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The Status Stratification of Radical Right Support:
Reconsidering the Occupational Profile of UKIP’s Electorate

Leonardo Carella1, Robert Ford2

Abstract

Drawing on Weber’s conceptualisation of class and status as distinct principles of social or-
der, this article argues that support for the United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP) is
better understood as a status-based phenomenon than a class-based one. Operationalising
status as a function of social distance between occupational groups, we show that whilst class
was a poor predictor of UKIP support in 2015, status scores were strongly and negatively
correlated to the likelihood of supporting UKIP. The opposite is true for the Conservatives
and the Labour Party’s electorates, which were still much more strongly aligned on class
lines. The effect of status on UKIP preference remains strong after controlling for educa-
tional qualifications, suggesting that the status scale taps into a deeper divide than simply
an educational cleavage. Moreover, we find that status plays a similar role in predicting
the likelihood of voting for right-wing populist parties (RPPs) in other Western European
countries as well.

Highlights

• Weber’s notion of status refers to the degree of ‘prestige’ of occupations

• Status and class are theoretically and empirically distinct attributes of occupations

• They structure voting behaviour along cultural and economic dimensions respectively

• Low status predicts 2015 UKIP support; class predicts mainstream party support

• The status dimension to UKIP’s vote is common to other European Radical Right
parties
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Introduction

The apparent shift in the fault lines of politics from class to culture has become a ma-
jor theme in political science over the last thirty years. For instance, Habermas (1987, p.
392) has argued that the central issue of politics in advanced democracies is, increasingly,
“not primarily one of compensations that the welfare state can provide, but of defending and
restoring endangered ways of life.” This paper draws on this insight to address a central puz-
zle in the study of right-wing populist parties (RPPs): if, as the evidence suggests, preference
for RPPs has more to do with voters’ cultural preferences than their economic circumstances,
what is the logic behind the occupational distribution of their support? (Kitschelt, 2013)
Our answer is that the distinguishing occupational feature of RPPs’ electorates is status
rather than class. As Weber (1968, pp. 926-939) argued a century ago, class is not the
only principle of social structure: occupations can also be ‘ranked’ by social prestige. This
‘status’ hierarchy reflects the distribution of social honour and, crucially, is most clearly
expressed by differences in ‘ways of life’ between groups belonging to different status strata.
The distribution of preferences about ‘ways of life’ is stratified by status just as preferences
about economic redistribution are structured by class. Hence, if the main appeal of RPPs is
their claim to defend particular ‘ways of life’, it follows that the occupational profile of their
electoral base will more accurately be described as belonging to a distinct ‘status’ stratum
than to a specific class.

This paper examines this argument first through a detailed analysis of the patterns of
support for United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP) and then by extending the analysis
to a broader range of Western European RPPs. We focus on UKIP for three reasons.
First, the party enjoyed unusual electoral success in a plurality system which sets high
barriers to entry. Secondly, its electoral growth was unusually consequential, presaging
and helping to precipitate the referendum which led to Britain becoming the first member
state to depart the European Union. Thirdly, UKIP emerged in a political system where
electoral competition was long structured and understood in terms of class conflict, and
where many sought initially to understand the new party in these terms. As such, it provides
a valuable test case for illustrating the added value of distinguishing status from occupational
class.

Whilst class is among the most commonly used categories to study occupations in political
sociology, we argue that status offers a sharper analytical tool to understand RPPs’ elec-
torates. For example, characterising UKIP as a uniquely ‘working class’ phenomenon fails
to appreciate the occupational diversity of its electoral base. Yet, treating UKIP’s electorate
simply as a cross-class coalition is theoretically unsatisfying: why would people with such
different interests and labour market positions develop common political outlooks? How
can we account for the markedly uneven distribution of UKIP support within classes? How
do we square the characterisation of UKIP as a broad-based party with the intuition that
there is a specific ‘left behind’ quality to the people and places with highest propensity
to support UKIP? Bringing status to the fore helps to address these questions, opening
up new theoretical perspectives on the links between voters’ social positions and political
outlooks.

