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CHAPTER 6

THE VIEW FROM MOUNT OLYMPUS:

Objectives, conflict, consensus and participation

in the firm.

" All our chairmen have bsen very conscious
of the need to move round the company, and to
get to see people, and not bs a:remote '
Olympian figure.”
: Retired businessman.-

' I have been invited to spend the evening with-
a Birmingham businessman - again non-public
school and non-university - who lives about
40 miles out of the city, near Evesham .iveeeee

He tells me that most executives these days
manage to live well outside the city, and I

ask whether this is a good idea, since it must
mean there is absolutely no out of office hours
‘mixing between management and men. "Here you
are,” I say, "escaping into the delights of
rural England, while your employees have to
sweat it out in or .around that God-awful
city”.'

Peregrine Worsthorne: Capitalist
Midlands: Classless Cambridge.

The Sunday Telegraph-
June 5, 1977.
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THE VIEW FROM MOUNT OLYMPUS

6.1  Introduction

The ownership and control debate has continued for some
time amongst social scientists, and thus the opportunity to
contribute to it that our access to men controlling so many
millions of pounds of iﬁdustrial and financial capital provided,
was one we felt we could not avoid. However to some extent it
provided only the preliminaries to our more central purpose
. which was to examine the picture that our respondents had of
relationships within their:eompanies.It is to this we now turn.

We will suggest in the following sections that
businessmen heading large companies may hold several images
of the firm. For much of the time 'directorates’, 'dominant
coalitions’, 'cliques’ or 'cabals' are concerned with resource
allocation. As we have seen strategic decision taking, and
the resultant capital allocation process, are the most widely
accepted concerns of top directors. In this process only a small
group at the top of the firm are involved. And for much of the
time other groups within the firm, particularly those way down
below in middle or lower management, in clerical, routine
or shopfloor jobs, can be ignored. The dominant image of ‘the
firm is largely that of a compliant mass.

The top businessman has another role, that of
communicator to groups outside and inside the firm. Few
businessman deny the importance of this role. However to
the extent that businessmen play it, we suggest that it can
lead once again to an image of the firm as the 'cors company'

and the mass. But in this image the core company is not the
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dominant coalition, or resource allocators, but a somewhat
wider group - those in effect who have access to top management
and can be expected to'develop a full understanding of

the 'aims and ‘objectives of top management. -

Businessmen's images of the firm as compliant,
or as being in-greater or lesser access to top management -
and maximum infurmatioh; coexist with experisnce of, or
at least knowledge .of, conflict within the firm. The most
obviocus of such'coﬁflicts is that of the shopfloor worker
and management. Such conflict can create an additional

image of the firm, one of opposed sidss, of 'us and them’.

We do not suggest that such multiple images-
necessarily create problems or tension within those who
hold them. Theories of cognitive dissonance may suggest
that conflicting ideas need resolution, and indeed some
businessmen are able to make resolutions of their multiple
images. Howsver, it seems as likely that others articulate
differsnt images of the firm in different circumstances.
There are yet still others, of course, whose viewpoint
remains wholly consistent, but we suggest they are not the

majority.

6.2 The Board and Industrial Relations o '

- As we saw (Chapter.4.) the majority of the -business-
men studied here come from white collar backgrounds. In
their careers they.moved through functions that did not involvs

them in direct contact with shopfloor workers. Though thsy
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may well have personnel specialists, production directors,
or other men with a reputation for an understanding of
factory workers on their boards (Winkler (1974) calls
these 'one man chains') their personal knowledge may be

expected to be slight...

Directors’ personal conceptions of their role in
the firm leans towards roles which keep them away from
operations, and involved with longterm strategy formulation
and resource allocation. As Winkler points out this conception
of their role provides a justification for lack of_contact
with all but a select section-of the company.- In the
discussions in the interviews of their responsibilities,:
industrial relations entered only into the frame of reference
of a minority, and then under the guise of looking after

the morale and happiness of employees. . -

Thus our evidence so far. in no way contradicts
Winkler's (1874) findings. (See Chapter 1.) But to those
not so well acquainted with boardroom practice the lack
of concern with industrial relations amongst British directors
may well seem surprising. For.a long time it was the. fashion
to see industrial relations as a key factor in Britain's economic
malaise. Fashions, and understanding, change, of course,
and other factors are.now as frequently blamed (overtaxation,
high government borrcwjng, low industrial invgstmant)fw N

Nevertheless, the concern - with industrial relations did
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produce a Royal Eommissian} which in turn suggested that

industrial relations should be a boardroom concern.

It is thus of some interest to examine the views
of.the businessmen studied here on conflict and consensus
in their firms. All sizes of Firm are represented 'hara
and all types (excapt Fcr the natlonalised industrles] of
industry and commerce. And w1th'the’sprsad of white collar
unionisation even the City firms do not find the questions

entirely academic.

‘The concern in what follows "however is not so
much specific issues (such as the conduct of wage negotiation,
or trade union recognition) but the general climate of
understanding, and of conflict and consensus that'is’
perceived within the.company. To quote thq_metaphor that
has been used elsewhere iﬁ research (eg. Gdldthorpe et a11968]
is the company seen as a fnotball ‘team, with all playing
on the same side; or do the top men themselves see two
(or more) sides? The question was approached in two
diF?arent ways in the interviews: First'by enquiriné
1nta the extent of understanding and acceptance of ths
dlrectnrate s goals within the Fzrm: and secondly by a
more specific discussion of conflict in the company. Both

trade unionism, and employee participation were also discussed.

1. The Royal Commission on Trades Unions and Employees
Associations. The Oonovan Commission. Reports of
which are published by H.M.S.0. (1968). o
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6.3 Sharing the Objectives

It will be recalled from ehe.erevieue.thepfef that
ell the chief executives lnterviewed were asked to give an
acceunt of the primary objectives that thelr company was
pursuing. Beyond the statements about maklng a prnFit.
looking efeer employees, serving customers and eolen, we
were told of plans to reduce borrowing requiremente, eF
investment, of expansion end growth in new markets, and
new gsographical ‘areas, of new products te be leunched and

other changes pecullar to the individual company.

Each respondent was later asked :- to what
extent do groups other than yourself undeestend_end_ehere
the objectives you have outlined? 'And we asked in' turn:
do all the board? - do the majority of management? and

to what extent do employees below management? (See Appendix 1)

The results are most meaningful considered in
the light of statements b} the chisf executives, since they
have the major part in formulating the objectives. Very
few men indeed were inclined to admit that their boards
were not either in whole understanding or whole agreement
on the corporate objectives. But thers were some: for
example a few chief executives said that some members of
their board tended to think in terms of sales, or technical

proficiency rather than profits.

As ons might expect there wers more who felt
that probably much of managemsnt would not be aware of

the board’'s objectives. This is not to say thet'managers
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were expected to disagrsee, but as a number of men said,

they would have their own objectives or targsts.

Similarly

employees outside the board would not on the whole disagree

with the objectives, but they simply would not be aware

of them, or often would not be concerned with them.

The tablss below summarise the position.

Note that

a sizeable minority were unwilling to generalise, or said

they quite simply did not know what their employéeé £hdught.

Table 6,I (a) Answers to question:

to what extent do you

think other groups in the company understand

and share in your objectives for it?

(non-retired chief exscutives only)

i) Do all the board?

Manufacturing
Service
City

ii) Do a high proportion
of management?

Manufacturing
Service
City

Yes

..48(96)

30(84)
19(91)

27(54)

18(60)-

16(76)

No

17
11

Don't know

Total
Answering

50
32

21

103

50
32
21

103
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Yes No Don't know Total
Answering
iii) Do the majority
of employees?

Manufacturing 16(32) 26(52) 8(186) 50

Service 7(22) 18(53) 7(25) 32

City 13(64) 4(18) 4(18) 21

103

(Chi squared = 10,5, with 4 degrees of freedomjy significant
at the 5% level)

Table 6 I.(b) (b) Differentiated by the size of company

i) Do all the board share your objectives?
Companies employing:

less than 1000 employees 15 2 0 17
1000 - 5000 employess 20 ’ 0 21
5000 - 15000 employees 22 2 0 24
more than 15000 employees 40 0 1 4l
ii) Do most of the management?

Companies employing:

less than 1000 employees 13(77)  4(24) * O 17
1000 - 5000 employees 13(62) 6(28) 2(1p) 21
5000 - 15000 employees 16(67) 70293 ° 1(4} 24
more than 15000 employeses 20(49) 14(34) 7(17) 41
iii) Do the majority of employses? .
Companies employing:

less than 1000 employees 11(65) 4(23) 2(12) 17
1000 - 5000 employees 8(38) 11(52) 2(10) 21
5000 - 15000 employess g9(38) 11(48) 4(1ls) 24
more than 15000 employess 8(20) 23(56) 10(24) 41

Now it must be admitted that we have forced the
chief executives into making very difficult generalisations

here. Clearly it is hard for a man to make statements about
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what is in the minds of the other members of the board; and
how can they tell what thousands of employees understand
and think? It is not surprising that some choose not

to generalise, and say that they cannot or do not know.

Even so ‘some broad generalisatiﬁns“amargs:
there is a’greatsr expectation that groups outside the
board will know what the company aims are in the City
firms than in industry and commerce. Likewise the larger
the firm the less the men at the top feel that they know
what men down below them think, and the gresater the expectation
that lower level employses will not understand or share
the objeétivas. However these variables are to some
extent related. The relevant tables are not reporduced
here but there is no signifipanfrvariatioﬁ between types
of owner, or men of different social béckground, except
that all the family businessﬁen, and all the entreprenseurs,
thought that all their board would understand and share
their objeqtivas;

More important than the statistics is the actual
nature and content of the discussions Ey the r65pondenﬁs
of this question. One should make clear two aspects of
these: Firstly that when the businessmen say their ehpluyees
do not know, or share, the objectives they are not implying
by this a state of conflict, or e perception by themselves
of widespread opposition in the firm. Rather they pictured

the employees as being. uninterested in-the objectives; or
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more subtly, only being interested in them to the extent
that they impinge on their own lives, that is to the
extent the company objectives may affect job security,
wages or promotion prospects. | _

This then is one of several pictures of the state
of the firm. The employees below a certain level are
presented as being not a conflicting group, nor one
necessarily in wiliing caonsensus, but as one that is
unintegasted. Such a picture can take many variations,
depending partly on the lsvel at which one defines company
objectives; employees can for example be represented as
self-centred - tied only by the cash nexus to the firm, and
only interested in their wage packet......

" So far as shop floor workers are concerned,

I can only give you a personal philosophy «eeeee

they are not interested at all in whether or

not the company makes a profit, they are much

more interested in what their take home pay is,

and whether that allows them to meet their

bills and obligations and keep up a certain

standard of living.” '

(M.D. - &Emall service firm)
" I think when you get below a certain level
to be honest, they couldn't care less, so long

as they know there'll be 50 quid in their pay
packet on Friday night.”

(M.D. -.medium size manufacturing firm)

or they can be seen as uneducated, unsophisticated, or,

unable to comprehend the subtleties of company policy seseess

" Clearly there can only be an understanding of why
we're a growth. company in those people who ars



339

nearer to the action as it were. When I say

that, I think managers do, but the involvement

of psople in the very fabric of their community
would not allow them to have a complete under-
standing. We try to prsach the gospel. «ises

The company has become bigger and thet makes it
more difficult for us to talk to everybody and

make sure the message gets through. I think

it’s more a lack of understanding than acceptance.”

(Chairman of large firm; objective-
'profitable growth’)

More Frequently than either of these, ths workers
are presanted as a group unawars of the obgactives, but a

group who would share in them if they only knew them. In

other words management faces a communication problem.

" I think people do agree with the need for
profit - but one can't know - but what elsse
could they think."” g o '

(Family businessman - medium -~service co.)

" We employ 30000 in this country, 25000 overseas.
You can't communicate with all of them. My object
in doing this is to tell these emissaries if you
like to go to base and tell 'sm what I've said.
And I do tell 'em in some detail. What's in the
bank. What the capital expenditure is.: They can
tell them anything. Also we send out a

- version of the annual reports to employees and
shareholders ..... I wouldn't mind if sach man's
wife read it. Because I think therse’s an awful
lot of mlscnnceptions about this.”

(Q. What about?]

" About profit. And what happens toc it. There's
still this conception, you know, that there are
big fat men lying about the place investing
millions, and taking millions out of the business,
- I think we've finally got r1d of this.”

(Q. How?)

"Just hy talking to penpla and getting our managers
‘to talk to pesople”
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(Q. Do you think it's important that worksrs
understand your objectives?) : .

" Absolutely ".

(Q. Even though you feel there are some things
you must keep from them?)

" Well they might not materialise. Whylwurfy
- - - them unnecessarily.” :

(Chairman - large engineering group.)

" Twice a year I get all the subsidiary directors
- together, and do a briefing with them. Did

the company meet its objectives or not - really

on my own performance. So those managers

certainly understand what (the company) is all

about.. Beyond that I think thers are some people,

gconomists and

planners, who understand it,

. but so. far as the line managers go it's too
abstract for them. They have more concreste
objectives in their own jobs. .

" But we have been trying to communicate to all

the employees the need for profit and the

creation of wealth. The chairman has been on

a television film and we produce these newspapers.”

- We may note in
employees. can or cannot
in, confirm the top men
need or demand for mors

level decision taking.

(M.D. - family firm)

passing that these ideas of what
undarsfand,are'or are not interested
in the belief that thers is little
knowledge or participation in top
Put crudely, the attitude is

often if they did know what we're doing, and did understand

it, they would accede to it, so there's no need to involve

them. To this point we

shall return.

6.4 A Psychological Boundary in the Firm?

It becomes clear from the interviews, then, that

those at the top of large cnmﬁanies éxpect to have the full
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understanding of only a comparatively small group of .employees.
This is the group that they personally can know. -The size
of the group in practice may vary - it may be only the
members of the board and a few top managers below them, or
else it may be the top hundred or two hundred managers.
It may alsc-include some staff men, or it may be a lérgaf
proportion of management. We said 'can' know, buﬁ-do

not necessarily imply that the man in question doses.
Rather this is ths group which he can, and on.occasion may
communicate dirsctly with. A group whose names may -be
marked as being included for top management positions,

who may even appear in the.annual report in a list of

senior management.

It is this group we suggsst that the top men think
of when they think of ’tha firm', It is this group
of whom they are sure; this group from whom thay expact-
consensus on the company objectives, this group to whom
the strategies and policies canlbe revealed. In other
words, within the formal boundaries of the firm (or the
.more variable boundaries of the organisation theorists)
a psychological ‘boundary is-dfawn,.and the.firm ﬁanstituted‘
Iin'tha minds of the alifa which run if. Beyond the boundary
of course, they know the firm exists. They have visited its
locations, spoken with a handful of managars, shop stewards
and occasionally factory workers. Some decisions, say to
close a Factory; may suddénly bring‘ta their awareness

other groups. But it is the core grouping we have mentioned
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which constitutes the ?irm for these men in a day to day

sSense.

Its existence is revealed in the interviews :

" We ought to be able to motivate the management
like tte army - straight down the line. But

I've never been able to get ‘it down below the
third level crust - there's a crust there of
real dead ends. People I only see about oncs

a year at some Christmas party ' or something.
ThetEnp fifty peopls I probably saw once a
month.,"

(Retired chairman - large manuf., firm)

" Last year I got the top 150 people together
and told them where we are going. And I had
them together for a whole weekend a few weeks
ago. This is the way we disseminate on broader
. policies.™ o . Lo

S . - - (M.D. - large manuf, firm)

" There are senior staff of about 160 out of
30,000 who are the pesople who have a direct
relationship with me. I settle their salaries
with top management. ‘I write to them directly
on anything of importance that's occurring.

We have a meeting not less than twice a year,
usually more.”

(Chairman - large manuf. firm)

" We have a share option scheme confined to

those 35 men who we feel can have'a direct
‘influence on policy - but of course the government
has made it not worth while sceveveeeses 1've

got 60,000 chaps in this business and if I wanted
"every one of them to be aware of the corporate

- objectives, I'd have to send them all to Harvard
for a year and then some of them might. And I

.. don't particularly want menagement to be aware

of the central objectives «e¢esess The vast

- majority of people will make their caresrs within
one division, A tiny minority eventually make

- their careers outside, and to raise expsctations
to a level that will not be met is neither kind
nor sensible.”

(M.D. - food processing firm)
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What we arse .suggesting here may seem strange, -
but in fact we would go -further and suggest it is the way
most people cope with large organisations. After all
an organisation, and a company even more than, say, an
army, is an abstract concept. It cannot be seen, or easily
defined. (Is a company a group of men, or a collection of
plant and machinery, and offices, or the shareholders? It
is of course none and all of these, and all are constantly
changing.) A factory worker.is liable to regard the -
factory where he works as 'the.company'’;. head office and
other factories are far less real to. him, and may be viewed
with suspicion. Likewise members of an army, regiment may
well regard that regiment as the 'core'. Anyone who doubts
this should ask himself how, when he comes to think of
them, he views the very large organisations of which he

. or she is a part. = ; -

. This concept-of. the "core company', or the
psychological boundary of .the firm, -is important in under-
standing how large companies are viewed by thosa.whc run
them. For exampla, several men made statements indicating
the importance amongst their responsibilities of attending to
the morale and happiness of their employees. Yet-the same
men had or were about to make quite large numbers of men
redundant - the act seems. inconsistent with the 'good intentions.
The inconsistency does not arise, if one sees. that these men
were concerned with the well-being o% thoss they regarded-

as the firm. The decision to regard a small part of the
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firm as the firm is an unconsciocus, not a deliberates one,

but it is a useful protsctive device.

Thus top businessmen ses consensus in the core
company. Bayond that is unknown territory ( one can’t know
what the workers think’). To map it they resort to devices
which, viewed from the ocutsids, may-saem less than satisfactory:
reports in the media; the tales of guides such as personnel
managers who are thought to have explored it wall; or talks
with thoss people they regard as being from the outer
ragicnst but with whom fnay dn hnva some contact - the
hirad_daferéntinlsa secrataries. chauffeurs, waitrassas
in the directors’ dinlng room. (See Winkler (1974] on

.

this pnint].

In some cases, one must hasten to add, the firm
is so small that everybody is known - in our sample there
were the merchant banks and property companies. Here

consensus is believed of all but a small minority.

6.5 Consensus and Conflict

Probably no phrase is used more frequently in
averyday and media discussions of industrial relations matters
than the 'two sides of industry'. The concept generally
applies ta two pofentially oppossed, and certainly mutuaily
suspicious groupings. Winkler's (1874) observation that
directors exhibit attitudes which are markedly 'us and tnam'
prompted an exploration of this topic in ths interviews.

The question was usually posed in the form: 'we often hear
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talk of the two sides of industrys do you see, or.are you

aware of, two sides in this company?’

Once again ‘the responses vary greatly according’
to the type of company a man works in, and to a lesser
extent, its size. 'As one would expect, amongst the
chief executives, those in the bigger firms and in the
manufacturing sector, were the most likely to see two
sides. However there were also a number who either said
they simply did not: know, or more frequently, that they could
not generalise: either conflict was perceived as varying
from plant to plant (eg. ' at Aylesbury there's no two
sides, at Liverpool there most definitely is') or from time
to time.The latter was particularly associated with those
who saw the firm falling into two sides for wéga'bargaining

purposes.

