The son of the mechanic 3. Both of them 

65-66 Would you briefly state your reasons for your choice? 

67 	 Some people say that labour unions have too much power in this country. Would you agree 
or disagree with this view? 

1. 	 Strongly agree 4. Mildly disagree 
2. 	 Mildly agree S. Strongly disagree 
3. 	 Neither agree nor disagree 

68 	 Some people say that big businessmen have too much power in this country. Would you agree 
or disagree with this view? 

1. 	 Strongly agree 4. Mildly disagree 
2. 	 Mildly agree S. Strongly disagree 
3. 	 Neither agree nor disagree 
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4:69 Which of the following views on strikes do you most agree with? 

1. 	 I don't believe that going on strike could ever benefit me, and I would not do 
so under any conditions. 

2. 	 I would not be prepared to go on strike unless it was the only way to defend my 
rights, and the strike had the full support of the union. 

3. 	 I would be prepared to strike if necessary to secure fair treatment at my place 
of work, whether or not top union officials approved of this. 

4. 	 I would be prepared to strike at any time that it was necessary to support the 
interests of workers and to help the working class movement anywhere in the 
country. 

'70 	 How do you feel about the policy of a number of labour unions of affiliating with the 

New Democratic Party? 


1. 	 Strongly approve 4. Mildly disapprove 
2. 	 Mildly approve 5. Strongly disapprove 
3. 	 Neither approve nor disapprove 

71 	 Here are two opposing views about industry generally. Would you please indicate which 
you agree with most? 

1. 	 A company is like a football team--because good teamwork means success and is 
to everyone's advantage 

2. 	· Teamwork in industry is impossible because employers and workers are really on 
opposite sides. 

Of the people listed below, would you say that their political feelings are very like 
yours, somewhat like yours, half alike and half different, somewhat different from yours 
or very different from yours? 

Very like Somewhat Half Like Somewhat Very 
mine like mine Half Different Different Different 

72 Your wife 

73 Your parents 

74 Your friends 

75 Your workmates 

76 Your neighbours 

77-78 Which of the following descriptions best fits the area vou live in? 

1. 	 A very mixed area 5. A nice, quiet & respectable area 
2. 	 A rather select area 6. A middle class area 
3. 	 An ordinary working class area 7. An upper class area 
4. 	 A pretty rough area 8. Other (Please specify) 

79 	 In some neighbourhoods the residents are all very much alike, while in others they are 
very different from one another. What about the area you live in? 

1. 	 People are very similar to one another 
2. 	 There are a few differences between people 
3. 	 There are several differences between people 
4. 	 People arc very different from one another 

5:6-7 When did you move into your present neighbourhood? State year 

8 	 If you had to leave this neighbourhood, would you be 

1. 	 Very sorry 4. A little glad to leave 
2. 	 A little sorry 5. Very glad to leave 
3. 	 Not really sorry 

1-10 Could you briefly state your reasons for your answer to question 5:8? 
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S:ll- Do you belong, attending at least occasionally, to any of the following clubs or 
22 organizations? (Circle as many as apply.) 

1. Employees Club 	 6. Residents Association 

2. Social Club 	 7. Church or Church Group 

3. Political Party 	 8. Sports Club 

4. Parent-Teacher Association 9. Canadian Legion 

5. Tenants Association 	 10. Other (Specify) 

23-35 	 Imagine you have a son who is ten years old. Which three qualities of those listed 
below would you say are the most desirable for a boy of that age to have? Circle the 
three you consider the most desirable. 

1. that he has good manners 
2. that he tries hard to succeed 
3. that he is honest 
4. that he is 11 eat and c It: an 
5. that he has good sense and sound judgment 
6. that he has self-control 
7. that he acts 1 i k e a boy should 
8. that he gets along well with other children 
9. that he obeys his parents well 

10. that he is responsible 
11. that he is considerate of others 
12. that he is interested in how and why things happen 
13. that he is a good student 

Finally, here are some questions about your feelings and beliefs. Please check for each one the 
most appropriate answer. 

36 	 There are two kinds of people in the world: the weak and the strong. 

1. Strongly agree 3. Neither agree nor disagree S. Disagree strongly 
2. Agree somewhat 4. Disagree somewhat 

37 	 It's all right to get around the law as long as you don't actually break it. 

1. Strongly agree 3. Neither agree nor disagree S. Disagree strongly 
2. Agree somewhat 4. Disagree somewhat 

38 	 The most important thing to teach children is absolute obedience to their parents. 

1. Strongly agree 3. Neither agree nor disagree 5. Disagree strongly 
2. Ag10e somewhat 4. Disagree somewhat 

_ 39 In this complicated world the only way to know what to do is to rely on leJders and experts. 

l. Strongly agree 3. Neither agree nor disagree S. Disagree strongly 
2. Agree somewhat 4. Disagree somewhat 

40 	 It's all right to do anything you want as long as you stay out of trouble. 

l. Strongly agree 3. Neither agree nor disagree S. Disagree strongly 
2. Agree somewhat 4. Disagree somewhat 

41 	 Do you think that most people can be trusted? 

I. Yes 2. No 

42 	 Are you the sort of person who takes life as it comes or are you working toward some 

definite goal'? 


1. 	 take life as it comes 
2. I 	 am working toward some definite goal 

43 	 Accordln& to your general impression, how often do your ideas and opinions about important 
matters differ from those of your relatives? 

l. Always 2. Frequently 3. Sometimes 4. Rarely S. Never 

44 	 llow about from those of other people with your religious background? 

I. Al1vays ::: . Frequently 3. Sometimes 4. Rarely S. Never 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH 
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