The limitations of applying the concept of class to the study of UKIP’s electorate are il-
lustrated in Section 1. In Section 2, we outline the conceptual distinction between status
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and class: the former refers to unequal apportionment of social prestige, while the latter
concerns economic opportunities; the former is a unidimensional hierarchy, while the latter
presents cross-cutting divisions along more dimensions; finally, status engenders patterns of
preferential personal association, while classes are impersonal. In Section 3, we set out some
ways in which status feeds into preferences on the libertarian/authoritarian axis, which in
turn shape electoral choices. In Section 4, we introduce the methodology we use to opera-
tionalise occupational status in the UK and in nine other Western European countries with
significant RPP representation. In Section 5, we employ this measure of status as a predictor
of political choice, using wave 6 of the Understanding Society survey for the UK analysis
and the European Social Survey to investigate the external validity of the results. We find
that: (a) status is strongly and negatively correlated to UKIP preference; (b) support for
UKIP and for the established governing parties in Britain (Labour and the Conservatives)
are primarily structured by different principles of social order – respectively, status and
class; (c) the effects of status on likelihood of supporting UKIP cannot be reduced to an ed-
ucational divide; and (d) there is a remarkably similar status dimension to RPP vote choice
– and, even more so, to anti-immigration attitudes – across nine other Western European
countries.

1. UKIP and Class

Working class support for RPPs has been the subject of considerable academic attention
recently (Evans, 2005; Flecker, 2007; Rydgren, 2008, 2013). The conventional argument goes
that RPPs have capitalised on working class marginalisation, brought about by changes –
de-industrialisation, ‘post-materialism’, globalisation etc. – that can be summarised under
the heading of ‘modernisation’. We can crudely distinguish two variants of this ‘losers of
modernisation’ argument. The first posits that marginalised workers are driven to RPPs
either due to chronic insecurity or the perceived economic threat posed by immigrant compe-
tition (De Weerdt and De Witte, 2007). A combination of increased labour mobility, welfare
state retrenchment, automation, and changes in occupational structure have produced a new
divide between globalisation ‘winners’ and ‘losers’. The working classes in developed coun-
tries, who have seen their skills become obsolete and their jobs lost to foreigners at home and
overseas, figure prominently among the ‘losers’. In this view, RPPs have become attractive
for working-class voters by posing as the defenders of the principle of ‘national preference’
(Rydgren, 2008, p. 746) in employment and social security, and opponents of the ‘open
border’ capitalism promoted by mainstream parties and supranational institutions (Zaslove,
2008).

Conversely, proponents of the ‘cultural modernisation losers’ – or ‘cultural backlash’ – thesis
argue that RPPs “mobilise more or less exclusively on the cultural dimension of conflict”
(Bornschier, 2008, p. 1), and see the rise of RPPs as a backlash against the mainstreaming
of universalistic cultural values and institutions (Bornschier and Kriesi, 2012; Curtice, 2016).
RPPs’ voters feel threatened by the socially liberal turn that Western societies are taking as
a result of a series of long-term socio-cultural, rather than economic, changes. These include
the expansion of higher education; shifting attitudes towards social and cultural diversity;
and the de-nationalisation of social environments (via immigration), elite concerns (multi-
culturalism, identity politics) and political decision-making (the EU). As social democrats
re-focussed on the causes of the New Left, they gradually lost touch with more socially
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conservative and nationalist voters in their original working-class constituency (Houtman
et al., 2008). Value orientations emphasising order and community, conservative moral views
and national sovereignty are widely held among the working class, as already noted in early
works on ‘working-class authoritarianism’ (Adorno, 1950; Lipset, 1959). In this account,
RPPs succeed among working class voters by giving distinct political expression to cultural
values that have been marginalised in mainstream politics but are prominent among these
groups.