Table 6.IT (a) Answers to question: do you see 2 sides

in your company? (Chief exescutives only)

Yes No Don't khow/ Total

Can't generalise Replying
Manufacturing:  32(58) 12(22) .  100(18) = 54
Service: 6(19.5) 15(48.5) 10(32) 31
City | 6(29) 14(67) 1(5) 21

44 41 21 106

' No answer: 5

(Chi squared for this table = 22.3, 4 degrees of freedom.
showing significant differences at the 0.05% level.
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Table _E‘II (b) Answers to quaétion:'do vou see 2 sides

in the firm? (All chief executives asked)
Tablulated by size of firm.

Yes No Don't know/ Total
: Can’'t generalise Replying

Companies ampld}-

ing: -

less' than 1000 4(25) 10(62.5) 2(12.5) 16
1000 - 5000 6(30) 10(50) 4(20) - 20
5000 - 15000 9(36) 11(44) 5(20) 25

more than 15000 25(56) -10(22) .~ 10(22) = 45 -

44 a1 21 106

"All in all then we see that the percentage who
do see two sides in the company varies from 58% of men
heading companies.in which there is a manufacturing
operation of some sort, to around 18% of man‘haadiég .
completely service Firms. The insurance sector raisas ‘
the percentage who did for:City firms. A similar variation

is found amongst companies of varying size.

Df more interest again however is tha reasons
that are giQén for there to be two sidas ﬁ? industry.
They can be placed into four broad categories.
1, | A group which‘points to the British_cla;s system
as a source of divisions penatréting industry as well,or to
'historically entrenched social attitudes', a divisive

educational system or misunderstandings by workers of what
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happens to profits. 1In other words conflict at the company
level is ssen as the result of misguided or misdirected
class feeling.

Two quotes may be cited as examples:

" The management and labour - there is always
that to some extent. We are fortunate in our
industry, we don't have too much of it. We all
get a bit removed from it, but I would say it's
not really a problem in our industry.”

(Q. What's it based on?)

"I would say, a little bit on education in this
country. The problems in Germany for example
are a great deal less. Certainly it's a bit
historic hers - they built up from the war. The
educational system over there gives people the
belief they've all got the same chance to a
greater extent than in this country. This is
something here, psople always feel they didn't
have , that chance, or their parents couldn’t
give it to them.”
(M.D. = large manufacturing co.)
Another put it very similarly:

" Let me put it like this. The nation is socially
devisive, isn't it? And you have to go back

to the first half of the 19th century ————- 1
mean if you're first into the industrial revolution,
if you lose your share of world markets, you

live with the sickness of the past. And if

at the same time you build up a socially divisive
public school system you’'re bound to have 2 sidss.
But I really think industrial managers are

damned and denigrated too much.”

(Chairman - large manufacturing co.)

24 A second kind of explanation also tends to view
conflict as somewhat inevitable; but here it is viswed as

a Feéturs of industrial life, proceeding gither from an.
inevitable tension betwesn the managers of an organisation
and those they manage, or ffom the existence of trade unions.
Since unions are regarded as a functional necessity in large

firms, these explanations may be grouped tqgether.' Théy are
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not usually, an attack on unions as such. A banker-put it

as follows:

" I think it's almost impossible to avoid some

'them and us' feeling between the managers and

the managed, in just the same way as there is

an ‘inherent division between officers and other
ranks. I think it is impossible to have organisation
on the basis of no conflict because people

don’t on the whole altogether like being told

what to do- and I wouldn't have suspected that

you would have anarchy if you had a no-conflict
situation.”

3. A third viewpulnt malntains that thera are not two
sides in tha cumpany Fcr most of the tmme but that nF
necessity thers is when it comes to wags bargainlng. This
explanation enables the man in question to both maintain
that there is consensus over the objectives of the firm
bat conflict over the 'sharing of the cake'. As the chairman
of a large enginearing company said:

" Most days of the year they are on the same

side. There are periods and situations when

they move to opposite sides of the tabls and

are in negotiating and bargaining situations.

But the underlying and continuing factor

accepted by both is that management should

manage, and management does not always mean
doing the popular thing."”

4, The most frequent explanation of the two sides

of industry howsver is to regard it as avoidable, an

aberation from what ‘should be occurring. Thus conflict

may be regarded as the result of large plants, of poor
communication by the managers concerned; oflmilitant unionism;
or deliberate agitation by politically motivated minorities,

and so on. Here are some variations on the theme:
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" I come back to the question-of size - when you
get a large unit, when communication ceases
between management and worker::, if that's the
right word, I always object. to the definitions
an prinCip].Ecnllo : 3 - i

(Q. but anyway it's a question of communication?)

"-Yes I come back to the problem of size - I
think that in a large company it is bound to
"be a problem.” : :

(M.D. of medium size manuf. co.)

"There shouldn't be two sides in our group -
we've encouraged people to improve their
position, and made it possible for them to

get right to the top. Let me give you examples.
( }] veeeses We don't think in terms of
two sides, we're one organisation.ieeecess
Remember we're not a bit labour intensive, in
this company.there's-only a few thousand of us,
and very few on the shop floor. Even those people
I meet at the staff dance and have a drink with
them. You can't do that it you're employing
200000 people - it's impossible.

(Chairman - medium sized service qn.]

" We don’'t have any of these conflicts - we don't
just sit up here and nobody ever ssees us. I '
go round twice a year to all the plants. Up to
twice a year. (Management - worker)conflict. is
not necessary - it's stirred up, by outside

forces. The average Englishman doesn't want

to upset society.”

(Q. You mean union militants?)

" Well I think they're professional stirrer
uppers.”

(M.D.-small service co.)

" We tend in this country to employ jumped up

union men as foremen, who very often are promoted
because they are bullies. Most of the industrial
problems I've come across in my carser have been
associated with that kind of management taking

an attitude which is not the company attitude at
all, it's his own attitude which provokes naturally
a reaction from the union men".eeceess

(Q. So it's poor leadership in ths plant?)
" I think so, yes, well poor leadership - it's
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probably poor communication from the top as
well.,”

(M.D. manufacturing firm,
formerly a works manager.)

Now the first point to note here is that how people
explained conflict in industrial life varied according to
whether they thought it occurred significantly in their

L]

own firmy as the table overleaf shows.
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This very pronounced pattern means that the
explanations as to why there are two sides in industry vary
both with the size and type of firm a man heads. These are
however highly interrelated variables, since outside the City
there are relatively few very large firms:that have no

manufacturing plants whatsoever.
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In the above tables we see it is the largest company,
and the manufacturing, heads who are least-likely to see
conflict as caused:by communication, large plants, militants,
agitators, or -similar rsasons. These men look to other factors
to explain conflicts factors which, to a degree, ﬁay be
seen as beyond their control. Conflict may be viewed as
written into the fabric of the British.life: as inevitable
between managers and the managed, or where there are trade
unions, or slse as cccurfing at. times of wage bargaining.
However it is only the first group - those who see conflict
as due to the British class or educational ‘system, -
historical attitudes and so on - -who-would see tensian
in industrial relations as an enduring feature of-company
relationships. That-is 50 of the 90 (58%) of those
giving classifiable answers, would probably view conflict

as amenable to good management. A further 20 would expect

conflict only at times of wage bargaining.

That the distribution of attitudes has, apparently,
some connsction with the kinds of firms men work in, is not
surprising. Other researchers have -after all indicated a
relationship between shopfloor workers' attitudes and size of
plant (eg. Ingham, 1967, Indik (1963) (1865) ) and indeed
manégerial attitudes and size of organisation (eg. Porter 1962 -
1864). Presumably top managements attitudes and expectations
are formed by experience, even if ‘that is somewhat indirect.
We have not however found any direct relationships bstween
the personal backgruung of the men who were interviewed

and their views on this topic. We did find that 60%
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of those with shopfloor management experience saw two sides
in their firm, compared to 39% of those without this
experience, but the number of those with any such experience
is so small that it would be wrong to draw any conclusions

from it.

_ Apart from what appears in the tables, there
emerges from discussions on industrial relations an enormous
stress on communicaticn.l' As we have seen employees in
the lower levels of the firm, or outside the core, are
regarded as being uninterested in the firm's objectives,
or unsnphisticated.in their understanding of them. "However
if they are told what is going on, especially when it ‘comes
to making changes that affect them;, then it is felt they will

EEE Y

be 'reasonable’, that is compliant.

'Communications’ arisess in more specific ways.
Firstly there is one of the most widely held theories of
top executives which sees the large plants in which many
employees now work as being conducive to industrial unrest.
Such a connection has of course bsen made by social thecrists
from Marx on, but the businessmen took it further. Ideally
the maximum size of an industrial factory, it was often
said, was 500, because then the manager could know every one

of the employees personally. It was often noted too that

l. This is echoed elsewhere. The C.B.I. apparently has
an Employee Communications Unit (See The Guardian, Monday
June 20,1877,p.16). In 1877 this unit issued a 32
page booklet on communications with people at work.
This contained 11 key questions which senior managers
should ask themselves regarding communication at work.



356

500 is the size of an Army brigade. This concern with
personal relationships may be seen as paralleling the situation
of the interviewees themselves, who cannot hope to have

personal,relationships with everyone in their firms, and

in some cases have given up any pretence of doing so.

One should point out that this belief in the
desirability of small plants rarely has practical consequences.
Those interviewed thought relationships would be better in
small firms and in small factories, but with few exceptions,
they had sought to expand their firms, and-often” their plants,
wherever it was thought it would generats more profits.

Despite the problems it bbings, they themselves are controlled
by other forces: 'economies of scale’ and 'if you don't

expand you decline’.

Communications has been given an impsetus from
another direction. During the period over which interviewing
took place, inflation pushed up the absolute value of profits,
whilst often leaving the companies concerned no better
‘or sven worse off in real terms. But in time of wage restraint,
and a Labour Government in power, such profits are vulnerable
to attack. Hence thers has been a widespread campaign
to inform employees of the need for profits, and ths
uses of them. The message however is put across by indirsct
methods - advertisements to the public at large , company
newspapers, or simplified versions of the company reports.

The author left : interview after interview clutching such

documents - evidence of the chairman or managing director's



garnest desire to communicate. Early in 1977 in fact
there was a competition for ths best set of annual resports

for eﬁployaas - it had 200 antiresl.

6.6 Multiple Images of the Firm

A man's image of society is often taken to be a
paftial reflecfion of his view of the relationshiha |
in the work place. Thus a tendency to-label all bosses,
and authority figures as 'them', to be contrasted to 'us’,
amongst manual workers has been taken to be a reflection
of workplacs relatidnships on the one hand as well as

an indication of an embryonic class consciousness.

In practice the poaition‘is'Foﬁnd to bs more
compleg, and in the case of top businessmen we will |
maintain it ié very much more so. Businessmen as a group
did nnf'showjény singia-viaw of the firm. huifa possibly
the position they adopt is contextually variabls. For
what was not verified was Winkler’'s (1974) statement

of directors that 'their attitude as revealed in

everyday behaviour was very strongly 'us' v 'them’ or

an sxtreme form of the pluraliét concpetion: even though

much of the rest of that paper appears quite believable.

Certainly there are some businessmen who take the

l. Reported on BBC Radio Fohr‘s Financial World Tanighf.



attitude that trade unions are now so sfrnng that their
members are well protected, and that top managers must
péy their attention to middle managements. Taken further
by a few businessmen this can be cited as a 'them and us'’
viewpoint. Here is one such statement from one of the
relatively few men who has his office on the factory site:
" We employ getting on for 20,000 in the U.K.
One is very conscious of the fact that these
people's livelihoods depend to a degree an how
we function. We're a bloody sight more aware
of this than they (gesticulates out of the
window) seem to recognise.- You know:I don't
think they think that we care. But we do care.
You know a new order means continuing work for
them, and profit for us. So a double thing.”
This man says most of his workers care only about their
wage packst. But it's difficult to generalise. Many are
Asians, it's hard to communicate with them. And in ons
division, where most disputes occur, there are "people who
are determined to wreck the joint'. He expects a 'we and
they' attitude from the workforce:
"Why, I:suppose because they see me driving

home at night in a Jaguar, and they've got
to catch the bus.”

Yet this man is unusual, both in his physical
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proximity to. the workforce, and because his largest division

does have particular labour problems. In many cases the

size of companies, and the separation of the directorate

from the labour force allows for more inconsistent attitudes,

for multiple images of thefirm. A summary of the evidencs

from this chapter allows us to trace these.
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The primary image of the firm, and of work
life, we saw, is that of the company as a cére. a willing-
management -and an uninterested mass. This is the
reflection of the chairman and managing director's central
concerns for much of the time. These men are concernad'
with strategy, policy,resource allocation. For these
purposes they work with a group that may vary from a few
to two hundred top managers. Some of this group they sees
they know of them by name and their careers. They may
gather them together to tell them of the ruling éoaliticn’;
plans and objectives for the firm. . If bargaining goes on
over-strategy it is within the coalition, '‘or to a lssser

extent within the core company. . -

Beyondlthe core the interviewees do not expéct
understanding of company's aims and pollcies, except very
broadly the need for investment and profit. The expectation
hcwever; is of cnmpllance, and of order. Dperations are
assumed to proceed smcothly,.and the larger the firm the more
justification the top executive has for delegating

operational control, and industrial relations métters.'

The conception of the firm here may to an extent
be called 'unitary' as Fox (1966) described it. Cartainl&
managers do believe that the interssts of all unite in the
long term success of the firm and.Fox was right to draw
attention to the military metaphors of the firm, sincs.
to the extent - that businessmen used any metaphors for .the firm
these were the most. common. However, as we saw in Chapter 4,

there may also be a more pertinent reason than any overt.
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expectation that the firm should be controlled like the
Army. That is that for a number of men the Army was their
first, and for some, their most important experience of :man

management..

Thus we were told often that a factory should
have less than 500 men, the siz; of a battalion in the
Army. 0On the setting of objectives that 'ans wcuid not
expect a lance corporal to have the same tactical
objectives as a battalion commahderﬁ and on employes
participation: ' the General has to decide if he is going
to advance on a brcadgfrnnt - he consults his brigade
‘commanders, the platoon sergeant consults his platoon’.
In the company, like the Army, there are officers and men.
-‘But in the factory 'the foreman is more powerful than the
works manager because he is the sergeant major of the Army’.
Yet the rank of the foreman proved difficult to fix;
sometimes he was a warrant officer or a lieutenant, sometimes

only a sergeant or corporal.

However, businessmen’'s images of their firms are
more complex than this. 1Industrial troubles cver two
centuries, and a hundred years of trade unionism cannot be
ignored. A mejority however regard conflict within the
firm as avoidable - dus to such factors as poor communication,
large plants, misguided militancy and so on., Those most
prone to experience such conflict, howsver, are more likely
to view it as something beyond their control - the rssult
of British class attitudes, of history, of the educational system,

or elss as sporadic and associated with wage bargaining.
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It is plausible that when confronted with
opposition or conflict from below in practice top businessmen
take up somewhat harder attitutes. They may see misguided,-
misinformed or ignorant workers as harming theéir pursuit
of their strategic plans; or else presume that lower
management has failed in its job. This too may result in
seemingly inconsistent views of sﬁupfloor or other lower

grade workers, Catch businsssmen at different ..

1

times, or in different situations, and they may be found
using gensralisations or stereotypes of workers which may

sven be downright contradictory (cf. Winkler (1874) ).

In all this Fox's 'puralist' ideology in practice
seems rather rars. That employees at all levels have their
own rights and interssts which have to be reconciled is
certainly accepted. But there saamé no enduring desire to
view the firm as a set of competing coalitions. Rather
conflict is seen either as a failure (which is the unitary
point of view) or else is - - Just sporadic, or
out of the businessman's hands. To the extent that competing
interests ‘are recognised they are so only within the context
that maintains that all share the same long term interest.
Indeed Fox himself makes a similar point in his more
recent writings (1973, 1974).

6.7 'Issues: 1. Trade Unions

In the light of what has bsen said it is worth

considering briefly how, and why, top businessmen react to
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more concrete issues. For brevity we summarise only the
general run of big business opinion on these, attempting
to relate it to what has gone before. Firstly - what

about trade unions: are they necessary, who should join

and why?l

The basic position of the majority of top.
executives may be said to be one that accepts the principle
of unionism, and accords them a legitimate place.. This we
saw alsq in:aur review of the literature of business
ideology in Chapter 1. Businessmen's images of the firm
reveal clearly what they expect the role of the unions to
be. _.Unions should accept:that in the long term all have
a-vested interest in the success of the firm, and that the

pursuit of profit is in the interests of all.

.Granted that unions do this, (and the onus is
expected to fall on their. leaders) then unions are accepted
as legitimate. More than that unions are accorded a
definite purpose, a function, by businessmen. Unions.are
desirable, it.is held, for all groups whers one could.not

negotiate directly with every person individually.

This definmition of the purpose of unions has
several advantages. Firstly the principle of a union is
accepted without there being any hint that employees need
protection, or.gain more, by being part of a collective

body. Rathser the arrangement is presented as one of convenience

l. For a detailed breakdown of answers on this topic see
Fidler (1974).
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for both parties - top management and employee. Secondly

the limits of a trade union's intersst.are clearly defined:
bargaining on wages and conditions in lisu of top management
meeting each individual. Other issues - consultation and
participation, especially where it could impinge on strategic
planning, can be defined as outside a union's provenance.
Thirdly, at a time when unionisation has spread beyond

groups other than manual workers and may wsll go on spreading,
it makes sense &f this phenomenon by defining just how far

unionisation should spread.

Thus one should éxpect resistance to trade unionism
per se to be strong only in comparatively small firms. ' But
in larger firms there is a point in the managerial hierarchy
at which those at the top feel unionisation would be
undesirable. Unicnisation should stop some way below the
level at which those at the top can know and negotiate
(or settle) salaries and conditions on an individual basis -
in effect we return to the core company. As to actual
negotiation with union leaders, company policy no doubt
varies considerably, some firms liking to handle all such
negotiations at the centre, others preferring to negotiate
on a plant by plant basis. But those at the very top, one
suggests, are unlikely to concern themselves with such -

matters - their task is strategy.

6.8 Issuss: 2. Employee Participation

Businessmen’s images of the firm are reflected
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also in their views of employee participation. If we
consider the widely canvassed idea qf putting shopfloor and
other workers on the board then the responses o? those
interviewed are not surprising:- Since the company for
some purbosas is seen as a core grouping of those who are
interastad, informed, qualified and trusted to participate
on strategic issues, and a mass who are none of these, then
the idea of putting a few workers on the board can be seen
as pointless. (And indeed there is a relatively low level
of support sven amongst some trade unionists.for )

the idea). Alternatively the idea of a balanced board, or
one with a majority of employees, can conjure up quits

a different picture of relationships in the company and
the idea will be regarded with gfeat appfehensicn. From
one point of view putting workers on the board serves no
purpose; from the other it is seen as:turning the
boardroom into an arena of conflict and debate, which,

from such accounts as we have, it is not. In thse words

of the chairman of the largest firm in this study: "If

it's a minority of workars-it's a waste of time; if it were

a majority it would be a disaster.”