The most comprehensive empirical studies of RPPs’ electoral support have tended to find
that the ‘cultural backlash’ thesis fits the data more closely (Bornschier and Kriesi, 2012; In-
glehart and Norris, 2008; Oesch, 2008). Bornschier and Kriesi (2012, pp. 26-27), for instance,
conclude that “economic marginalisation and job insecurity play no role in determining the
vote for these parties. [...]. Culture clearly reigns supreme”. This poses a problem for the
way we situate RPP voters’ in the social structure. That is, acknowledging the preeminent
role cultural attitudes play in driving voters towards RPPs makes it problematic to claim
that these parties’ core constituency is the working class sensu strictu. First, such cultural
outlooks are by no means exclusive to this class (Ivarsflaten, 2005). Secondly, there are
significant intra-class variations in the patterns of support for RPPs (Oesch, 2008). Thirdly,
if the micro-foundational drivers of RPP vote are not underpinned by economic insecurity
(Hainmueller and Hopkins, 2014), it is hard to link these voters’ labour market positions
(expressed by class) and their political choices. The more we distance our explanatory
framework for RPP preference from economic factors, the less it makes sense to speak of
class as a dimension of RPP support at all.

A recent debate between Ford and Goodwin (2014, 2016) and Evans and Mellon (2016) illus-
trates the limitations of class schemes for the analysis of the occupational profile of RPP elec-
torates. In Revolt on the Right, Ford and Goodwin (2014) detail how UKIP morphed from
a fringe single-issue party to a full-fledged, electorally competitive RPP by successfully link-
ing the central appeals of this party family – immigration, identity and anti-establishment
sentiments – to Euroscepticism, its less marketable original raison d’être. This shift, they
argue, resonated with a ‘distinctive social base’:

[UKIP is] a working-class phenomenon. Its support is heavily concentrated
among older, blue collar workers, with little education and few skills; groups who
have been ‘left behind’ by the economic and social transformation of Britain in
recent decades, and pushed to the margins as the main parties have converged
to the centre ground. UKIP are not a second home for disgruntled Tories in
the shires; they are a first home for angry and disaffected working class Britons.
(Ford and Goodwin, 2014, p. 270)

Evans and Mellon (2016) cast doubts on this representation of UKIP support, arguing that
it fails to capture the diversity of the party’s electorate. Using a finer-grained class scheme,
they show that UKIP is in fact a coalition of business owners, self-employed and working-
class voters. Indeed, “the self-employed would appear to be somewhat more solidly UKIP
than the ‘left behind’ working class themselves” (Evans and Mellon, 2016, p. 474). Whilst
their critique is fundamentally correct, they take their argument too far in their conclusion
arguing that “most UKIP support actually comes from the established middle classes, if
only because they are the largest classes. These are clearly not the ‘left behind ’” (Evans
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and Mellon, 2016, p.477, emphasis added). Against this characterisation of UKIP almost
as a ‘catch-all’ party, we argue that there is indeed a ‘distinctive social character’ to the
occupations of UKIP voters, which can be pinpointed empirically – but it is fundamentally
distinct from occupational class. The distribution in society of the socio-cultural values that
most strongly predict support for parties like UKIP follows a pattern that cannot be reduced
to traditional labour market conceptions of class. This pattern is driven by something quite
different: stratification by status.

2. (Re-)introducing the Notion of Status

The classical distinction between class and status was first articulated by Weber, who argued
that we may meaningfully speak of class (Klasse) when

(1) a number of people have in common a specific component of their life chances,
in so far as (2) this component is represented exclusively by economic interests
in the possession of goods and opportunities for income, and (3) is represented
under the conditions of the commodity or labour markets. (Weber, 1968, p. 927)

Whilst class refers to objective inequalities in the economic sphere, status (Stand) denotes a
subjective aspect of social stratification, the unequal award of social honour to occupations
or other social attributes. In particular, Weber uses the term to describe

a typically effective claim to positive or negative privilege with respect to social
prestige so far as it rests on one or more of the following bases: (a) mode of living,
(b) a formal process of education which may consist in empirical or rational
training and the acquisition of the corresponding modes of life, or (c) on the
prestige of birth, or an occupation. (Weber, 1975, p. 424)