Howsver employee pérticipation can take many
forms, and businessmen often express themselves responsive
to, or advocates of, calls for gréatar parficipation. It
is however of interest to explore the limits that are put
on this, as they appeared in this study, and to do so we

set out first our own definitions of four related concepts.
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We recognise that our definitions are not the usually
accepted ones. Né take:

(a) Industrial Democracy to be a system in which either

the workers of productive enterprises own them and elsct
representitives to run them; or by election or other voting
procedure elect the management; or run the enterprises
through periodic meetings. In such systems the esmployess

as a group control the enterprisss, though they may not own
them; they may partly own them, or the state may own them.
Into this group would be placed the Scott Eqder“communwsaith.
worker cooperatives, and Yugoslavian enterprises.

(b) Employes Participation is a system in which by some

means or other workers have some say in deciding how

decisions are to be’taken;?gré present at discussions or
meetings at which decisions are discussed or taken. Into

this category would be placed all systems in which some
workers sit on:the boards of enterprises but cannot ultimately
control them. This would include ths proposals of the

'Bullock' -(1877) committes.

(c) Consultation,- By consultation in this context we mean

a process in which before management takes decisions it

asks the views of interested parties, by informal méana or through
formally constituted bodies. But in a consultative process
management reserves the right - to take decisiens,

arid to decide over which issues it will consult.

(d) Communication. A process in which managesment tells

people what it is doing, and why, and sometimes what it is
going to do. ‘
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Clearly therse is no clear dsesmarcation line between
these concepts. Each level shades into the one above. But

these definitions may be helpful in what follows.

To sum up the attitudes of the intervieswees
as a group one may say that virtually all believe strongly
in the virtues of communication, and that businessmen are
making greater efforts than they have done in the past to
communicate. There is some belief, but it is not so
widespread, in consultation, and where it exists it is firmly
held that 'people should be consulted over the things that
.concern them'. The businessmen interviewed did not appear
to favour participation, and they did not fesl there was
a demand for it. They Eertainly did not conceive of
industriél democracy as being desirable or practicable as
-it has been defined abovs.

Again these cancluéinns arg in lins with'what has
béen said in this Chapter. But in discussion it was found
that the phrasss, industrial democracy, participation,
consultation, involvement and communication, wafe used so
interchangaébly by top businessmen that almost no
systematic analysis of the type used elsewhere is applicable
to the discussions on the topic. More than anything, this
illustrates the problems of the content analysis, sspecially
if one wishes merely to count words, for the meaning of
words can be daliberataly altered by those wha use them.

Ons doubts that tha muddle is cnmplataly accidantal : by
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seeing participation as consultation businessmen can declare
themselves in favour of more of it, without committing
themselves to anything that would restrict management
prerogative. The CBI evidence to the Bullock committee
reflects thisj; at one stage for example, they state that
"A fundamental principle, therefore, on
which ﬁrOposals for greater aﬁpluyee,
involvement in company affairs must be
based, is that participative arrangements
must be designed to fit a company structure,
and not vice versa'. (Department of Trads

and Industry (1877) P.30).

In the next paragraph we see that the participative
arrangements refer in fact to consultative agreements, and
we are told the CBI favours this approach. Later the CBI
spells out its options, and the committee themselves follow
the semantic confusion now generated by their statement

that:

"The CBI believe that the main focus of ‘
attention at present should be below board
level participation. What is needed in
their view is a gradual organic development
of. industrial democracy from the shopfloor

upwards’.

Of course the confusion of words is not confined
to the CBI, or businessmen, but it is covenient for them.
The minority report of the business members of the Bullock

committee expresses their views well. The Board is seen as
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the 'apex of a company’s management team’ (not as it.is
elsewhere a group arbitrating on and judging management).
Employee representation on such boards would be disruptive,
dilute management expertise and introduce collective

bargaining to the boardroom.

Crucially too of course the minority report
opposed the putting of trade union respresentatives on boards.
This must be seen as one of the most problematic areas of
the majority report, and in the discussions of employee
participation (which occurred beforaytha.publicatidn of the
report) director after director pointed out the iniquities
of having only trade union members and not all employees
represented on‘the board. Indeed; there were only two men

who were in basic agreement with the TUC's 1974 suggestions.

Altogether it is clear, and the minority report
to the Bullock Committee makes it so, that businessmen are
opposed to any diminution or dilution of management power.
However it would be wrong in saying this to leave the
impression that British businsssmen’'s efforts at‘greatar
communication or consultation were not genuinely meant or
serious. We believe that they were, and although there is
still a contrast in the methods use to communicate to top
managers (calling all the top x together for special
briefings) and thoss used for other groups in the firm,which
tend to take the more indirect form of company newspapers

or special versions of the annual report, they do spring

from a genuine conviction that people want to know more
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about‘what is going on in the company. (The use of TV
films, or elaborate systems of briefing groups ars

attempts to go further than the indirect methods).

'It was a belief of many of tﬁosa iﬁterviewed
and likewisé axpressed in the minority raport. that
conaultation needed to start at the hottom and be about
issues that cnncerned shop floor workars. It would be
~no uss, it was felt, simply taking workers from the
shop floor and moving them to the top of the company.
And cartain firms had gone a long way in trying to extend
consultation from the shop Floor upwards. Such systems
hagin of courss, with the works council, but on top uf
this some firms had, by their chief exscutive's account,
developed either regional councils or councils for
subsidiary firms to which daleg;tes frum‘the lower councils
were sent. It would be wrong to deny the goﬁd intentions
behind those moves, or that they Qefe'régardad by the ﬁhief
executives themselves as significant and important
steps in trying to improve ralationshipslwithin their

firms.
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6.9 Summary

We suggested that top businessmen of largé
companies may operate with multiple iﬁagaé of the company.
The most frsquent cdnséquance‘of the top businessmen’s
viewsuéf the firm is the contrast Eatween the 'caré'
cnmpahy'and the mass. The core may be thought df as
relativaly well informed, involved, peréonally known to
the dirsctorate and trusted. Thers is ignorance of
what'thalmass of the company is like. They are assumed,
in the absence of ofher evidancé: to concur witﬁ top
management’s objectives,.to be compliant. . Images of
groups outside the core - of shopfloor workers, or clerical
workers - may be culled from a nuhber of relatively
indirect snurceé. and may invoke or.involvé Qarious
stersotypes - aF.dafefantials. of worksers tied only to
the job by‘their wage, of union members, EF militénts who

are politically motivated, of 'decént chaps‘.

Different images may be invoked in different
situations. The firm may be a hiararchflto somg, Or a
series of concentric iayers to others, or it may bs a series
of’them and us’ relationsﬂips: of 'resource allocators and
others’' - the 'cﬁfe firm and others', 'managers andlothars'.
'non-union members and others’.

|

Only a mfhority of those headiné firms employing

moré than 1000 expected éHsir ordinafy'employeas to

understand or share their objectives for the firm. But
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equally, only in manufacturing companies, and the larger
companies, did a majority clearly feel there were two
sides in the company, though quite large proportions.were
unsure or unwilling to generalise. Explanations for
conflict seem to vary with both the type of company a
man works in and the size of the firm; but the largest
group among those interviewed felt that conflict could

be avoided but for the communication problems sngendered
by such factors as large plants; or the work of agitators and
misguided_militéhts. And another sizeable group of
raspondents saw conflict as sporadic and related to

wage bargaining.

We have tried to show that the businessmen’s
attitudes to their firms, and beliefs about relationships
within them, were related to their qttitﬁdes to trade
unions, and employee participation. We do not see
' businessman’'s attitudes to the firm as being of a 'pluralistic’
kind, that is of regarding the firm as a sst of coalitions
or groups with their own distinct interests. And ‘
correspondingly we see their attitudes to. unions and
participation as pragmatic, as attempts to give a
functional place to unions and participative arrangements
within the framework of an (assumed) consensus in the

company.

In the next chapter we turn to look outside the

company and examine businessmen's views of socisty mors
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generally, and specifically their visws of social class

and social status. Businessmen's views of their firms

as ordared Hiararchies, of a 'coré' grouping, meeting

and diécussihg cantrélised policy, of an infurﬁad elite and
a compliant mass, might suggest a similarly elitist view

of society. As we shall see, in termslb? social class

or status this does not prove to be the case.
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CHAPTER 7

NOT A SOCIETY PERSON,hNOT AT ALL SNOOTY:

BUSINESSMEN'S VIEWS OF CLASS AND STATUS IN BRITAIN

"Back in my hotel, I wait at the crowded cocktail
bar for my trade union guest, who is immediately
identifiable since he looks so different from the

- other clients, mostly businessmen. I had vaguely
expected him to look different,  but not quite so
startlingly.

"His clothes are presumably bought from roughly
the same outfitters as those of the others, but
he wears them as if they are his Sunday best, and
instead of strolling into the bar nonchalently,
steps in tentatively as if entering strange and
rather alien territory . . . . .

" . . . . When the waiter comes to take our :
luncheon order, there is a bit of difficulty, -
since the menu rather baffles my guest, who is - -
clearly unaccustomed to its fancy dishes. But,

he is not in the least bit embarrassed; nor is

the waiter at all snooty."

¥

Peregrine Worsthorne: ‘'Capitalist Midlands,
Classless Cambridge.* The Sunday Telegraph,
June. 5, 1977.

"I'm not a society person. If it were not for my
job I'd be completely unknown . . . . . Many of us
could read of some high junketing at some high
place in the papers without recognising any of the
names of the people who attended or knowing who

~ they were or what role they had."

Merchant banker; interviewed, June 1974
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CHAPTER 7

BUSINESSMEN'S VIEWS OF
CLASS. AND STATUS IN BRITAIN

7.1 Introduction

Drawing on our discussions with.130 of Britain's
top businessmen:we have examined how businessmen perceive
their roie.in.their own companies (Chapter 5), and the aims
and .objectives they hold for these companies. We have
discussed too their perceptions.of. relationships within their
firms,. (Chapter 6). In this chapter.we turn outside the com-
pany and ask how businessmen see the society in.which they
live. We are concerned here mainly with social class and
social status; though relationships of power can never be
kept wholly separate from such discussion. ‘We look again at
power in Britain as businessmen .perceive it, in the next
chapter.

We discussed at some length in Chapter 2 the prob-
lems associated .with investigating . images of society. We
pointed. out there that.they were likely to be even greater in
the case of businessmen. We suggested there that businessmen
are a group which conceivably has diverse experience and back-
ground; whilst being a group that shares a common occpuational
position and the concomitant roles that go with this. They
can also be considered to be split by one major structuration

of class; that-of owning or not owning capital on a large scale.
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Thus, depending .on oné's viewpoint businessmen.
are part of the ruling class, or some businessmen are part
of the ruling class; alternatively they are a high status
group, though again, perhaps, one with far-reaching power.
These conceptions all bring similar difficulties: for
example, -how does one expect a privileged group in a
capitalist society to view its own position?. To accept
the. existence of itself as a class or high status group is
to accept the possibility of class opposition, or public
disavowal of that status. To consistently deny the exis-
tence of class or status or community in any sense may be
to destroy the basis of group cohesion on which the
continuing privilege and power of the group may to some
extent depend. It is to this and a number of related topics

that this chapter is addressed..

7.2 Outline of this Chapter

In practice, and to some extent .in contrast to
the other data, the data relating to businessmen's imﬁges of
society proved difficult to analyse, and we have been led to
approach it from several different angles. It may be helpful
therefore to give an outline of the course of the analysis.

We begin by describing the methodology adopted in
the interview (7.3). We then attempt to give some idea of
how the businessmen we interviewed discussed social class by
describing and commenting on just one interview.(Section 7.4).
We then describe the range of answers received from our |

respondents in terms of the number of classes they see (7.5);
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the criteria on which they divided one class from another
(7.6); the way in which they saw the upper class or other
high status groups (7.7); and the positions to which they °
assigned themselves in the class structure (7.8).

In sections 7.9-7.11, we break off from our
overview of the interviews to discuss one specific aspect:
that is why businessmen conceive of only a small upper
class; which in turn is not seen as a ruling or governing
class, and to which most of them do not consider they belong.
We consider. it important to consider these topics in order
to understand the ways and limitations on the extent to which
elite groups in advanced-industrial societies can develop
consciousness of their elite status and cohesion in action.

In 7.12 we make a comparison of the 'images of
society' held by top businessmen with those discussed in
other sociological research in Britain. We then attempt to
account for the variation which we observe amongst the view-
points of businessmen in our own sample (7.13): in particular
we compare 'capitalists' .(family businessmen and entrepreneurs)
with "managers' (or bureaucrats). 'We also make similar com-
parisons between groups using more complex measures of family
background.

However, our attempts .to analyse our data statisti-
cally, it should be said in advance, did not prove successful.
We conclude that this kind of analysis is unlikely ever to be
successful. Although one can find distinctive reactions
amongst some small .groups of respondents, the majority
construct their images of ‘society by drawing together certain

well worn ideological themes with théir own personal
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experience. 1In section 7.15 we analyse the distinctive
discussions of éocial class that took place with four groups
of respondents: . firstly, men we call 'sociological sophisti-
cates'; then those men who had been highly socially mobile;
thirdly, the traditional upper class, and lastly a group who
consider themselves to stand .right outside the British class
structure.

In section 7.16 we discuss six themes that recur:
throughout the images of 'society of businessmen. And, in
7.17, by way..of conclusion, we ask whether businessmen's.
images of society are indeed 'status models'; we suggest that
they are to no greater extent than are those held, for example,
by manual workers, but that businessmen's desire to .de-empha-
size social class in society prevents them developing a class

consciousness in the fullest sense.

7.3 Methodology

It was assumed, and in a number of cases this proved
correct, that businessmen would not be keen to talk about
social class. Therefore as will be seen from the interview
schedule (Appendix 1), unless it arose spontaneously it was
usually the last major topic discussed.. In practice, some-
thing around the last third of the interview would be devoted
to it. The tQpic was raised via an introductory statement of
the form: ‘'People talk of there being classes in British
society - what is your own view of this?' A series of pre-
pared and spontaneous questions were then used to follow the
topic up. 'In a minority of cases thg topic arose naturally

in the course of discussion, and was followed up as soon as
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it was possible to do so. Occasionally a stanement
reported in the press by some public figure (for example,
statements by Jack Jones of the TGWU, or Chancellor Schmidt
of West Germany) could be used by way of introduction.

Nevertheless raising the topic in-=a- substantial
mlnorlty of cases appeared to cause a certain amount of
tension, and unease in and respondents. There is no way of
knowing, or quantifying, how étrong this feeling wns, but it
was clear that it éxisfed, and that it was felt most strongly
amongst those born into a nigh social ntatus grouning te.g
hereditary peersj or at the other extreme those who had
experlenced some 51gn1f1cant soc1al moblllty.

Tension manifested itself in a number of ways. a
small group indicated their annoyance; and three, after making
rudimentary énswers, stopped the interview at this point. (One
of the three said: "Why are you asking me this, you're writing
a Fabian tract, I'11 shut up;") Others asked the purposé of
such a question, or stated.their doubts about the relevance of
it to other sections nf the research. Again, men who had been
quite articulate and keen to give their.answers on other topics,
would 'dry up'.or have tnlbé coaxed through the discussion on
‘class.

Contrastingly;'there was a small group who were
willing, or positively eager, to talk on this topic. These
again included some of those who had experienced high upward
social mobilit&, and those men who were foreign bord.

Despite the problems, once the topic had been
bronched, and it was clear that the interviewer was not going
to engage in poiitical rhetoric, or 'put one over' the reSponQA

dent, a reasonable amount of questioning covering the existence
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of.-social class, of the factors determining it, of social
mobility, and of differences of wealth was managed.
The reasons behind the tension that a discussion.

of social class and status creates, appear to be:

a)  The reaction of .any high status. group when the question
of its status is raised. As we shall see class for most
respondents is a matter of the status system, not only of
objective relationships. Even so, simply raising the issue

is to raise the whole system of inequalities in society, ‘and
to confront the group in question with the possibility that
its position is not legitimate. Most resented by the business-
ment was any implication that their position. in the company
was not earned, and one of the most frequently volunteered
statements was one to the effect that there are 'men of -all
types on our company board'. Thus one might expect any high
status group (e.g., the aristocracy) to react similarly to the
question. However,. it was easy enough to ask-about 'the
establishment', which is essentially regarded as a legitimate
power grouping, and presumably carries less.the implication

that one is a member through privilege of birth.

b) A second reason would seem to.be that raising the topic

of class to some extent deflated the role of the businessman
in the interview situation. This might be .described as
'experienced businessman informing naive university researcher'.
Businessmen are not experts on social class, and do not pretend
to be, but one or two clearly suspected the researcher was

testing their knowledge against his own.. Thus at one stage one
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man said: 'Well, I'm no sociologist, which I guess you

are . . ." and another, speaking of the distinction between
the middle and working class, said: '"The distinction between
the middle and working class has been. eroding far more slowly
than T expected it would, or than it has in younger countries.
There was a Cambridge study some years ago of the town of

~ Luton - was the extra money that people were getting there
turning their aspirations into middle class aspirations and
attitudes, and the answer was by and large, no. They were
moneyed but. the same, rather than joining a higher grouping.

e« « « « This is not a subject I can talk on with any confidence."

c) A third reason appears to be that although the British. are
highly status conscious ‘it is not the 'done. thing' to talk
about it. Class or status may also depend on a range of
indefinables, such as.accent, and the right. school, rather

than say earning power, and thus be difficult to put simply
into words, other. than phrases such as. 'he's not.one of us’'.
Equally the British may so frequently have been accused of
being class conscious that,they.are unwilling to make overt

reference to it.

d) Finally, it is clear that to businessmen the. very semans- -
tics of class imagery are associated with the political left,
and thus to raise the issue of class can be seen as raising a
political attack. This is most clearly seen in the case of

the phrase 'working class'. .The businessmen frequently
objected to this, because of its implications that there was

a class that did not work. In their own descriptions of



381

society they would quite often refer 'to 'those who work

with their hands' or to 'artisans'.s A number asserted

that they worked far harder than any manual workers, at

least in their own firms, and others told-me of a CBI study
which, apparently, showed that a large section of shopfloor
employees thought that directors got all the company profits
(i.e., by implication were a leisured rather than a managerial

class).

7.4 How Businessmen Spoke of Class

The majority of sociological accounts of perceptions
or images of class consist of tables of percentages, or labelled
pictures, that sum up the patterns thaf ﬁere found amongst-a
group of respondents. (Exceptions are Nichols. (1974), and:Lane
(1961)). We utiliée.the same methodology here but hope algo to
convey to the reader the style and coqtent of the interviews:
the words the respondents used, their phrasing, the ambiguities,
and the points they were keen to make. - As in previous chapters,
therefore, we include a number of verbatim extracts from the
transcripts.

But, in order to give an'overview, we begin by follow-
ing through just one interview. Whilst every interview was
different, this one is fairly typical of a certain kind of
respondent, who is neither part of the aristocracy, but neither
can be said to have had to struggle to achieve his position in
his company. He is classified in this study as a bureaucrat,
but his father was in fact the managing director of the same
company before him. He had a minor public school and Oxbridge

education.
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We begin at the stage of the -interview at which

the subject of class was first raised.