We can thus think of status in terms of relations of socially construed superiority, inferiority
or equality between groups based on their perceived social value (Chan and Goldthorpe,
2004, p. 383). Here we are particularly interested in occupational status – setting aside
other possible sources of social honour. Clearly, occupational class and status are interlinked:
prestige accrues with the attainment of property, security, and comfortable incomes. Yet, as
Weber (1968, pp. 932-933) points out, this congruence is not automatic or complete. There
are at least two important conceptual differences between them. First, if the currency of
status is prestige only, it follows that status groups will fall into a unidimensional hierarchy,
ranked according to their prestige. Class divisions, conversely, capture various dimensions of
occupations (ownership relations, task autonomy, contract type) and do not “lend themselves
to easy visualisation, in terms of any ordinal scale of ‘higher’ and ‘lower’” (Giddens, 1980, p.
106). It is not immediately clear, for example, where a construction foreman (NS-SEC Class
VI) ‘stands’ in relation to, say, a hairdresser (Class VII) or a taxi driver (Class V).

Secondly, Weber argues that these two aspects of inequality apply to distinct ‘ideal types’
of social organisation. Status inequality emerges from the most basic configuration of so-
cial life: the Gemeinschaft, or community (Tönnies, 1957). The Gemeinschaft is where
prestige is apportioned following the particularistic logic of ‘value rationality’ – beliefs that
attribute value to social realities such as kinship (family and ethnicity) and place (commu-
nity and land). Class inequality, on the contrary, is embedded in social bonds characteristic
of modernity – the Gesellschaft (society). This is the realm of ‘instrumental rationality’,
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where relationships are structured through contracts, with clearly defined rewards and rights
acquired in exchange for clearly defined duties performed (Waters and Waters, 2016). Whilst
a status order is more evident and consequential in traditional societies, a number of scholars
of social stratification have highlighted its enduring relevance in advanced economies as well
(Dimaggio and Mohr, 1985; Prandy and Lambert, 2003; Chan and Goldthorpe, 2004). Con-
temporary status groups differ in their patterns of socialisation and cultural expressions to a
degree significant enough to make such distinctions both empirically relevant and irreducible
to purely economic features of their labour market position.

The first occupational status scales, such as the 1947 North-Hatt scale, were derived from
questionnaires asking respondents to evaluate the social standing of various jobs. These
tended to place socio-cultural professionals (doctors, judges, teachers etc.) at the top and
manual occupations at the bottom. Laumann (1966) showed that occupational prestige of
this kind is a strong predictor of social association: we tend to marry and develop friendships
with those we think of as our ‘status equals’. This idea was already present in Weber’s
argument that the ties holding together status groups are the bonds of ‘commensality’ and
‘connubium’ (Weber, 1968, p. 493). In modern societies, we can thus think of what Weber
named status groups (Stände) not so much in terms of segregated ‘castes’ but rather loose
‘circles’: networks that individuals feel comfortable mingling with and marrying into, which
tend to exclude those thought to be much above or below their ‘rank’ (Chan, 2010, p.
12). Conversely, from a Weberian standpoint, classes are not communities (Klassen sind
keine Gemeineschaften, (Weber, 1968, p. 927): what engender common preferences among
members of the same class are the comparable pressures and constraints of their employment
position, not interpersonal relationships.