(Q: I would like to ask your views on some more general social
issues, and begin by asking: people talk of there being classes
in British society. What is your view of this?)

"There certainly were, and =-'there still are to
some extent - a class society is merely another
way of saying somebody lives in a somewhat dif-
ferent manner, has different methods of leisure,
ways of behaving, sometimes different ways of
talking. In so far as there are still differences
of emphasis, yes, there are still classes."

(Q: You say there were, and -still are . . .?)

"There were and still are, but whereas in the" past
such differences were remarked upon, or were
noticed, or did in fact.cause a division - nowadays
although those differences are still there, though
I would have thought in a less marked degree,
people are not anywhere as concerned about drawing
the lines as they used to be."

These statements were typical of those encquntered:‘
class is accepted as existing, but the lines of demarcation are
said to be 'blurring', or people are at any rate 'less concer-
ned' about drawing them. Class is seen primarily as a difference

in life style. The interview then continues:

(Q: How many do you think there are?)

"Difficult to say. I-think I know what is was in
the thirties. The so-called upper class, middle
class divided into two, and then I suppose you had
the so-called lower or working classes."
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(Q: Do you still see an upper class in British society?)
"In some respects there are certain people who
seem to have the same kind of attributes as they
did in the thirties. I think they're possibly

fewer than they were. There do still seem to be
a few around." =

(Q: Well, what sort of people are there?)
"Well, take the Marquis of Bath."

(Q: I don't know the Marquis of Bath.)
"No, nor do I. I would suggest some of the big
landowners and the country house chaps. Well
take the Duke of Devonshire,. I suppose - no, I'm
not one of them. I'm not a big landowner and I'm

not a country house chap but they have existed-in
the thirties.and they still exist."

(Q: This remnant of the aristocracy and. the landowners?)

"Yes, the remnant of the aristocracy."

(Q: But you don't see yourself coming into this section?)

"I don't think we've ever come into that category."

(Q: Even though you're the head of a large company?)

"Yes."

Again statéments.such as these were oftenzencaoun-
tered. The-upper class still exists but is shrinking, and the
man .in question disassociates himself from it, for the upper
class is the aristocracy. In the next section the respondent
suggests certain other recurrent themes: class is not based

on income as such, but there is a line between manual and. white

collar workers because the former rarely move up into the ranks

of the latter.
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(Q: This division - the working class and the middle class -
does that still exist?)

"Yes. I think that exists really rather more

-than the other one still. They've diminished.

They're not helped by chancellors redrawing the’
lines."

(Q: How?j

"On cash = aanody over £8,500 a year."

(Q: You think?) |
"It's divisive."

(Q: Would you draw it at £8,5007)
"You can't draw the line on salary, because the
young people get less than the older ones,- I
don't really draw the line nowadays very much.
Though there is still aZline because the employees
on the works - the manual workers = rarely get

“<through into the managerial class as it were."
(Q: They're unable to make -this transition?)

"They don't seem to make this transition. Whether
they're able to or not I'm not sure, or whether
they're even given the chance to.do so, I'm not
entirely sure."

(Q: Is it ﬁhem or their children you'd expect to find coming
through into the middle class?)

"I'd expect their children to."

(Q: Do you think they will?y

"I do. I expect their children to be a very
different kettle of fish and that the lines will
become more blurred. That's the hope."
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The above extract has one slightly unusual -
feature: the man in question is aware that employees from-
the works rarely 'get through into the managerial class',“but
he professes himself as unsure whether they have the ability
or whether they're even given the chance'. He apparently
regards this aspect of company life, of giving people the
change "to make 'the transition' as outside his knowledge or
responsibility, (he is chairman of the main board). He then
professes his hope that there is now greater: social mobility
between generations. In the final extract he reaffirms the
importance of education, and points out that some of the
directors on his board did not go public school; but he
evades the question of whether there'is equality of oppor-

tunity.

(Q: It is as easy for the son of'a manual worker as it would
be, say, for your own son?)

"Well, it's much easier (than it used to be) -
with the education system. Oh no, it wasn't
"as easy in the past. Your education prevented
you. And you weren't given that opportunity 1€
you ‘hadn't had that ‘education."

(Q: It does appear that a majority of the directors of large
companies have been to public school. Is this simply the ~-=
result of this?)

"Yes, - I suppose that's ‘true. I'm told it is.
I certainly did. There are one or two directors
on our board who didn't go to public school.
There are two who pushed themselves up with
really poor education. If they can do that with
that system they're really good people."
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In order to analyse the interviews it is necessary
to make some categorisation of them. By way of example the
respondent above would have been classified as having a three
class model of society: upper, middle and lower or working.
His own position by inference is middle class; .and the upper‘
class is apparently seen as being the aristocracy or large
landowners. The differences between the classes are seen as
being mainly differences of lifestyle and taste; bﬁt occupa-
tion and education are refbrreduto as being respectively
indicators of class and important aids and barriers to social
mobility. This again was typical: it was particularly
difficult to segregate the signs of class from the causes of
it as they were perceived. We now turn to an analysis of the

sample taken as a whole.

Tad The Number of Classes Perceived

In looking at the businessmen's accounts of class
in society we look at four different aspects in turn: -=the
number of classes which. they perceived, the criteria on which
they base their separation of one class from another, the
existence or not of an upper class, and their own position
within the class system, . We discuss these in turn.

Of the 130 men interviewed just four denied the
existence, so far as they could. see, of a system of stratifi-
cation beyond the ‘obJectlve' gradatlons of income or wealth.
Fifteen men, though they were willing to discuss the topic,
spoke in such ambiguous terms as to make it impossible from
the resulting data to work out what picture they had of

stratification in Britain. Sixteen of those interviewed
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presented society as a continuous hierarchy, or social
class ladder, or in the words of two respondents, a
spectrum.

The remainder - 95 - of the 130 (73%) were aware
of class as a systém with discontinuitieg. Ten men did not
precisely define the number of classes. From the remainder
of. the answers, however, it became clear that a single major
division of class/status is séen as dividing society. Res-
pondents might divide off further an upper class, but this
was invariably seen as relatively small. Further divisions
of the middle or upper classes might be made to give four,
five (or in one case).six'classes,‘but these were refinements

made by a minority. In other words the class view of the

majority can be pictured as one of the following variations

of the same theme:

Table 7.1
Upper | Upp?r Upper
' Middle
Middle Middle | Middle Lower
- | Middle
Lower/ - | Lower/ | Lower/ Lower/
“|"'WorkKing Working| - |Working Working
Two Three Multiple upper Continuous
classes class and divided middle hierarchy,
only model . class models . ladder, etc.
153 423 Y L 12%

(Pictures drawn by author, not respondents)

Classes, but no clear picture: 8%
Class denied (4 men): 3%
Answer not classifiable: 11.5%
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It can be seen that the three class model is the
most frequent single image, and was given as.their image by
55 of the 111 (i.e., half) who clearly perceived a stratifi-
cation system.

And in many respects the models with multiple
upper classes. are not very-'distinct from the more straight-.
forward three.class models.. Thus.-the respondents fall into
three groups: firstly, those who see two major classes, those
who see basically three, and those who see not classes but a
continuous hierarchy. As an example of the latter there was
the insurance company director who said:

"Yes I do. (see classes) .These days they're
largely economic. I think the hereditary
aristocracy as part of the class system . . « .
well I suppose it still exists, but it doesn't

. seem to me very important .in the total context . . . .
I think this (social class) is particularly evi-

- dent in housing. If I think of the area in which
I live, which perhaps is not typical, and perhaps
is unduly class conscious, there are quite
distinct, sort of economic groupings of housing -
ranging from. council houses up ‘to the largest
detached -mansions standing in several acres of
ground. This is a very obvious form of economic
stratification."

(Q: So the old terms, working class, middle class, upper class
have lost their meaning?)

"] would have thought so to.a considerable extent.
You can still fit stereotypes in any of these
classes but I think the dividing lines which used
to exist are much more difficult if not impossible
to define."

7.6 The Criteria which Separate Classes

The second aspect of businessmen's images of society
which is examined here is the factors which they saw as creating

or forming class, and which could be indicators of a person's
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class. A whole range of personal attributes which might
create social divisions were mentioned, but six occurred
with particular frequency. They were: income/wealth;
education; occupation; differences of attitudes and values;
ability/intellect; and hereditary status or family back-
ground. Far less frequently mentioned, but of some interest,
is holding power or authority. in society and mention of these
is included-ih the table below. It may be noted that occupa-
tion here refers most often to a distinction between manual
and non-manual workers. In referring to education some
respondenfs mentioned the public school system, or private
schools generally, others referred to the level of education
that people had achieved.

In addition to these respondents referred to a
diverse range of other attributes including: joining a trade
union or not joining; housing; manners} lifestyle; leisure
interests; accent; 'who you mix with' and 'who you vote fpr'.
However, these lesser criteria were almost invariably men-
tiohed togefher.ﬁifh at least one of the six main ones (1-6)
which we show. in the Table 7.II, p. 390.

T e It will‘immediately become apparent from the follow-
ing tabie that the majority of”respondents who gave any basis
for class would-mention two or more criteria,

This is exemplified by the chairman of a small,
predominantly service family firm; who was a hereditary peer,
and educated at Eton and Cambridge. Asked the standard question
on class he replies: '"Good Marxist theory and all that?'"; and

after further prompting, leading to 'do you see classes in



Table 7.1II The Basis of Class

Total number of men interviewed 130

Number whose answers can be

1.
2.
3.
4,

classified 112

Number seeing, as basis of class:
Income/wealth - 36
Education 50
Occupation o 40
Attitudes/values held by .
members of different groups 35
Ability/intellect 16 .

5.
6.

7.

Figures in brackets are percentages, based on the total

*Status', family background,

. position in local community,

etc. 15
Power/authority ' 6

All

(32)
(44.5)
(36)

(31)
(14)

(13)
(5)

Chief

" Executives
90
77
26 (34)
34 (44)
26 . (34)
24 (31)
9 (12)
11 (14)
4 (5)

number of men giving any basis for stratification. .

390

1.

This column is for chief executives of manufacturing/

service firms.
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society?', he goes on:

"Not in a strict sence. I mean you get groups
of people whose incomes, tastes, backgrounds
and what you will are roughly similar; you get
other groups where they're quite different.
This is due to a variety of causes. There
obviously is a difference between the chap who
works on the shopfloor, and the chap who works
in an office. They are different animals.
They're doing different kinds of things and
their outlook's bound to be different. You may
call it class, you may not. I.don't know."

Though the above model draws on a number of attributes

to define class, it lacks the stress on education that charac-

terises many. The latter is seen in this quote from the chief

executive of a large bank. This man, the son of an M.P., public

school and Oxford-educated, adopts a similar model with only

slightly different criteria and terminology:

(Q:

"It largely is a matter of educational background,
I think, and on theewhole those who have reached
the old matriculation standard are the bourgeoisie
one way or another. They have an in-built love of
property, They like owning thier own houses. They
don't like anything that attacks that. They don't
like seeing property values declining at the

moment at all. They-don't like equally an inflation
that doesn't have tax escalating with.it. . . . I
think they feel common interests in protecting the
advantages they achieved by education."”

So your employees would largely come from a class united by

common interests, shared educational background and certain -

attitudes to property?])

Q:

"I think we have; I would have to disregard the
messenger staff who would.regard themselves more
as artisan."

So you would see an artisan class as well as a bourgeoisie?)

"I do see it - in factories, if you go to heavy
engineering factories, where you still have
effectively a blacksmithery - forging is a wery
good example. The manual worker involved in
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forging - it's still entirely an artisan
piece of work and you couldn't expect and
shouldn't expect in my view a man who is
tremendously physically strong and has to
put up with intolerable heat all day to
regard himself as m1dd1e class, however
smart his house . . .

Aside from those who mentioned the six main deter-
minants of class there was a very small group (four men) ﬁho
had a power/authdiity model. Although the six main attributes
were often juxtaposed no patterns or associations emerged
clearly within them. For example, it waé not even possible to
demonstrate that ability and intellect were more frequently
mentioned with education than they were with any of the other

four main attributes.

7.7 The Upper Class

The criteria for defining the upper class generally
differed from those used to define the principal forms of
stratification in Britain. Instead the criteria‘wefe either
having a hereditary title and probably land in the country,
or simply being wealthy. The upper class were not presented
as having distinctive occupations, education or attitudes,
except to the extent that they were seen as having rural occu-
pations such as farming, or were caricatured as being in the
stately home business. Sometimes they were also associated with
certain léisure interests such as hunting or shooting.

A majority of all those interviewed, and a greater
percentage of those who gave a classifiable answer on the topic,
saw a small but distinctive upper class. Table 7.3 summarises

the findings.
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Table 7.II1 References to the Upper Class

Number of respondents clearly
referring to an upper class e« o o o s o 76 (64)

Number dénying the existence
of such @2 Cl1ass « v« ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ « o « « «» « 13 (11)

A1l otherl & . v v v v e e e e e e .. 29 (26)
Total classifiable . « ¢ o o o o o o o +118 ‘
Not specifically asked/answered . . . . . 12 ,

130

1. These would include men who present society as a continuous
hierarchy, deny the existence of stratification of a class/
status type, or would not give an answer.

Figures“in brackets are percentages based on number of men giving
an answer. .

An attempt was made in the interviews to obtain some
idea of what sort of people come into the upper class as
businessmen see it. From all the groups mentioned, the aris-
tocracy and the very wealthy, which for most respondents meant
much wealthier than they were, emerge as'By far the most fre-
quently included. The other groups, occasionally said to be
either in or on the fringes of the upper class, included poli-
ticians, civil servants, some businessmen, and artists and
entertainers. However, as the next table shows, of those
definitely seeing an upper class, that is 76 respondents, 56
or 74% specifically included the aristocracy, 32 (42%) mentioned
the wealthy-and 21 (28%) referred to other groups. Thus 43%
of all respondents saw the aristocracy as part of an upper class,

and a quarter so viewed the very wealthy.
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Table 7.1V Groups which Constitute the Upper Class

Total interviewed « « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ o o 130
Number mentioning any upper class . . . . 76
Number mentioning the aristocracy . . . . 56 (74)

32 (56)

Number mentioning the wealthy/very rich

Other groups mentioned . e e e ee 0. 21 (28)

Percentages, in brackets, are based on the ‘76 men who definitely
saw an upper class.

7.8 Self-Assigned Class

Quite clearly the class to which a person assigns
himself is dependent to some extent on the model of class that
that person holds. Getting respondents.to 'label'. themselves
was yery frequently one of the hardest parts of the interviews;
and where men were unwilling to speak freely about class-in
general, or denied the importance of stratification, or where
they pictured class as a more or less continuous hierarchy it
was unusual:to obtain any: self-assigned class positionf Thus,
the next. table which records the frequency with which men
assigned_themselves to different classes, is largely drawn from
those who had previously referred to models of society with
either two or more distinct. classes. It will be seen that, of
79 men giving an answer, just ten (13%) saw themselves as 'upper
class'. By far the greatest majority preferred the label 'middle

class!',
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Table 7.V  Self-Assigned Class of Businessmen

Number answering . « « « ¢ « ¢« ¢ ¢ o o . 79

2 (3)

Number saying working Class o o o o o
Number. saying middle class .« « « « « « « 67 (84)

Number saying upper class . « « « » « o «» 10 (13)

7.9 No Ruling Class?

The observagioné madelso farhon businessmen's fiews
of the class structure, were they to be taken at face falue,
could potentially have important implications for theory |
_concerning class, and class or-e;ite consciousness. Let us
assume fof one moment that the respondents had no desifg to
deceive the resgarcher but gave replies which honestly reflec-
ted their own image or picture of society. Then one must
immediately point to the diversity, and the coﬁplexity, of the
range of answers found here. There could hardly be said to be
a dominant train of thoughf with respect to class. There
seemed no common agreement about how members of different
classes ﬁere to be known or recogniéed. And whilst a thrée
class' (working, middle, uppér)'model of society was the one
most frequently encountered, the majority of those adopting it
deliberately placed themselves in the middle grouping and thus
aligned themselves with the middle class.

- Taking a rather simplistic view of the nature of
society, and of the relationship between the structure of
society and subjective perceptions of it, one might immediately
ask: how can a ruling class be said to exist if a group of
what, prima facie, would appear to be members of it both fail

to agree on whether it exists, on its nature, or who its fellow
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members are? How can such a class develop Meisel's (1962)
three Cs - group consciousness, coherence and conspiracy -
when its members cannot or do not identify closely with
one another?

A number of replies could be made. One would be
that we failed to interview sufficient members of the ruling
class, or that if we did, they told us lies about. their images
- of society. We consider that these arguments have been well
enough discussed in Chapter 3. A different argument would
maintain that the perceptions of members of society tell us
little about the structure of society, and whether a ruling
class recognises its existence is iIrrelevant to how it behaves.
This poses a fundamental question about the appropriate meth-
odology for sociological research, but takes us somewhat
. outside our present scope. '

Our own explanation of the statements of businessmen
concerning class would be as follows:  .whilst elements of elite
perspective were evident amongst the viewpoints of our res-
pondents they did not emerge clearly and regularly when they
were talking of class. Part of the reason for this is that
our respondents were to an extent trapped by the terminology
of class. They (and by implication other people in:our society)
have an inherited understanding of what the terms upper class,
middle class and so on mean. This understanding could not be
dispensed with, even though our respondents made it clear' that
so far as they were concerned the groups most usually seen as
upper class had largely lost the role and functions that such

a label might imply.



387

Thus, even those who included the aristocracy
amongst the upper class, would often disparage it with
phrases like 'merely fringe stuff', 'very small', 'no
longer important' or 'insignificant'. Likewise the wealthy
ﬁould be characterised as 'those who spend big', 'people with
too much money and not enough culture', 'the jet set' or 'cafe
" society!'.

Businessmen do not, for the most part, place them-
selves amongst the two major upper class groupings because in
their eyes they meet neither of the important criteria. They
are not aristocrats or members of the landed gentry and
although, as we have seen, they are wealthy by ordinary
standards, the majority of bureaucrats do not consider them-
selves as wealthy. Théy regard themselves as salaried employeés,
men who have to work for a living. Asked to say what they would
consider as wealth, they would either name sums which could not
be obtained in Britain from salary alone, e.g., £1,000,000, or
£500,000, or say that a wealthy person is one who does not have
to work for a’living, or give any thought to how much he spends.

That group which by consent of those interviewed was
the one best qualified to be considered as upper class in the
conventional sense, that is members of the landed gentry and
aristocracy was the. group 'least willing to éssign themselves to
a place in the class/status structure. (As we saw only 10 men
said they were upper class.) Even then they did it reluctantly:
thus we have the peer who said he had "one foot in the upper
class, one foot in the middle", and the family businessman who
stated:

"I have great difficulty in knowing who the upper

class is. One thing I can say is that I see a
group that doesn't worry about these things. At
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other levels, I see all sorts of strains,

people trying to get in; and a lot of people

worried about people getting in, and trying
"

to preserve their status . . .

(Q: "Are you in the upper class?)

. "Well, in so far as I am not concerned about
my social position, I am not worried, . . . .
there is nowhere above me that I see that I
want to get to, yes. I can't see another
above me."

' Of course, most of the entrepreneurs and family
businessmen wouldTQuélify for, (and accept) - the titié of wealthy,
but.the peculiar nature. of the British social class system with
its emphasis on ‘title and‘background means that many of these
can exempt themselves from the upper class as such. For

example:

"I still feel that. the background of our family,
with my father right from the youngest days I
can remember when he first gave me a Borough
bank account with only £5 in it, we had to tithe’
that income and each of us decided how to dis-
pose of that one tenth of it. That feeling is
still with me. I like to think that I can get
on with anybody in the country."

(Q: You don't think of yourself as upper class?)

"Certainly not. The fact that the Queen saw
fit to make me a knight doesn't change me as
« + « o« o« o« « I realise what other people
feel that having been given an honour of that
sort your're a changed person."

(Family businessman - large company.)

It must not be forgotton then that family business-
men may be the sons of founding entrepreneurs, and during

their youth may have been far less well off.
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There is however another aspect to the denial of

upper class status that emerged from the interviews and

deserves comment: = wealth is often associated with frivolity,

display and excess and members of the business elite have some-

thing of a dislike or distrust of this. Their values make them

suspicious of conspicuous consumption. Further they seem to

feel that

'jet set!',

some groups who might be thought of as part of the

such -as pop-singers or footballers are overrewarded.

Thus one bureaucrat defined the upper class as 'those who spend

big'. He
with what

reply was:

was later asked whether he mixed in his non-work life

he had earlier defined as the middle class. His

"I suppose in practice yes, for this particular
reason, and that is that on my father's side we're
of Northern Ireland descent, who as a matter of
tradition if you life would not be the sort of
people who would want to act big whatever . . . .
and who would regard with the utmost contempt the
sort of situation we've had round our way, Esher,

in Surrey, quite a lot, where you've got a chap

down the road who's bought a big house, he's spent
a_lot of money converting it into something even
finer, new swimming pool and so on, and was obviously
of a different social stratum to us. I mean he'd
never have thought of inviting us there, and we'd
never have thought of accepting if he had, he comes
in quite a different class. Chap went bankrupt the
following year. I mean I dare say I could have
bought the fellow out quite easily. But because he
comes into the big spender class, big spender whether
you've got the money or it's borrowed, he therefore, -
his whole sort of thing, I mean if he had a party

he had dozens of chaps in white coats serving out
drinks, this sort of thing, which no matter how much
money I had I wouldn't do."

(Bureaucrat - small service firm)

However, the disdain for those .who 'spend big' is not

confined to those of the middle ranges in family social status;

those from the traditional elite, those who might well be con-

sidered upper class, shared it, though in a form, as indicated

-
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in this next quote from a merchant banker that smacks of
disdain for the nouveau riche:

‘"In London before the War when you went out
and dined in a restaurant you would always
meet somebody you knew. Nowadays, when you
go out you don't meet anybody you know, and
-in most cases I'm not at all sure you'd want"
to know them - you know, the jet set; millio-
naires, film stars and so on."

Are they the upper class?)

(Q:
"No, I don't know, they're outside it."
(Q: Where do you come?)

"Because of my foreign origin I'm in a curious
position, but my family have been landowners
for many years and are well known in the City,
so I'm on the fringes of the upper class.,"

(Bureaucrat, Chairman - merchant bank)

The attitude of many bureaucrats is that the antics of
the upper class are somethihg apart froﬁ them. Their own lives
are similar to many of their managers below them. Thus, the
bureaucrat head of a large trading firm, asked to define the
upper class said: ‘ ‘

"Such a difficult thing to define - but if you
went to one of these eating places, Annabel's,
say, or Les Ambassadeurs, you would find there
wealthy people from overseas, some of the

- dwindling aristocracy, and some people from
the City, they would form part of the upper
class. « « « « « But you know it's a full time
job being rich, you have to work so hard safe-
guarding your money, . . . . . most of them talk
about it the whole time, what. they should do
about it and so on = it's the sole topic of
conversation. ... « . « But there is also an
Establishment and that's a rather different
thing." :
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As in the last quote, directors in industry would
sometimes place members of City firms in the upper-.class.
And, in common with the general pattern, although some such
men placed themselves there, others disagreed,. such as the

banker, with whom the next section of interview was recorded:

(Q: How many classes do you think there are?)

"In today's society, it's very difficult to
say, isn't it? One sees so little at the top
of the pyramid."” :

(Q: Some people would say you.were at the top?)

"Well that would be ridiculous, wouldn't it?
Oh, absolutely ridiculous. I'm not a society
person. If it were not for my job I'd be
completely unknown . . . . . I'm not a socialite
-« + + » I regard myself as a member of the..
middle classes . . . . Let's talk about the top
of the pyramid. I don't suppose things have
changed much here since Proust's day really.
Many of us could read a notice of some high
hunketing at some high place in the papers
without recognising any of the names of the
people who attended or knowing who they were
or what role they had.'":

7.10 The .Low Status of British Businessmen

[

Two groups then were perceived as publicly held in
high status by our respondents: the traditional aristocracy,
regarded as being of waning importance but still having cache,
and the more obvious of the wealthy. In contrast many business-
men themselves tended to feel that as businessmen they were held
in rather low esteem. There are two dimensions to this:  firstly
they compared their position unfavourably with that of men in
equivalent positions in other countries, and secondly they
compared themselves with models of what directors in large com-

pPanies used to be like in the past.
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These comparisons, however, are not just<ones of
status: monetary comparisons enter into both dimensions.
There can be no doubt that Britain's top directors receive
less in financial remuneration than do their counterparts in
most European capitalist countries and the United States. -
The directors of multinationals are particularly aware of this,
as some pay their subordinates in other countries more than
they receive themselves. Since businessmen tend.to feel that
people are, or should be, }paid whét they are worth; in terms
of the market, they inevitably feel that the market is undgr-
valuing them, and that this is in some way a reflection of
public esteem.

This aspect of businessmen's current position emerged
only partially in the earlier interviews. In the second half
of the study it was discussed morerspecificallf, when the rés-
pondents were asked how-they thought the social position of a
director in their companies.compared with that of men in the
same positions before the last war. |

Those who answered tende& to be far more éware‘of
differences within the company than outside. They put forward
a version of the managerialist.thesis from the point of view of
a participant, which emphasised changes in the responsibilities,
management style and wealth of the top men of ;ndustry. |

Frequently those interviewed said that the companies
they now ran were either very much bigger than they had been
before the War, or in some cases bigger than any company was
before the War.- This gave them, they felt, far greater responsi-
bilities, the difficulties of which are exacerbated by changes in
public and governmental attitudes, both nationally and interna=

tionally.
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At the same time a change in management style
was emphasised. The men who headed companies in the past -
men such of McGowan of ICI, Barlow of Metal Box - were
pictured as highly autocratic, and certainly as being
unapproachable by the ordinary employee. One of the directors
summed it up by saying:

"When I first came here, when the Chairman got

- in the 1ift everyone else got. out. Nowadays

the secretaries might get in the 1lift with the

Chairman without even realising who he is."

This statement may say rather little for the commu-
nicative ability of the present Chairman, but does convey the
sense of distance from the mass of employees that directors
were said to have in the past.

Contrastingly it was thought that the modern director
operates with a different management style. He communicates
and consults far more, and is far less able to decide what to
do and then order it to be done.

Another aspect of the low esteem of the businessmen,
especially of those in manufacturing, is that of the geﬁerally
low status of business—management in Britain as a career. This
was of practical concern as they felt that industry was not
able to recruit people of sufficient calibre. The dislike of
industry, compared to the professions is somewhat traditional
in Britain, as one of the family businessmen illustrated from
his own experience: _

"When I got married in ‘1950 my father-in-law

was a Major General. And in a very disparaging

voice he was heard to say ' in trade'.

We have made the fatal mistake in this country

of thinking that industry is dedicated to making

profits without thought of human values, that we

stop at nothing to make a profit, that we squeeze
the workers into the dirt, and that sort of thing.

While I think that image has changed in the last

25 years or so just go round any university - and

.ask the undergraduates where they want to go. The
last place they want to go is industry."
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The final factor that is seen'as giving the British
businessman @ low status is that of the generally poor perfor-
mance of -British industry compared to that of its foreign
competitors. Those interviewed saw management as blamed for
this, in some cases, though they would apportion the blame
wholly or partly elsewhere. o '

It would be interesting to test out these ideas
concerning the status of industry, and business, and of
business-managers, to see what foundation they have in public
attitudes. What is clear is that, although businessmen them-
selves have more urgent and pressing concerns, they do perceive
themselves as being a lower status group than they feel fhey
should be. In contrast, for example, although the landowning
aristocracy is seen as having gradually lost political power
and influence they are thdught to retain a position in public
esteem as a sﬁatus elite.

Another comparison that was occasionally made was
that of the modern director with the 'captains of industry' of
the past. Here, as those interviewed often recognised,‘the
comparison may not be of like with like? For the captains of
industry were often entrepreneurs or tycoons with a huge perso-
nal stake in their businesses. Nawadays although a number of
such men do run companies amongst the top 250, and indeed may
be the business figures the.public hears most about via the
gossip columns, -they are not the men who run the very largest
corporations, sit on the representative bodies such as trade

associations or the CBI, and present business to government.
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The bureaucrats therefore made specific reference
to the fact that they were far less well of thag directors
used to be, and sometimes linked this to misconceptions by
the public.. Thus the head of the biggest firm in this study

said that:

"Before the war the directors of this company
were very wealthy men. You used to see a line
of Rolls Royces round this building. You won't
see any now."

Similarly the head of a massive pharﬁaceuticals firm said:

", « « « « The chap who is head of a large

company nowadays- 'probably is a manager of a
public company. Before the war it was more
likely that he would be an owner, or part.
owner of the business."

(Q: Do you think people are aware of this?)

"No, they are probably not. That's why you
get these references in the media to this
deplorable term, the boss, an opprobrious
term. That term comes from the days when -~
the man who headed an industrial company was
the old style irongrinder . . . . . I'm a
professional manager a technocrat, I don't
suppose the mass of people would see me that
way. To them I'm just the bloke who runs '
"

7.11 Status is not the same as Power

Extrapolating from their own statements it seems
that businessmen feel their own status in British society is
lower than it should be. An outmoded, small, even irrelevant
aristocracy reiains public prestige. ‘So, too, do certain more
obvious members of the wealthy; of 'cafe society', or the tjet
set', groups which, in one of the few sociological discussions
devoted to them, Alberoni (1972) has called 'a powerless elite',

a group which has charisma which does not translate into power.
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The lives of members of the powerless elite, says Alberoni,
excite interest, gossip, and moral evaluation.

Businessmen too made similar contrasts between the
status of elite groupings, be they the very rich, the aristo-
cracy or the jet set, and the power that such groups have.
Thus one:xretired executive said: h

"Using Lord Goodman's words it's influence that's

the thing - I mean you can be a multi-millionaire
but if you've no influence you're of no importance.

‘And a banker who was quoted earlier in this chapter contrasted
fhe status of the aristocracy with the power that they now have:
". . . . the landed aristocracy are obviously of
diminishing importance in this country, what do
you think? . . . . . and if it were not for the
fact that some of them do .hold public office of
one kind or another we would probably know

nothing of them; they don't really seem to play
an important part in the .1ife of the country."

- Another of the bankers was ohe of the few men in this
study whose .image of society could be'classified as a power model.
Society for him was 'the narrow strip of people who take respon-
sibility', with below them the non-commissioned officers, and
'the men who go along'. This man's family appeared in Burke's
Landed Gentry, but as he saw it:

"The ald upper class has really disappeared -
altogether - they've gone off into the amateur

- world with the Junkers in Germany . . . . . and

the Grandees in Spain. . I think they really are
now quite insignificant."

From the statements of the kind we have quoted above it
is possible to put together an explanation of why businessmen
decried the importance of the upper class, and so frequently
denied their‘own position in it. They were, in effect, distin-

guishing between status and power. Thus they could label the
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aristocracy, together with some of .the wealthy, -the.jet

set, cafe society. or whatever, as merely status groupings of
dubious importance. And some of.them.used a different phrase
to describe the central, informal power groupings that exist

in Britain, +<They referred to..the establishment, or establish-

ments. However, references to such groups were made only in
passing in duscussing class and status. .We shall return to a
discussion of what the estabiishment-comprises.in.the next
chapter, but we have made the point at this stage to emphasise
that businessmen's views on class cannot necessarily be taken
as a denial of the existence of a power elite, or of their own

position within such a grouping.

7.12. Class .Imagery. Compared

We have stated that.the businessmen themselves did
not assign themselves. to a high position within the British
class structure, but usually saw themselves as part of.a ;
largish middle class grouping, one of two major classes.
Another question worth asking ﬁowever is whether, despite the
label they attach to themselves, .top businessmen have a distine-
tive view of class, one that is quite clearly different from
that of other groupings, and might be.identified as an elitist
viewpoint. |

In this section therefore we-compare the fiﬁdings‘of
this study with those from studies which have been made of other
occupational and social groups. In the comparisons.that follow
we refer only to studies of British society, so as to avoid the.
complications that comparisons across cultures would introduce.
And we look exclusively at studies of urban groups, for again it

is urban industrial society that is probably most relevant to
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businessmen. Indeed it was obvious that businessmen's images

of soéiety although they did make reference in some cases to
local communities, were not drawn from what Plowman et al

(1962) called 'local social status systéms'. Théy were much
more abstract, and generally called on a wider frame of reference
than a purely local one.

A number of contrasts are immediately apparent between
businessmen and other grouﬁs. The most oﬁg;us, so obvious
perhaps that one is inclined to overlook it, is that very few
businessmen assign themselves to the lower or working class.

Most see themselves as middle class, with a minority seeing
themselves as 'upper class'. Previous descriptions of social
class imagery reveal a divérsity of view as to whererbig business
directors come in the British social class system. The affluent
workers of Luton (see Goldthorpe et al, 1968) appear to have
placed the very rich as a separate upper class, but in something
of a contrast to their other.views where money alone played such
a central part,.they‘also mentioned the aristocracy very fre-
quently. Moorhouse (1976) found a similar pattern in his study
of (mainly) manual workers in Barking. Brown and Brannen (1970)
in contrast report  that shipbuilding workers did see 'bosses’,
presumably meaning industrial company.directors, as an upper
class; whilst Scase (1974) reports that over half of the English
factory workers he studied .mentioned company direétors as belong-
ing to the upper class, compared to 42% referring to the aristo-=
cracy, and 20% referring to the rich. Thus there is something of
a contrast here in that, whereas many manual workers would ..
apparently place business directors as part of an elite grouping,
businessmen themselves would teh&, at least when interviewed, to

deny that they hold such a position.
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These similarities and contrasts must be understood
in conjunction with the picturerthat the different groups hold
of society as a totality. An interesting observation may be
made here which is that the largest group of the top-business-
men in this study adopted three class:models, with only 9%
differentiating four, five or six classes. :In this respect

businessmen are similar to manual workers,:and their images of

society differ from the model of middle class images of society
propounded By ﬁcKenzie (1975). The latter suggests that it is
a middle class (i.e., presumably white collar) .charactéristic
to differentiate relatively many hierarchical graduations. One
might, howe?er, see the hierarchical, one class model that was
found amongst some businessmen, as corresponding to McKenzie's mul-
tigraded model, but this was one that was adhered to by only 12%.
It should be mentioned that there is little evidence comparable to
that obtained from studies of manual workers to support McKenzie's
contention. However, thg respondents in this study do form a
notable contrast to the industrial supervisors, reported in a
recent study by Child and others [1978), where some 42% of those
interviewed were found to hold class images involving four or
more classes.(although overall, a three-class model was the
single most commonly'held type).

We may.also note that .our findings do not confirm the
observation by Winkler (1975) that the directors he observed
held modified 'us and them' images of society. In the abstract
the méjority of the businessmen studied here did not hold such
images; but we may also note that no group of manual workers has
yet been studied in which such images are the most frequently

reported. Even the shipbuilding workers studied by Brown and
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Cousinsl, (who according to the implications of Lockwood's,
1966, theoretical discussion should be relatively close to
the ideal type of proletarian worker), in fact held two class
models in only around a third of cases. Amongst shiﬁbuilding
workers in fact three class models were the most common.

It should also be noted that although the 'affluent
workers' of Goldthorpe's study have been usually reported as
seeing society as predominantly' of one class differentiated
by consumption standards, the.most common picture reported in
Goldthorpe et al (Vol. 3, p. 148)-is of a three class model, in
which the top and bottom classes are quite small, giving a very
large central class.,

Indeed it would seem that the.three class model
permeates British class imagery; almost as 'though it .is embedded
in the very language. Indeed at the risk of inventing explana=
tions, one may suggest that this, in ‘fact, is the case - that
when respondents seek words to describe the social structure, the -
words that common parlance provides them with are those of upper,
middle and lower,. or working. What respondents then do is to
stretch these terms to fit their own circumstances. - Thus, the
affluent workers, concerned to deny the importance of the tradi-
tional white collar, or craftsmanship distinction, conceive of
a very large central class differentiated ‘internally. only by
consumption. Other manual workers, such as those studied by
Cousins and Brown do the same - seeing ‘themselves as part of the

largest of all the classes, though in four fifths of cases the

1. See, e.g., Cousins and Brown (1975); Brown and Brannen (1970).
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shipbuilding workers saw themselves as part of the bottom
class. In contrast, foremen concerned to assert their status
in the face of diminishing rewards relative to manual wofkers,
and an eroded role in the authority structure, may wish to
invent more than three classes, to draw additional divisions
within which to give themselves a distinctive niche.. Contras-
tingly the concern of top businessmen is if anything the reverse:
rather than show themselves overly concerned with the intricacies
and complexities of the British class system, they play down
their position, placing themselves as part of one relatively
large subgroup of society,.the middle class.

One sees more obvious. differences between businessmen's
class models and those of other groups:when one turns to the .
discriminants of class position. A constant feature of recent
studies of ﬁanual workers has been the importance that such
groups attach:to income, standards of consumption, or to a lesser
extent wealth. Different commentators have put a different inter-
pretation on this, Goldthorpe et al, for example, see it as
significant of the 'instrumental' orientation of the affluent
worker; whereas Moorhouse (op.cit.), amongst others, argues that
frequent mentions of money by respondents are not incompatible
with'power' models of society, or at least a realisation of
inequalities of power.. Whatever the interpretation, in the studies
by Goldthorpe, Moorhouse, Scase, Cousins and Brown, and Child
et-al, money in some form is always. the most frequently mentioned
divider of one class from another.. |

The businessman studied here form something of a
consrast. - Whilst it seems.unlikely that, had they been specifi-
cally questioned on it, they would nat have accepted that income/

wealth and class posifion were associated, when they came to try
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to pindown for themselves what created class, the businessmen
interviewed in this study were much more likely to mention
education in some form (45%); slightly more likely to mention
occupation (36%), and about as likely to point to differences

of attitudes and values (31%, see Table 7.II above). Why

thgre should be this contrast is not entirely clear, but one
reasonldid suggest itself on the basis of the interviews.