If the cleavage structure of British and continental polities made class a naturally attractive
analytical tool for European political sociologists, the notion of status featured more promi-
nently in post-WWII literature on American politics, where class played a less dominant
role. One of the earliest occurrences of the phrase ‘status politics’ is in Richard Hofstadter’s
(1955b) The Pseudo-Conservative Revolt : the influence of Weber’s ideas is obvious in Hof-
stadter’s analogous distinction between ‘interest politics’ – “the clash of material aims and
needs among various groups and blocs” – and status politics – “the clash of various projec-
tive rationalisations arising from status aspirations”. Around the same time, ‘status politics’
arguments were fruitfully applied by American scholars to three phenomena: the Populist
movement of the 1890s and early 1900s (Hofstadter, 1955a), the Temperance movement
(Gusfield, 1963), and the Radical Right of the McCarthy era (Hofstadter, 1955b; Lipset,
1955, 1963). It is striking how parts of this body of scholarship, so distant in space and time
from present-day Europe, resonate with contemporary commentary on RPPs. For instance,
the “undercurrent of provincial resentments, popular and ‘democratic’ rebelliousness and
suspiciousness, and nativism” that Hofstadter (1955a, p. 5) identified as fertile ground for
populism in his time also works well as a summary of European RPP voters’ motivations
today.

While subsequent scholarship has found it more useful to employ indicators, such as ‘socio-
economic status’, which aggregate different dimensions of social inequality (Campbell and
Parker, 1983), the Weberian injunction to distinguish between the economic and the cultural
dimensions has been taken up again in the scholarship on the social stratification of cultural
taste (Chan, 2010; Chan and Goldthorpe, 2004, 2005, 2007a,b; Dimaggio, 1987; Scheerder
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et al., 2002). Aiming to test rigorously Weber’s intuition that status groups are defined
by a ‘common style of life’, these authors have examined aspects of cultural consumption –
newspaper readership, music tastes, attendance to museums, even sport preferences – and
shown that they are indeed more powerfully determined by status than class. In other words,
whilst occupational class is relevant to life chances (e.g. likelihood of unemployment), occu-
pational status more accurately predicts life choices (e.g. likelihood of visiting museums).
These arguments have considerable theoretical significance, in that they challenge both the
tendency of American scholars to reformulate class in terms of culture, and the more ‘con-
tinental’ approach of social theorists such as Bourdieu to relegate cultural aspects of social
stratification to a symbolic reflection of occupational class (Chan, 2010, pp. 10-15).

3. Theorising the Relationship between Status and Voting Behaviour

Although the recent literature on status is largely sociological, (Chan and Goldthorpe, 2007a,
pp. 524-528) touch upon something very relevant to political scientists: just as class-related
economic life chances are reflected in a class-based distribution of economic preferences,
status-related stratification of consumption patterns is reflected in a status-based stratifica-
tion of cultural preferences. For instance, on issues related to the tolerance of non-conformity
– the libertarian/authoritarian axis1 ((Evans et al., 1996) – and national identification, the
lower the status position, the more exclusionary and conformist the views expressed (Chan,
2019), while class is almost entirely uncorrelated with such attitudes. If it is this type of
values that drives RRP support, then status is likely to be the more appropriate descriptive
and predictive tool to capture the social profile of their voters. The status hierarchy can
then be thought as the socio-structural basis of a cleavage – in Bartolini and Mair’s (1990,
p. 215) sense – that has as normative expression the divide over cultural preferences and
as behavioural expression support for ‘authoritarian’ RPPs on the one hand and culturally
liberal parties on the other. In keeping with this expectation, authoritarian values are (a)
negatively correlated to status scores (and higher education) (Chan and Goldthorpe, 2007a,
p. 527) and (b) highly predictive of UKIP support and vote (Kappe, 2015, pp. 11-14; Webb
and Bale, 2014, p. 966).

The obvious possible confounder of this relationship is education. Status and education
– in particular, higher education – are clearly related with each other and both correlate
with libertarian-authoritarian values. The relationship between higher education and sta-
tus is straightforward to explain: after post-war egalitarianism challenged the equation of
privilege with birth, the notion of ‘merit’ has become the most widely accepted principle
of prestige attribution (Hauser, 2002). As Weber (1968, p. 998) already sensed a century
ago, “the development of diploma from universities, and business and engineering colleges,
and the universal clamour for educational certificates in all fields make for the formation
of a privileged stratum,” which advances “claims to monopolise socially and economically
advantageous position.”