The businessmen who were interviewed were trying to accommo-
date their models of class to certain changes in society, most
notably, as they saw it, the bluring of class boundaries,-
caused by the achievement by some groups of'manual workers of
high wages which would allow their styles 'and standards of -
consumption previously attainable only by white collar workers.
Similarly businessmen perceive new channels of social mobility
(via the universities); and changes in the attitudes .of some
white collar groups (e.g., towards unionisation). Thus, in

the face of such changes they come to perceive the differences
between the two major classes as no longerZsuch c?gzr definables
and income or the kind of work you do, but also on education
(where and to what level) and the attitudes and values you hold.

We will enlarge on this theme below (Section:7.16).

7.13  Variations in Images of Society

We have described the images of’'society held by top
businessmen: we have compared them with those held by other
groups; can we to any extent account for the variation that
occurs within them. ‘Are there, in fact, several types of

business outlook?
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In Chapter 2 we reviewed the various descriptions
that we have of businessmen and directors, from which a
variety of potential influences, of career, schooling, type
of industry worked in, and so on, could be perceived.

However, reference back to our discussion of Chapter'1,
reminds us that the primary structuration of social class

in an industrial society is the ownership, or lack of it, of
capital in some form or other. That there can be a clear
distinction between controllers of industry who personally
own considerable personal capital and those who do not is,

as we saw,-the foundation of the ownership and control debate.

The first examination that we made of our data was
therefore to see if there were clear distinctions between the
three types of businessmen which we have utilised throughout
this study, that is between bureaucrats, - -family businessmen
and entrepreneurs. What we have done .is to classify the
statements which the respondents made about class and tabulate
them against the three types of respondent. The results are
shown in Tables 7.VI and 7.VII and 7.VIII on page 414-415.

The following tables reveal no very striking
differénces between the 'capitalists' and the 'managers'; and
certainly none that can be easily explained. For example,
five out of 20 capitalists called themselves 'upﬁer class'
compared to five out of 59 bureaucrats;. but this still leaves
the vast majority of both groups calling themselves middle
class. Similarly, the capitalists turn out to mention ability
and occupation more, and income/wealth less than the bureaucrats
but not to such an extent that the differences were statistically

significant.
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Table 7.VII Self Rated Class by Type of Respondent

Family
Bureaucrat Businessman -‘Entrepreneur - All

Number of those

giving an answer 59 15 5 | 79
‘Ranking:

- Working 2 (3.5) O 0 2 (3)
- Middle 52 (88) 11 (73) - 4 (80) 67 (85)
- Upper 5 {8:8)° 4 (27) . 1 (20) 10 (12)

Table 7.VIII The Bases of Stratification as Stated by

Different Groups

. Family 1
Bureaucrat Businessman Entrepreneur~ All

Percentages of .
each group stating .
as a basis of

class/status: |
1. Income/wealth 34 20 33 32
2. Education 44 45 55 44,5
3. Occupation 27 50 22 36
4. Social attitudes '

and values 32 25 44 31
5. Ability/ ;

intellect 10 15 33 14
6. Status/ . :

background 12 10 _ 22 13
7. Power/

authority 6 0 31 5

Numbers on which
% are based 83 20

w

112

On a comparison of the three groups, using a chi-square test
there was no significant statistical difference at the 5% level.

1. Clearly percentages in this column are based on very small
numbers, and they are put in for purposes of comparison only.
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Drawing on what we wrote in Chapter 2, we have
searched for a number of possible connections between
individual career experience and social background and the
present outlook of the respondents on class. For example,
we have made comparisons of the views of men who work in
'City' firms with those in manufacturing'and service indus-
tries. We have looked at the effect of the size of company,
using different measures. We have compared men who have
worked in different functional positions in the past, by
comparing those who Eggg'had experience of shopfloor manage-
ment with those who have not. 1In all these cases the
resulting tabulations have not brought out any notable, or
indeed, statistically significant relationships; and we have
not thought it worth while to reproduce them here.

One way of examining the data that is perhaps of
more interest involves a more complex classification. That
is when we use the index of social status which we devised
in Chapter 4. It will be recalled that this index had four
positions, and was devised from the occupation of the fathers
of the men interviewed; the schools the men themselves
attended; and their membership or otherwise of the aristo-
cracy/landed gentry. We reproduce, once more the data,
retabulated using this index, in Tables 7.IX, 7.X and 7.XI

on pages 417-419,.
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In Table 7.XI above, we begin to see some
differences, but the trends here are not always simple.
Income/wealth and differences of social attitudes were
particularly mentioned by the upwardly mobile. Contrastinély,
the importance of education in determining a person's class/
status is emphasised the more one ascends .the social back-
-ground latter, as does mention of status, or social background.

It is possible to show similar trends simply using
the Hope-Goldthorpe index of social mobility. -Thus, if one
compares the mean intergenerational mobility of those-who do
mention some attributes with those who do not then one obtains

the following results:

Table 7.XII

Mean mobility of those Income Education Attitudes/Values

- Who do mention _ 10.12 5.48 . 9.81
- Who do not mention 5.99 8.89 6.00

T-tests indicate differences significant -at 10% level of
confidence.

It is not at all clear what these dlfferences
between groupings in fact mean. It is tempting to suggest
that the four crude groupings delineated by our index of social
status correspond or are indicative in some way to the greater
or lesser adaptations which people have had to make éver their
lifetimes. What such an explanatlon would suggest is that
where you are born in society condltlons your attitudes as
much as where you end up in the occupatlonal hlerarchy
Certainly in the case of the hlghly mobile men in our sample,
of which 15 appear as a distinct group in the tables above,

then we do believe that their attitudes to social class do
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differ from that of the other men we interviewed, -and we
attempt to illustrate their distinctive mode of response
below (Section 7.15.2).

Beyond this little can be said. Inspection of -
Table 7,XTI above indicates little difference between _
Groups II (those who had attended public schools) and Groups I
(those who attended elite schools or were aristocrats). The
same is true in Table 7.IX.

Taking Group III, men whose fathers were white
collar workers and who attended state schools; inspection
indicates that the way in which they are distinctive is in
referring to fewer of any of the six main attributes of class
than members of the other groupings. But there is no obvious

reason as to why this should be so.

7.13.2 Internal Patterning

The discussion of Chapter 2 suggested rather more
than that businessmen's background and experiences would
shape their perceptions of social class. It also suggested
that the term images of society would comprise perceptions
about the firm, and the local community, as well as about
society as a whole. One might expect perhaps that a person
who took a 'them or us' or two sides view of the company,
would see a similar division wifhin society more generally.

Our own study, however, does not provide evidence
thgt supports this contention. For when we look at the
attitudes businessmen expressed towards.the employees in
their firms, and their perceptions of class/status, we find

a number of obvious anomalies. These may be seen in the
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next two tables. In Table 7.XIII, the number of social classes
perceived by the businessmen are tabulated against whether or
not they saw 'two sides' in their firms. We note no distinct
patterning here; indeed what is noticeable is that four men
who said they did see something of a 'them and us' situation
in their companies pictured society as a graduated hierarchy;
with four of the 'same group seeing four or more classes; and
five men who saw Society as just two major classes, did not

see two sides in the company.

Table 7.XIII Answers to Question '"Do you see two Sides

in your Company?"

Don't Know/

Yes No Can't Generalise All
43 41 21 105
Number of classes
perceived in society
- Four or more 4 4 3 11
- Three 19 18 8 45
- Two - 6 S 4 15
No clear number/class _
denied, etc. 10 7 5 22
Not class-graduated
hierarchy 4 7 1 12

. Since the distribution of answers to the question
about two sides in the firm was related to the reasons given
for conflict within the company, it is not surprising that no

relationship is apparent in the next table.



423

*239 .wuﬂnom

SSBID/1oquUnu JIBI[D ON

Azuumuow: po3enpeuay

om] -
Qoayyl -

2I0W IO INOJ =

:£391005 Ul

S9SSEBID JO Iaquny

o1 S L r4 2

o1 v I z €

€T 9 | ¢ ¢ 1

8¢ 61 S S 6

8 4 14 rA 0

og | 0z s ST o

SUOSEdY SIa)ey o[qnol] Jururedreg podeuey puy *23g ‘sopnitilly

11V ‘suoTledTUNWWO) a3eMN siadeuey TBOT101STH/SSBID

‘sjuerq a3xeq

/suotup apeay]

WITJ 9yl UTYITM IDTTFUO) I0F SUOSBOY

AIX"L 31qe]



424

We accept that the members in the cells in the
above tables are too small for statistical purposes, Never-
theless, they do serve perhaps to show that the consistencies
of viewpoint which were suggested were not'apparent amongst

this group of businessmen.

7.14 Re-explaining Class Imagery

It must be accepted that our statistical attempt .
to account for how people come to hold certain images of
society is not successful. This may be 'disappointing, but
in retrospect there are several clear reasons why the ap%rohch
was unlikely to produce significant findings, even had clari-
fication of respondent answers been straightforward and” simple. -

‘The first reason is that we have separated out ele-
ments of the images which people held from one another, that
is we separated the number of classes from the causes of class,
from the perceived membership of the upper class and so on. In
practice, however, these were presented by respondents as totali-
ties, and should perhaps be examined as such.

Secbndly, we have taken each aspect of the men's
experience in isolation and attempted to examine it; yet the
men themselves were able to draw on a variety of different
experiences in constructing their pictures of society. In
other words there was not just a group of men whose fathers
were family businessmen, and those who weren't; a group who
had been to public school and who had not, a group who ha&‘
worked in close contact with manual workers and a group who
had not, rather there were men who were family businessmen
who had also been to public school and had also supervised

factory production and so on.
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Thus even assuming that the men we interviewed
held relatively stable and permanent images of society which
were connected directly to their experiences, it would be.a-
very complex task to unravel these connections. This being
the case it is not surprising, perhaps, that both we, and
other workers, have encountered a multiplicity of images of
society. A further complication, much noted in the literature,
lies in the fact that images of society may not be stable at
all, but vary from context to context.

We believe also that there is another explanation
of some relevance. We take the view that part of the multi-
plicity of images of society that.we encountered stems from
the fact that social class is not in fact important in any
real and everyday sense to most of the men we were interviewing.
The conceptions they put together were  thus. largely abstract
ones, put together from a numbe? of elements that were in
effect assembled for the occasion, that is for the interview.
The elements themselves remained relatively stable; that is a
high proportion of the men .asked about social class referred
to a two or three class structure, most referred to. education,
occﬁpation, income, or attitudes as class dividers, and so on.
But what differed was the way in which these elements were.
assembled.

Thus, a better approach to class imagery may be to
discuss those small groups of men who had very definite ideas
on social class; to whom it was more than an abstract topic;
and to then discuss the structured and recurring elements on
which the majority of the businessmen drew in constructing

their class models.
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We distinguish four groups for whom the topic of
social class did seém to have a real and definite impact:
those men who had been highly upwardly mobile; those we call
the 'sociological sophisticates'; the traditional upper class;
and a group one may call the 'outsiders'. We shall discuss

these groups next.

7.15 Groups for whom Class was a Reality

7:15:1 Sociological Sophisticates

By-and large we do not expect businessﬁen to offer
images of societylth€t as descriptions of éociety have the
same depth of observatioﬁ and precision that sociologists
themselves can offer. But businessmen are a well educated and
widely experienced group, and a minority, in talking of class,
made descriptions of the differences between the working and
middle class that were in essence as finely elaborated as those
to be found in sociological literature.

This group may be called the 'sociological sophisti-
cates'. The-sources of their knowledge appear to be: either
first hand knowledge gained through political work, particu-
larly on local councils, or-in one Ease in the personnel field,
or alternatively reading of social history or sociology. The
works quoted included the Affluent Worker Studies (once) and
Uses of Literacy (twice). | o

Here is one man talking, who apart from being chief
executive of a manufacturing firm, is a local councillor.

"« « . I am involved in this in an area which

has a very large GLC estate. A massive one =

like round here (this office) you've got these
tower blocks. You've got tens of thousands of
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people all living in the same way - not
necessarily at the same material level,
because there are some who are quite well
off, and some who are very hard up. But
they are living in a sort of environment
where the general expectation of what you
are and what you are going to do is low.
That is a class of people living in that

way « « « o I think it's really the way

in which people live. It's the environ-
ment, the expectation of life and all that
which means that the youngster on the estate
is going to go to a school on the estate and
his horizons are not going to go beyond that,
going on a school bus, and what they do at
weekends - it's down to the local super-
market, and if there's any sport then it's
on the school fields or it's on this, or it
may even be a football club but it's not very
far away, and it's the ‘same people going
there all the time. This forms a class =- it
forms an identity of people all the same -
and they regard others as different. They
don't have to be a different colour or a’
different creed, they are just different."

This account may not come across in sociologist-style prose,
but it is unusual for it's description of working class life,
and the recent and direct acquaintanceship with the working
class that produced it.

In the other example here, the personnel director
of a large multinational firm, the respondent began by taking
a somewhat propogandistic line:

"Well, I've never been very happy with the

Marxist classification, because it seemed

to me to misrepresent the real state of
things."

(Q: What would you see the Marxist interpretation as being?)

"Well, all this talk of working class, middle
class, upper class. ‘I mean if anyone asked
me which class I'm in, my usual response is
to reject the system of classification."
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From here he goes on to say .that education is important and
that his scheme would be the 'prejudiced andhignorant,
irrespective of education, and those who are ﬁot;. A little
later he asserts that the terms working class, mid&le class
and so on are usually used to call up political solidarity.
From here the discussion procéedes-as follows:

(Q: One party would appear to be more working class.than
another?)

"Yes - although living das I do in Hampstead,
one might find that difficult to believe.
Hampstead is -a marginal constituency and
contains a lot of people who might be des-
cribed as middle class but contains a lot

of people who are not automatic Conservative
voters." .

-

(Q: So you seem to be able to distinguish the middle class
and working class = even though you say the distinction means
nothing?) |

"Well, it is partly a votlng distinction.
Partly an income distinction which is now
becoming blurred. Partly an occupational
distinction and partly a social one. If
one looks at the networks, as I understand
you're a sociologist, you see a different
pattern of networks and behaviour and this
is quite important in the personnel world,
because you find that so called working
class wives tend to consort.with other -
working class women rather than their

- husbands socially. Whereas the middle
classes, meaning more particularly better
educated people whose husbands have mana-
gerial occupations, you find there's greater
geographic mobility, and husbands and wives .
tend to share intellectual and cultural
pursuits rather than being separated except
around the dinner table or in bed. Which is
really quite interesting; you know I worked
in the steel industry in Wales, people who
sought employment when you probed why they
wanted to come and work, it was because their
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wives were Welsh women and at some stage

in her life the Welsh woman likes to be

near her mother. And so the man is being

dragged back to his wife's town of origin,

and forced to get employment there. One

found this was largely but not entirely a

working class phenomenon - middle class

people tended to be more mobile. The dis-

tinctions are becoming blurred . . ." ‘
This man's views remain something of a mystery: if class is
important in the personnel world it is hard to see why he
insistently rejects what he calls the Marxist categories, even
if he wants to reject the Marxist consequences of class. Later
he goes on:

"I think it's a pity we cannot get back

to medieval values =- cat can look at a

king, because there's no confusion. The

kind goes up to a peasant and talks to

him, and there's no embarrassment. I

think it's a pity people can't accept their

roles, and value a person for the excellence"
with which they £fill them."

The 'sociological sophisticates' are a tiny minority -
we would place only six men in this category; but it is important
to record their existence, for clearly it would be wrong to
assume that all top businessmeﬁ are, and have been, isolated
from contact with lower status groups. The sophisticates may
welllbe the 'one man chains', that Winkler (1974) refers_to -
the men that other directors consult when they want to know
about wofkipg class attitudes. The other group with first hand
knowledge is the highly upwardly mobile, but their experience

is a more personally significant one. They are discussed next.
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7.15.2 The Highly Mobile

Whilst the majority of those interviewed could
afford to take a detached view of class, insulated as they
are from class boundaries, there_were some groups for whom
the question carried a particular tension. The, first of
these to be considefed is the 'highly mobile'.

It will be recalled that this group although in
the terms of this study highly mobile were drawn largely
from a skilled manual or routine white collar home background
(see Chapter 4, Section 4.2). And in terms of this definition
there were just 18 of them.

It has been maintained by a number of sociologists
that high upward mobility has important social consequences,
particularly in creating feelings of social isolation. How-
ever, there is not much concrete evidence to support this,
and the problems are further complicated by differences between
different countries.

The highly mobile in this study tended to react to
questions on social class in one of two ways: they either
denied completely that it was of any importance or were highly
aware of it and its effect on them and spoke at some length
about it. These would seem to indicate alternative ways' in
which one feels one has had to make adaptations to succeed in
one's business or social life.

Thus, the managing director of a large service group
who had been the right hand man of an entrepreneur (whom he
described as a 'wheeler dealer type') for some 20 years, clearly

felt that he had not had to make such adaptation.
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(Q: Do the terms working class, middle class, upper class
have a meaning for you?)

"They're used, but in my opinion they've
long outlived their usefulness."

(Q: Did they ever have a meaning?)
"They probably did - about a hundred years
ago., I don't think that in the circumstances -
in which we find ourselves today that these
meanings apply. People do use artificial
rankings, for example, the aristocracy, but
that's only a minute classification. Most
people socially are able to mix freely - I
can - I go to the board of Barclays Bank,
then to a business lunch, then to a pub -
I don't have any problem anywhere.”

Of course one way in which one's career‘in'the Hie;archy of

a company will not be impedéd through lack of education, social
grace, or connectlons, is to have begun it oneself. Just one
of the entrepreneurs could be classified as highly moblle, and
he produced a response denylng the significance of class.

This man ﬁrovides an interesting example of how the
upwardly mobile can embrace the.values of the group they move
into more vehemently than the group itself. Born the son of
a greengrocer, he left school at thirteen, and within a few:
years had entered business for himself. Over a long period he
has gradually built up a large multinational company. 'ﬁe makes
no secret of his origins; but is known for his opposition to
the trades unions, and his suppoft for such groups as Aims of
Industry {(now Aims). In the interview he evades the topic of
class, with such statements as 'it is ‘a class society, I think
the people who try to make more of a class society. are the
socialists'; 'People don't look up as they used to.'; 'I hope

class is going if not gone.':
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At the end of formal questioning, he was tackled

more informally about his views.

(Q: You came ﬁp from the bottom, from a fairly poor home,
and you had your own business in Lancashire in the 1930s.
You must have seen a lot of poverty and hardship. Yet now
you are clearly opposed to socialism, and to Labour policies.
How is that?)
"I did come from a poor home - but there
wasn't hardship. People talk-of there being
slums, there weren't slums, the houses were
perfectly good. It was what the people made
of them. Our house was always kept clean
and well maintained. We-had no hot water . .-.
but the house was fit to live in. It's what
people make of them . . . What has socialism

done for people? It doesn't produce wealth;
it's private industry that does that.'

(Q: Many people would see a contribution in alleviating poverty -
the National Health Service, the Social Services, and so on?)

"It wasn't a national health service, they

took it over - the socialists don't under-

stand that only private industry creates
wealth."