The ‘liberalising effect’ of higher education is just as well established, but the mechanisms
driving this are less well-understood. Following Surridge (2016), we can distinguish four
possible transmission mechanisms: the psychodynamic model, the cognitive model, the so-
cialisation model and the pre-adult self-selection model. The psychodynamic hypothesis
posits that knowledge furthers psychological security, self-esteem and a sense of ‘mastering
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one’s own life situation’, resulting in highly educated people feeling more secure in dealing
with deviations from their belief system and ‘way of life’. The cognitive model draws a
causal link between the cognitive sophistication imparted by higher education, quality of
reasoning and tolerance. Socialisation theories stress how experiences specific to universities
instill libertarian values, either through disproportionate exposure to libertarian viewpoints
or increased awareness of social diversity. Finally, self-selection frameworks highlight how
educational choices also depends on pre-existing individual and parental values, and there-
fore value differences between those who pursue higher education and those who do not may
be “more of a symptom of the cultural divide between the two groups than they are a cause”
(Hainmueller and Hiscox, 2007, p. 438).

While education has consistently emerged as an important determinant of cultural attitudes
and a strong predictor of RRP vote, there is also evidence that it is not the only social at-
tribute structuring the authoritarian-libertarian divide. For instance, Bornschier and Kriesi
(2012) find that cultural world-views matter “over and above their educational antecedents”.
Moreover, Chan and Goldthorpe’s (2007a, p. 527) analysis shows that education by itself
does not fully explain the distribution of cultural values in society. The variance in cultural
attitudes independent of education thus opens the possibility that occupational status also
plays an independent role as a positional referent of the value divide that structures the
‘New Politics’, alongside education rather than being subsumed by it. A number of possible
causal pathways for this role of status can be hypothesised (Figure 1).

[Figure 1 about here.]

First, social status defines, albeit informally, communities of ‘equals’, facilitating personal
relationships among status equals. These personal networks, in turn, may serve as conduits
for political values (Zuckerman, 2005): ‘people who talk together, vote together’. It is in fact
in the sphere of intimate association (‘commensality and connubium’, in Weber’s words) that
the transmission of values and information connected with social and moral norms occur.
For instance, it is at dinner parties and in pubs, rather than in the boardroom or on the
shop floor, that people feel comfortable discussing issues such as immigration, which disrupt
the ‘quotidian’ and immediate social environments (Rydgren, 2013, p. 6). In this sense,
both graduates and non-graduates in high-status circles will be more likely to converge
on socially liberal positions, due to the higher proportion of liberal graduates they keep
company with. Conversely, individuals in low-status circles, regardless of education, will
be disproportionately exposed to authoritarian viewpoints. Relatedly, the ‘social distance’
captured by status could explain that the appeal of RPPs’ anti-elitist messages: they give
voice to the sense of stigma and exclusion low-status voters experience from the top of the
status hierarchy.

Secondly, lifestyle choices are also structured by status, and these provide another mechanism
for status to feed into social values: the consumption of politically relevant cultural output.
For instance, Chan and Goldthorpe (2007b) show that status scores are correlated with
readership of ‘highbrow’ papers and negatively correlated with tabloid consumption. The
status polarisation of values may thus be strengthened by differential exposure to political
discourses. There is of course a self-selection element: both high-status liberals and low-
status authoritarians will seek newspapers that support their pre-existing views. However,
political orientations are not impervious to new information, nor can they plausibly be
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taken as the only determinant of (for example) newspaper choice. Indeed, because of its role
as a ‘lubricant of day-by-day social life’ (Chan and Goldthorpe, 2007b, p. 1103), cultural
consumption is strongly influenced by one’s social circle.