Here the meaning system of the respectable working class/lower
middle class appears to have been grafted on to business ideo-
logy, to produce an amalgam more uncompromising than that of
many of the traditional elite. |

On occasion in denying class the upwardly mobile
could produce statements in which they both defined a picture
of class whilst also denyiﬂg its existénce. Consider this
statement from the assistant managing director of a retail
group, himself the son of a railwayman:

"Well, it still exists. And having ‘come up

from the so-called working class, and I still
consider myself working class - I don't know
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‘what it means frankly. You know if one
talks of working class, middle class,
upper class, I don't know what it means
except as snobbery whether it comes from
one end or the other . . . I don't think
those terms have very much relevance
except to the individual who wants to
consider himself upper class. Does it
mean he dresses better, has a million in
the bank, or what, I've no idea. And
middle class, he is a professional man

or doctor, does he live in a better neigh-
bourhood, does the working class man have
a council house? I don't know."

Other men who had been upwardly mobile testified to the effect
that it had had on their lives. They include a man whose
father was a clerk, but who was sent by a wealthy aunt to
public school; he now supports the Labour party, including

its proposals for planning agreements, and the TUC_p?oposals
for putting employees on the board. He dismissed the CBI as
'a Tory-ridden lot'. He did not send his own son to public

school.

This gfoup is highly aware of differences in attitudes
between different social classes. Another son of a_miﬁor public
service employee, now a director of a very large multinational
defines class this way:

"Yes, there are groups in society who identify
with each other very clearly, and it's very
difficult for these groups to have a sensible
conversation with each other because their
philosophy and ethos is different . . . There
is a group of people who, by their character,
probably don't save, believe in collectivism
rather than individualism, probably are not

of high intellectual achievement, probably

but not always. A?d there's the stockbroker
belt, the Highgate! - whatever you wish to
call it. The upper middle class which is more
competitive, is selective, has more wealth, has
more educational achievement but is not neces-
sarily public school."

1. This man identifies himself as living in High ich i
*faintly pink'. : & ighgate which is.
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This man says his parents come from the
lower middle class. He also has pointed.out earlier ..
that he has lost his Lancashire .accent over the years, and
says:

"It would be very difficult for someone who
went to a secondary modern or the D-stream

of a comprehensive to change rapidly enough
to end up at the top of this company . I
think there are a lot of problems. I can
think of one man I know, who started off as

a barefoot newsboy in the East End of London.
He's an able man and obviously very pushy,
but it's been a hell of a stretch for him..
Whatever we say about it, there is a barrier;
if your voice doesn't sound.right, or if you
go drinking in the evening instead of playing
~golf - it does make a difference. And it pulls
the wife with him as well, and it's much more
difficult for her.".

This revealing comment on the problems of social mobility was
echoed by another of the highly mobile who headed a small
service company, but had made a great deal of money, and had
been Lord Mayor of London.

"I think there is.a social class here which

is created by education. May I put it to you
personally. I've already explained my back-
ground. I found it very difficult to make
-progress in certain areas of life when I'd
achieved a certain degree of financial progress
because of my background. But as you know I
went into civic life because I felt a need to
express myself other than in business, and as

a result of my progress, shall we call it, in
civic life, I have been able to make entry into
every aspect of social life. That was the
result of being successful in finance, and
having the time to devote to it, and the rewards
all came after I was 45 to 50."

7.15.3 The Traditional Upper Class

If class is problematic for those who have experienced
high upward mobility, it is problematic in a sense for the social

elite, the traditional upper class also. They have to come to
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terms with attacks that suggest they owe their position to
nepotism, going to the right school and the old boy network,
and even the disparagement of other businessmen. Of course,
one can ignofe the attacks putting them down to the 'envy,
hatred and malice' of misguided socialists, but an interviewer
asking questions in a sense provokes the subject.
There are several ways of reacting: the first is
to align oneself with the middle class, or to present oneself
as a manager, or a meritocrat. Thus one merchant banker,
whose family had tun the bank for over 200 years and who was
a member of the aristocracy, declared that he had '"one foot in
the dpper class, one foot in the middle class'", because "I think
a lot of my values are professional. I think that I tend if I
may put it in a flippant way, to think that the upper class
consists of 25 dukes, and that the rest of us are middle class."
Similarly another man who saw the public schools as
dividing society, added the landed gentry as é further class.
Asked if he himself was a member of this he said:

"Yes - in Murrayshire I am. They think I'm
mad, I think they're mad."

(Q: Why is this?)

"They think anyone who doesn't have to earn
a living, as I don't actually, is mad to go
and do so. And in the same way I feel they
have no pride in achievement, because they
don't actually do anything. They're living
in the past."

In these statements, though class is defined its
importance is denied, at least for the respondent, whose values

he says are of achievement, efficiency and enterprise. Another
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man with an Eton-Oxbridge-Guards background said::
"For my generation of management what we
are concerned with is people's professional
ability - and the difference is the people
you regard as being efficient, successful,
committed in their own field - and the fact
that Sir William Armstrong was from the
Salvation Army - the fact is that William
got himself into that position, that's what
counts = and I think this is the view of my
generation in business."

(Q: This is the meritocratic view?)

"That's right."

An alternative reactlon; hcwever, is 51mp1y to
refuse in effect to talk about class. The man may or may not
give some indication of knowing what class refers to but then
the interview is$ curtailed. |

Thus, just as the discussion was gétting unﬁerway

in one interview it came to:

(Q: It is wealth that creates classes?)

"Wealth is the starting factor: it's the
main thing. 1It's hereditary and everything
else if you want to start talking about
upper classes. You may want to live in a
certain style but if you haven't got the
money you can't.,"

(Q: Is it only money?)
"I haven't really thought about it. I'm

not interested in class. I'm not class
conscious."

(Q: Do you see an upper class?)

""A small one."

And the questioning went no further.
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Amongst the 130 men interviewed, the numbers of
the traditional elite who reacted in a distinctive way to the

topic of class was about nine.

7+15:4 The Outsider

The last very small group with a distinct attitude
to class one may call the outsiders. They are men who were
born and usually educated outside Britain, and they therefore
take what they consider to be a detached view. To some extent
one can add here members of some minority racial or religious
groups who see class as irrelevant-to their own position, for
example, the:Jewish family businessman who stated:

"I'm Jewish and Jewish people are able to

move through society in many ways = but so

far as having the education goes - and make

no mistake Jewish people set a high value

on education - we're looking for other things -

and it's not that sort i.e., class prejudice
of prejudice we're worried about."

“The foreign born men saw Britain as very class
conscious compared with other countries. ' They mentioned
particularly the public school system, and its divisiveness
as they saw it. Their account of class was clearly autobio-
graphical. Depending on circumstance they could see themselves
either as”shunned by the upper or upper:middle class because of
their foré;gp origins, or else as classless because their back-
ground could not be identified. Amongst this group was the man
who headed a small service company who said: |

"I think one of the great advantages of being

a foreigner, although I don't consider myself

a foreigner for most purposes, is that for

this purpose I am classless. I am upper middle
class, but it means nothing because I don't

share the background of the upper middle class
to any extent. Although to some extent - I've
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been to their universities and I live
in Hampstead, and I look down on people
who drive Rover cars. But that's very
superficial. ~What's more important is
that I'm classless."

Contrastingly, a German-born entrepreneur, asked
the constraints on his ability to meet business objectives
said: "Myself,‘personally - if you want to touch on a deli-
cate point I've always got a sort of complex about my foreign
origin - about my inability to speak English as well as you
do.'" This man's business brought him into contact with the
steel industry, and his model of society consisted of the
nobility-aristocracy, '"like the steel barons'", a managerial
class of people who had made good, ""who've come from the
bottom and made a fortune by sheer sweat and toil", (like
himself?), the middle class of professionals and shopkeepers,
and the "working classes"

Another foreign born man showed a similar concern
for the nature of the upper classes and the impossibilities
of entering it:

"When I go to my club which is the Reform

here, or I go to the House of Lords for

lunch, everybody treats me very nicely,

but I know, and you feel this slight
invisible barrier."

(Q: You still feel there's this thing about being a foreigner
and not going to public school?)

"Yes definitely.. It's not strong like
anti-black or anti-semitism, but it's there.
Let's get back within these four walls to

J H » with Eton, the Guards,
an'MC, a most perfect Engllsh gentleman;
he's very nice to me but he's not with me
as if I am one of them."
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(Q: Is this really so - the Warburgs, for example, must

now be accepted?)

"Sigmund Warburg is 72, of German Jewish
origin, a brilliant banker, highly admired.
I'm also admired in the country and in
industry, but being admired for your work
and success and being accepted in the coun-
try home at the weekend is a great difference.
-Not I don't mind because I've got my family
and my friends. But one must bring it out
because between the educated (public school)
class and the workman's class in the mind of
the workman I am in the H__ class = he
makes no difference between the H . and |
me. It is a terrible gap and it will take at
least a generation to close it."

(Q: So there's two classes - the educated and the workman's

class?)

"Well, there are three classes aren't there,
although I always find the middle class
terribly difficult to define, because I know
a lot of people who are not workmen by any

means but who are not the upper middle class

"n
e e® e e '

But the outsiders, again, comprise only a. small group among

British businessmen; in this study there were seven of them.

7.16 The Themes of Class Imagery -

We have discussed some minority groups who reacted
-in a distinctive way to the topic of social class, and whose
answers seemed to fall into clear patterns. Yet, as we have
already seen, the responses of our sample of businessmen taken
as a whole could not be easily analysed and do not fall into
simple patterns, nor could they be related to the past or

present experience of the men who were interviewed.
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What one can say of businessmen, however, is that
their images of society do reveal certain themes, which-
recur over and over again; themes which are perhaps indica-
tive of strongly held beliefs about the nature of British
society. Some of these have already been alluded to, but
in order to summarise and' encapsulate them, we now take a
specific look at the more important ones. The major themes

of business class imagery as we see them are as follows.

e

7.16.1 Class is Disappearing

Two apparently contradictory beliefs recur through-
out the images of society of businessmen. The first is that
there will always be inequalifies of status and reward in
society, the second that class differences as traditionally
conceived are disappearing, or that class ‘itself is on the
wane. Often these ideas can occur in the statementé of the
same man, but they are not necessarily irreconcilable.

We have already seen some examples of the theme
that class distinctions are disappearing, or that class is
less important in modern day Britain than it was in the past.
There are several different aspects to'it£ for some, as we
shall see below, it turns on tﬁe idea of there being greater
opportunities of social mobility than there used to be; for
others the inéreasing affiuence, eSpgcially among manual
workers, has led to increasingly similar standards of consump-
tion and lifestyle. The most frequent portrayal of this is in
the matter of holidays, in which manual workers are pictured
as taking their holidays in the same foreign locations as the
businessmen themselves. (That many manual workers take holi-

days abroad is not to be doubted but some businessmen gave the



441

impression. that the British mix more on .the beaches of Spain
than they do in Britain.) Thus one managing director put it
that "the janitor is going to Majorca for his holidays,
whereas I'm trying to work out if I can afford to take the
wife and kids and the answer is I can't".

To illustrate how the lines of class are seen as
blurring, here are the statements of the relatively young (46)
managing director of a small manufacturing company. He himself

had a minor public school and Cambridge University background:

(Q: People talk of here being classes in society. What do
you think?)

"Yes, I think there are, I think they're
getting very much less. I think it's almost
into two groups really. There's quite a
change in that those two classes are not so
rigidly separated as they were before - it's
quite possible to move from the lower to the
upper one. I think so much of society though
is controlled by people with a certain educa-
tion, social background, property owning
experience. These people naturally stick
together, not necessarily for gain, political
advantage or anything else, but because they
find each other's company more acceptable."

(Q: So there are two classes?) . .

'""Yes, one can go into the refinements of
super public schools, Oxbridge and so on.

I don't think that's very relevant. I don't
think there's an upper class, upper middle
class, lower middle, working class as there
was. I think there's a line much further up
near the top which is a kind of mixture out
of what was the middle class and upper class,
and this is true in certain situations and
in certain institutions it is quite marked."

As we can see, class is blurring - yet class persists.
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7.16.2 A Second Theme: The Inequality of Man

This apparent contradiction between the picture
of class as permanently with us, and class as disappearing
is the result of the diréctor's-picture'of the transformation
of the social system. We are generally held to be moving
towards a meritocracy; thus, it is the o0ld class distinctions
based upon-hereditary position, accent, and where you were
educated which are thought to be breaking down. However, it
is the ideal of the meritocracy as a kind of ladder along -
which the individual's status (and income) will be related
to his education, ability, training and position in occupa-
tional hierarchies that the businessmen see society-moving to
and in this sense-class will remain. Nevertheless, the pre-
dominant picture of the class structure remains that of two
classes.~ The lower, which is partly the less educated,
coﬁsists mainly .of manual, routine; clerical or shop workers, is
non-managerial, more prone to unionisation and differs %g
tastes, and leisure interests to the upper, better educated,
potentially managerial group. In a sense here slightly dif-
fering images of society can be held even by the same person
because they express not only ideals of society, but also
changes in society.

What the meritocrafs share with almost all the other
businessmen is a belief that promotion in the company is by
merit, and tied in with this, the view that 'we all work for
the company’, 'weife all workers now'. The chairman, now
retired, of one of Britain's ten 1arge$t companies put his
views this way: |

"I firmly believé there'll always be a class

system. The oan thing.that changes is the
criteria by which the classes are defined.
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It used to be by brute force = the
survival of the fittest. What happened
"then, blood, I suppose, inheritance.

Now I suppose we're into the era of the
technocrat. I think there'll always be

a class system so long as babies are born
“with unequal intelligence into an unequal
environment . . . No, I think ability will
always qualify someone to be better than
someone without it. So even if they start
level they will become an upper class.'"

7.16.3 ~ The Importance of Education

Class and inequality are maintained by success in
occupational hierarchies; and that in turn follows from
inequalities of intellect and ability. Yet is was also
accepted by many businessmen that rather more is needed.
Specifically, what is required is the righ% education, and
upbringing?'which in turn indicate attitudes which themselves -
differentiate social classes. Thus, as we saw earlier, in
talking of social class, businessmen refer more frequently to

education than to any other attribute, and in this ' they

differ from other groups in British society who

see differences in class first and foremost in money terms.
Here is just one example of how businessmen emphasise the
part education plays in the social structure:

"Yes, I think there is a class 'structure.
It's largely educational now. It's got
"nothing at all to do with background and
income. I think we are moving from an
inherited kind of class structure to an
educational class structure where unless
one gets into a particular educational
system at a particular age, you are locked
out for the rest of your life. ‘I think
we have swapped one situation where one's

- academic achievement didn't mean a goddam
thing, as long as you had the right father,
to another where your achievement in the
educational system is going to precondition
largely what happens in the rest of life.
We're between the two systems."
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Because education is so important we should not

be surprised that not only top businessmen, who can afford

to fairly comfortably, but many others of the middle class
strive so hard to give their children private, and preferably
'public school' education. Though we did not enquire, we have
no doubt that the vast majority of the businessmen interviewed
had educated their sons at least at public school. Yet at

the same time, the importance of education inlfhe class

structure is seen as leading to a more socially mobile society.

7.16.4 Society is More Fluid

Businessmen liked to emphas{se that society is much
more socially fluid than %t was once, say before the War.
Anyone can be socially mobile if they get the right education,
and since anyone with sufficient ability can go to university,
so it is thought, anyone with ability and drive can make it
to the top of the company. Directors consistently stressed
the openness of promotion to the boardroom.  When asked why
it was it was that a majority of directors wére from public
school, a very frequent response was to suggest that this
would no longer be so (or assert it was not so), or to quibﬁle
over the definition of public school. On two occasions the
man being inerviewed declared that a majority of his board were
not from public school, then checked through them only to
discover that a majority in fact were.

However, the businessmen did see it as more difficult
for the son of a manual worker both to get to university, and
to get to the top in industry. The reéson for this they

ascribed to the different effects of home influence, believing
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that middle class parents would provide a more stimulafing
home 1life and one'mqfe conducive to academic success. They
ascribed the success of the public schools to this, rather
than any particular benefit of the schools themselves.

Thus, directors tend to believe society to be
more open than it is. Tﬁey are constantly aware of, and
can name, those top businessmen who have come up from lower
social strata. This belief in the openness of society leads
them generally to feel that class would wither away - if

only it were allowed to.

. 7.16.5 Class is a Political Weapon of the Left

‘ The stumbling block from this point of view is
the political left-wing, whether in the guise of the Labour
party, or leading trades unionists._ They are seen as uéing
class to 'stir people up', to create 'envy, hatred and
malice'. As one.man said: "It seems to me I hear a lot of
talk about class from the left, but very little from the
political right". ; . .

..Businessmen in particular resent the term working
class, since.for them it conjures up an opposition between
such a class and a leisured class.with which they would be
mistakenly lumped. Directors were sensitive to misconcep-
tions of boardroom life, of it being 'all Rolls Royces;
cigars and three-hour lunches', or of 'fat men, living off
company profits'. They did feel such misconceptions to be

fairly widespread.
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This notion of class as a concept sustained and
used by the left, could sometimés be applied also to the
concept of the two sides of industry. Here, for example,
is the statement of a family businessman:

"I reject this two sides of industry story.
We were getting on so well in the 1950s and
early 1960s. After the war, the war did a
hell of a lot to break these class barriers
down. When I was working on the shop floor
you weren't aware at all of any distinctions.
Such distinctions are in people's heads. . . .
Society was becoming more affluent and the
so-called class war was being ended or so it
seemed. But in the last two to three years
politicians and the left wing have seen fit
to whip it up again. Even in Australia
which was always a classless society, we've
seen this being created in the last two or
three years. And this does affect us in
business."

7.16.6 Awareness of Other Views of Class

Yet although the left wing, or the agitators, are
seen to use. social class.as a.weapon, businessmen did in
some cases show some awareness.of hostility from below, and
of rather different atti;udas from their own.workforce.
Only a minority specifically said so, but there were at least
some who perceived that other groups, most specifically manual
workers, did not share their own conception of society.

Thus, one of those men who took a meritocratic view
of society said:

"One of the things the shop floor never liked
me to say was that I was one of them once."

(Q: They don't like that?)

""No, no - it cuts across their mores, you
see - that you can't do it."



447

(Q: There's just the bosses and us?)

"That's right. It's as perceived."

¢

And the retired chairman quoted above, who 'firmly
believed' there would always be a class system, echoed this

comment,

(Q: The terms working class, middle class, upper class have
tended to imply other things?)

"Yes, I've argued with our shop stewards -
that the - board consists wholly of workers.
They all look at me with dumb dissatisfaction
on their faces."

(Q: They don't agree with that sort of thing?)

"No, because they see it as a class deal
but the way in which they define class, I
don't know, it's the authoritarian class."

(Q: Those who have management authority?)

"Yes, yes. The authoritarian powerful
class rather than anything derived from:
wealth or inheritance.'

And on a few occasions reference was made to the
"them and us' attitudes which sociologists have associated

with the traditional worker. For example:
"There is an us and them attitude, too much
of it. When I'm doing political canvassing,
the number of people who say 'I'm not going
to vote' - those who say 'they're all in it
for what they can get out of it'. There is
this attitude, a working class attitude.
'Them' are the people who organise things -
the council or council officers, the Govern-
ment, and management, the bosses in any form.
'Them' are always supposed to create a jolly
good environment for us.'"
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Tod? Conclusion

At the beginning'of this chapter we warned that
it would be lengthy and somewhat complex in content. We
doubt that at its conclusion readers will dispute this. Let
us try, therefore, to draw together some of the strands from
it, and come to some conclusions about businessmen's views
of class and status. |

At a simple ‘level we may conclude that businessmen
hold what sociologists have usually called 'status' or
'prestige' models. That'is that rather:than picturing society
as two basically opposed groups they:tend to see it either as
a more or less continuous hierarchy, or else as several classes,
most usually three or sometimes four. "In addition, these
classes are not divided on some crude basis, such as 'workers
and us'; 'the mass and us', but rather class/status divisions
are seen as differences of attitudes and lifestyle resulting
from a number of factors such'aé differences of income, educa-
tion, occupation and family background. It is important to
remember also that respondents do not draw the distinctions
between class and status which are made by sociologists.

It has proved impossible to relate the businessmen's
views of society in any simple way to their present or previous
work situation, to their personal ownership or otherwise of
capital, nor to the other aspects of their social background
which we examined. We shall consider the implications of this
for sociological theory in Chapter 9.

However, at this stagé-we also wish to ask whether
the implications of what are called 'status models' have been

correctly anticipated in the literature. The contrast that is
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usually drawn is between the 'uﬁ and them' attitudes of the
traditional manual worker, and the 'deferential' attitudes
of some kinds of manual workers, which in turn is sometimes
conflated with the middle class 'prestige' model.of society.
Arising from . our review of the literature (Chapter 2) we may
remark that manual workers of the traditional type appear,
in fact, to be a minority group, even in the communities in
which they might be expected to be most prevalent. And, on
the basis of our analysis of businessmen's-attitudes, we
would suggest that their (middle class) viewpoints quite
frequently contain elements that suggest a clear division
between classes. To be sure, this is not a division between
'bosses and others', or the 'us and them' relationship seen
from the other side, for the upper of the two groupings
comprises groups other than bosses, but it is not merely
either the division of society into a ‘series of levels, with
people on each level being variously worthy of deference.

- 'The sources of the businessmen's images of society
.are not 'local social status systems' of the kind described
by Stacey (1960) and others. That is they are not the result
of living in.a small community where people's whole life
history and family background are well known to other members
of the community. They are only status models to the extent
that they do not put primary emphasis on either a person's"
market and/or monetary income position (except to the extent
that education is seen as giving some groups a better placing
in the market) or a simple division between 'bosses and men',
Rather they depend both on objective factors and the perceived
results of these such as attitudes, tastes, interests and life-

styles.
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Such models are only to a limited extqnt_models
of society as hierarchical structures of varying statuses;
rather they incorporate a sharp discontinuity between, in
effect, the working and middle class. . An upper class may
be recognised but it.is characterised as small and declining;
the major discontinuity is viewed as persistent.

It would be somewhat surprising if this was not
the case. The top businessmen studied here are quite
different from, for example, the lower grade clerical staff,
or small shopkeepers who have formed the basis for most
previous conceptions of middle class social imagery. Such
an elite is not concerned about maintaining its status in
the face of encroachments on it by groups of manual workers,
npr:éo members of it worry about whethe? to join. a staff
association rather than a union. Equally they are not con-
cerned to define the minutiae (as they would appear) of
differences betweenlrespectable and rough working class,
between skilled, semi-skilled and unskilled workers, or
between people who live in one part of a London suburb or
another. 5

Shielded as they are from the major division of
class structure, having powers of access both to the tradi-
tional upper class and (as we will see in Chapter 8) to the
national powerholders, businessmen must largely glean their
conceptions of class structure from sources, most notably
the mass media, which may well present a picture, ultimately,
of 'two nations'. A number of features of British society
reinforce this: for example, a constant friction seems
apparent between the TUC and CBIj more than other European

nations political life has been dominated by two major parties;
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approximately half the working population is now unionised;
approximately half own their homes, and so on.

Now, as we saw in Chapter 6, it was not the case
that the businessmen took ‘an ‘'us and them' view of relation-
ships in the firm. To judge from the intérviews this was not
their habitual stance. However, the continuities in their
images of society do present a picture of two groups which
differ, and differ not only in the jobs they do, and their
educational backgrounds, but also in their aspirétidns,'
attitudes and tastes as well. It would not be sufprising if
directors regarded the mass of the work force as a group with
which close personal identification and communication would
be almost impossible, and that in situations where conflict
from below is perceived, (e.g., strikes, go-slows or other
forms of industrial ‘unrest) their attitudes may harden towards
a conflictual, an ‘us and them', perspective.

Whether or not this is so it was clear that a
number of those interviewed were aware of such attitudes
amongst some manual workers towards higher management. It
was most obvious in those cases where respondents specifically
contrasted their own view.of society with.fhat of such workers.

Thus,ﬂwe suggest that the dominant image of society.
amongst businessmen contains a specific contrast between two
major groupings, thé middle andlworkiﬁg class. And these are
two groups that could be said to have competing in;erests:
the middle class, being individualistic, concerned to promote
the free market for those with skills, éﬁd training (or capital),
which is to their benefit; the working class devoted to the
collectivist ideal, seeing its future in union action, and in
the extension of the umbrella of the State, which by its inter-

vention in the economic sphere may create the conditions in which
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collectivism is most successful. (Though businessmen
might not draw such conclusions overtly.)

We make this suggestion despite the fact that the
majority of businessmen apparently see a three-class, not a
two-class, model of society. As we have shown the three
class model of society is the one which has appeared most
often amongst respondents' images in a number of studies
including this one. However, we would argue that the very
terminology available to people to talk of social class, that
is working, middle and upper, tends to make such a .finding
inevitable ‘(see Section 7.12 above). - Many of our respondents
made it clear that the group they understood by the term upper
class was not-an important or influential one, it was, in a
sense outside the mainstream of society. Whilst the aristo-
cracy and the very wealthy would be seen by most people as. .
-being of the highest status, the men many businessmen seem
most to admire were certain other leading businessmen (for
example, Sir Arnold Weinstock). We might represent this

situation as:

Fig. 1 Businessmen's 'Picture" of Society

¥wowoawn

Highest status. | Middle '} F===<=-7 'Traditional' upper

[ ] -
‘ . : v Class (divorced from
level (occupied | Class : | ' .the mainstream)

'Traditional' (i.e.,
mainly rural) society

e.g., by some RS |
other business=- [+ ==-~-~ | emee = ——ay
men) ‘ |

Working ‘
Class |
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If businessmen's social class/status image of
society is fundamentally a two class one, then it partly
explains why the majority do not regard themselves as part
of an 'upper class' which is a cohesive social, economic and
political elite. The term upper class does not apply to such
a groﬁp. And indeed it was when we found mid-way thrdugh the
study that our respondents ‘disavowed themselves as a social
or wealth holding elite that we began to make a specific
investigation of their picture of power - and found there that
there is a group, often called the establishment, around which
power is often thought to be concentrated (see next chapter).

Yet, although our respondents held to a large extent
dichotomous models of society, we must also point to
important factors that mitigate against them holding class’
models as such. A fully developed two-class model of society
implies. the possibility of conflict between the classes, of
divergent interests between them; and of unequal life-chances
experienced by members of each.

Yet businessmen were often keen to stress the need
for social cohesion or unity, especially at the level of the
firm. They did so too in the context of the distribution of
income and wealth, where an often expressed opinion was that
'we should get on with_making a bigger cake and worry about
sharing it later'. They regarded talk of class as coming
from the left, gnd as being intended to cause social unrest.

Thus; in our view, businessmen exemplify the problem
facing a privileged group in a democratic capitalist society.
There is a bar to the extent to which class consciousness can
be developed. A privileged group cannot enter into open class

warfare, and whether or not members of it recognise the
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existence of classes, they must at the same time disavow

the importance of them. Thus their reaction to change that
threatens their position may nqt_be class-based and may, in
fact be largely piecemeal and pragmatic, even though they
have the abundant opportunities for cohesion and conspiracy
identified by the elite theorists.,

We have tried to bring together the strands of
thought contained in this and the previous section in one
diagram below. This identifies the most important, the core
beliefs as we call them, of businessmen. We show here the
point of possible tension we have 5een alluding too, and
suggest that the interview datareflects the ways in which
businessmen resolve the tension, these ways themselves being
moulded by the businessmen's own personal. backgrounds, previous

life experiences, and intellectual and cultural influences. .
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CHAPTER 8

BUSINESSMEN, POWER AND THE STATE

'Whitehall tends to invent a lobby
even where none exists.'

(J. Bruce-Gardyne & N. Lawson:
The Power Game, 1976)
"Hey, Larry, do you think the
Establishment exists?”
(Chairman - food company)
"It exists when'I'm not in it,
but if I'm in'it, it doesn't.”

(Director - food compény)
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CHAPTER 8 457

BUSINESSMEN, POWER AND THE STATE

8.1 Introduction

So far we have seen that the majority of the
men who control Britain's larger companies do not, apparently,
regard themselves as members of an uppser class or an
elite in terms of social status. We had concluded that most,
in running their firms, conceived of their.role and
objectives in terms that were not at variance with those
to be expected of capital holders, but we do not see the
uniformity of viewpoint as babaa on recognition of common class
membership. Likewise, whatever objective differences may
set them apart from the mass of population, a majority of
those giving any class allegiance called themselves middle
classy and many distinguished an uﬁper class both as

separate from them, but also in some ways as unimportant.

_éuch findings may perhaps be thought surprising
and they should certainly not be misunderstoocd: most of those
interviewed seemed to be wsll aware of their responsibilities
within the firm, or put anothser way, the power their
position gives themsy and whether or not they played down
their status, and its associated trappings, a number certainly
-showed signs of understandable satisfaction at having

reached the upper echelons of their companies.
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That many top businessmen did not regard
themselves as part of an 'upper class’, a 'ruling class'’
or even a'power elite’, using the terms to refer to a
single unified national grouping, had becoms clear after
the first phase of interviewing (that is the first sixty).
The discussions of class and status as such appeared to
lack a dimension, howaﬁef, and that dimension is that of
power. We saw in Chapter 1. that theorists of most kinds
have sesn the business elite as able to some extent to
exert power outside the company, and most impurtaﬁfly

to affect the néture and course of étate decision making.

Put simply the possibility arose that, despite
what businessmen say, they may act as a power holding N
group, and conceivably that they -act to such an extent
as to maintain the position of a claés. The decision
was taken to include in .the rsmaining interviews a series
of questions specifically concerned with businessmen’s
responsibilities and power vis-a-vis the Stafe{ This was
done in the full realisation of the controversies that
surround the study of power, and that the number of resulting
interviews on the topic would be even smaller than those of
the study as a whole,and thus make it even more difficult

to draw strong conclusions. . ' ’

In fact we baliave that the pusition of those who
were interviewed made tha additzonal questioning worthwhila.

Few sociologists obtain access to such respondents; and
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thus very little is known of how the business elite do ~
see such issues. The nature of the data does indeed make
it hard to draw conclusions, but nevertheless it does
present interesting hypotheses on which it is hoped future

research will be built.

8.2 Rationale of the methodology’

In Chapter 1. we discussed the range of roles
that businessmen could play with regard to the State
according to different thsoretical perspectives:
Marxist, elitist, pluralist, cobpcratis%. To some extent
different methadologiés have become associated with
different theoretical perspectives on power. Thus pluralists
incline to the study of decision taking at local and
governmental iavels, and the outcomes of such decision takingl.
Their opponents, more disposed to see a unifisd power.elite,
have asked what kinds of people (in terms of wealth,
social background, family connection) gain high office in
different institutional areas; and what kinds of access they
have to those in othér areas: -or else they have pointed
to.the ability of certain groups to define the issue areas
that become available for decision takings and to prevent

decisions being reached at all in some arsas., A still

more radical approach insists that the capitalist system

l. References are not given here. The discussion in Chapter 1.
should be consulted. -
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-

is maintained by a combination of political (and in extremes
military), social,material, cultural (and specifically
ideological) factors, and that the key to answsring the -
question "Who has power?” is to ask "Who benefits?”. 1In
effect this, the Marxist (or radical) view, suggests that

a privileged class has power if it can maintain its position,
and that the less the operation of its power is observable,
especially in the form.of force.or political decision-

taking, then the greater and more effective that power is.

The svidence we shall offer in this chapter will
not fall clsarly into any one of these methodologies.
What we offer here is the one sided viewpoint that businessmen
themsslves have of their situation with respect to
decisions, nondecisions and policies pursued by State
officials. Clearly from some of the perspectives mentioned
evidence that businessmen did have direct access to, or
influence over state officials, would indicate their member-
ship of a ruling, or privileged class: yet evidence to
the contrary would not indicate the reverse, is. that they
were not members of such a class - it would merely tell

us something about the mode of operation of capitalism,

Equally, howsver, because we shall be concerned
with the viewpoint of businessmen it is outside our
brief to demonstrate that businessmen and state officials
share the same class background, have the same education

and cultural background and interests, share the same
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pursuits, clubs and so on. Nor have we taken a rangse of
pre-selected decisions and asked who was involved in

taking them and the nature of the outcome; nor do we
demonstrate how businessmen prevented issues from reaching.
the decision making arena. Rather our approach, relying
partly .on open ended~interviaws. partly on statistical data,
allows us to identify -the forms of political and influential
action open to businessmen, the rangé of issuss on which
they may be involved; and it gives some pointer to the
types of action prefsrred by them.

The interviews covering these topics, it will
be recalled, were held with 18 main board directors, .9
retired chief exescutives, and 42 full time chief exscutives
of industrial and commercial firms in ths top 250 by
turnover (or the top 180 Qholiy British owned firms using
dual criterial). The statistical data presented here is
based on our sample of firms, rather than a fuller sample
of British firms, because it was-.easiest to collect such

data for firms which were actually part of the study.

8.3 QOutline of the Argument.

We may identify the following ways in which busingss-
men can wield power in, or sxert-influence over the State
apparatuslz
1. By directly gaining office as an MP; and more so, as

a Cabinst Minister, or slss in local politics.

l. Cf. Finer (1955).
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(a)
(b)

(a)

(b)
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Ey holding high position in the civil servlce, or
by partlclpatlng on Rcyal Ecmm1551cns; Committess,
the bcards-cf Nationalised industries; 'quasi-
autcncmcus’gcvernment delBS » and on the

adjuncts of these at lccal lcvel- eg.lArea

Health Boards. | _

By holding higc pcsificn ic a political party

(in Britain Qery often the Tory party}; by'
participating ic parﬁy activities.

By funding a party;

By accsess to or ablllty tc influenca those whc hold

pDSltanS set out in 1-3, which in turn can come abcut

through:

(1)

(ii)

(131)

(iv)

Private cccncctions, formed thrcugh.family.
kinship, educational,social and other contacts;

or indirect netwcrks of thase using intermadiaries.
Sharec 'class’ interasts; assumpticns, cultural |
dafiniticns which “further - direct contact
between state officials and haads of private

firms, or _ -

Shared objectives which produce the samc result.
(Eg. national economic success) or

Situations of mutual interdependence. (Eg. civil

servants requiring the assistance of businessmen.

Blackmail, bribery, crude force in various forms. Such

methods will not be considered. (Which, in view of what has

been revealed of the behaviour of some firms since the

study began may be corisidered an oversight.)
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The argument here will be that businessmen havs
moved, over the course of this csntury, and can be expected
to further move, from a situation in which they were
frequently in positions in which they themselves took
political decisions, (that is were members of Government
or MP's) or were highly interlinked with such people; and
one in which fhey could certainly count on a set of sharsd
objectives and assumptions by peoples in such positions, to
a situation in which they have to attempt to influence
those in such positions, often by direct approach to them.
In other words, much more than before, thesy have-become
lobbyists. Howeuer. they are assisted to some extent by
increasing involvement by the State in economic and business
activity, which creates a situation of mutual interdependence

between State officials and businessmen.

In terms of the typology set out immediately abﬁvs.
we are suggesting that whersas businessmen could influence
State activity through channels 1,2,3 and 4 (i), thsy now"
utilise 4(iii) and (iv). However 2(b) continues to provide
an important range of contacts between businessmen and
State officials.

The period 1974 - 76 was a particularly good one
in which to be investigating these issues since the manner
in which the Labour government was returned to power, and
the policies which thsy proposed, suggested at least the

possibility that this would be a more radical government
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than that of the 1964 - 70 period. At the very lsast

a period when Labour is in power provides a much befféf

test of Marxist or power elite theoriés; since the kind

cof evidence furnished in supﬁort of these in the past -

drawn on thg basis of shared educational backgrounds of
government MP'é and businessmen, shared ciub membefship.

family interconnectlons, MP's bu51ness 1ntarests, and the
pusxtion of MP's or Cabinat Ministers on the buards of

leading companiss - is all too easy to Find when a Consarvative

Government is in power.

B.4 Nétibnai versus Local Politics.

The f1rst hypothes;s we will put forward here is
that the businass elite are less likaly to ba involvad in
affairs of a local or regional nature than thay formerly
wafe. IFIthey do become involved with politics it is
increasingly likely to be in the form of actian at a
national level, and Furtharmore to centra on London...It no
doubt remains true as others hava shown (eg. Stacey et al (1975),
Musgrova [1953}. Pahl [1965] ) that managers, administrators
and high profassionals continua to dominate local politics
and local vuluntary associatlnns. Thesa people are not synonymous

however with those at the very top of large companies.

The present situation contrasts scmawﬁét‘with
previous times when 'captains of industry' frequently did
take a major role in the activities of their neighbourhoaod.
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(That there has been a change we will attempt to demonstrate
in the next ssction.) There ars savaral reasons which

may be suggested for the changs.

Far and away the most important is simﬁly
lack of time. As companiss have grown, and become more
sophisticated, so being a main board director appears
to be regarded more and more as a full time occupation. Thoss
employed full time at the top of firms according to all
estimates (see Young and Willmott (1874), Copeman, Lingh .
and Hanika (1863), Child and MacMillan (1872) ) probably
~work longer hours than almost anyone else in the firm.
In addition, as firms develop into multinationals, the top
men must spend a considerable part of each year overseas,
and this is highly disruptiﬁe'of any regular outsida

cgmmittmant.

_There are howsver other reasons. In Chapter 4.
we indicated how large companies seem increasingly to
desire a London, or at least South East, headquarters. This
means that top businsessmen in turn live to a large extent
in the South East, where there is in any case a relatively
high concentration of managers, prufessinpals and other
white collar groupings. There are simply more of the kind
of people who do get involved in such activities around to
do them. As we saw them are pafts of London such as araés
of Belgravia and Knightsbridge, where so many top businessmen

live, that_if even one in ten competed for a place on the



466

local council, it would be readily filled. Businessmen's
concern with national a%Fairs may also reflect a realisation
of an undercurrent of centralisation of political decision
taking. Stacey et ali}ggijexample,'point out that many
important decisions affecting Banbury are taken quite

ocoutside the town.

Allied to such changes would appear to be a
change in the businessman's view of himself. When the
great industrialists of th