Thirdly, status inequality can be linked to values in a similar fashion to the way psychody-
namic educational models link knowledge and values: via self-esteem. According to social
identity theory, “individuals seek to maximise their self-esteem, and one important means
of doing so is by striving to achieve a positive social identity. The individual’s multiple
social identities may be ranked hierarchically. The higher a group’s rank, the greater the
self-esteem conferred by membership in it” (Hechter, 2004). The prestige accorded to high-
status positions fosters in those who occupy them a sense of secure validation, which enables
them to be relaxed about change and diversity. This idea of status security is akin to An-
thony Giddens’ notion of ‘ontological security’: a person’s awareness of being able to trust
their social environment, born out of the perception that their social attributes are recog-
nised and validated by it. This perception of ‘fitting in’ generates self-esteem and reduces
anxieties about change and difference (Giddens, 1991, pp. 35-47). Conversely, the higher
the consciousness of being in a low-status position, the clearer the sense of relative depriva-
tion in social prestige – which is associated with feelings of shame, resentment and anxiety
(Rydgren, 2013, pp. 5-8). This may drive low-status groups to favour political discourses
which emphasise and positively evaluate other aspects of their social identities, primarily
nationhood but also – in some cases –religion or race (Geschwender, 1967, pp. 168-171).
Low-status ‘natives’ will therefore tend to strongly support existing boundaries to these
identities, which grant them a sense of positive distinction from outsiders (Dekker et al.,
2003, pp. 350-353; Rydgren, 2003, pp. 53-54; Rydgren, 2013, p 9).

Fourthly, people may express the dominant values of their own status circle as ‘status sym-
bols’ (Dimaggio, 1987, p. 443): cues of status group membership and, most importantly,
means to distinguish the status group from political and social out-groups. This is what
the Campaign Director of Vote Leave hinted at in his explanation of why the ‘liberal elite’
backed (unthinkingly, in his view) the Remain side in the EU referendum:

Large numbers of people better educated than average – the sort of people who
work as producers at the BBC – talked about their vote like this: ‘Farage is
racist, he hates gay people and made that comment about foreigners with HIV,
he wants to turn the clock back and pull the drawbridge up, I’m not like that, my
friends aren’t like that, I am on the other side to people like that, I am tolerant
and modern, I will vote IN.’[. . . ] there’s two gangs and I know which one I’m
in.’ (Cummings, 2017, emphasis added)

A similar ‘reflex’ to distance oneself from lower status out-groups may be one source of
the reluctance of high-status individuals to support UKIP (or other RPPs). The mirror
image of this phenomenon is low-status groups’ hostility towards views and representatives
of high-status groups expressed, for example, as suspicion of their claims to expertise and
rejection of their values, perceived as insincere ‘political correctness’.

Finally, the cause-effect relationship can flow also in the opposite direction: values may feed
into status position just as status position feeds into values. Libertarians may prefer people-
centred professions, which entail not only a disposition towards interpersonal interaction
and empathy, but also ‘gentler’ types of interactions – care and knowledge-sharing, rather
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than control – and thus command higher social prestige. Conversely, authoritarians may
prefer to trade off social prestige for ‘harder’ types of work logic, such as command of the
work object (manual occupations), hierarchy-enhancing responsibilities (protective services)
or the maximisation of material gains (managerial occupations) (Haley and Sidanius, 2005;
Kitschelt and Rehm, 2014).

This mechanism of value-driven occupational choice echoes the occupational theory of prefer-
ence formation developed by Kitschelt and Rehm (2014), who also recognise the inadequacy
of traditional class schemes for the study of RPPs and propose an alternative categorisa-
tion. The present argument is not mutually exclusive to theirs; however, out ‘status’ framing
emphasises that political attitudes may be related to the attributional characteristics (so-
cial honour) of an occupation and the extra-occupational experiences (socialisation, cultural
consumption) associated with it, not only to its intrinsic ‘work logic’. For instance, from a
point of view of occupational selection (What Kitschelt and Rehm call the ‘weak version’
of their theory), libertarians may be more likely to enter socio-cultural professions than
authoritarians because, all other things being equal, they are readier to trade off material
security for the social validation that comes with those jobs. And similarly, from the point
of view of life-course value change (What Kitschelt and Rehm call the ‘strong version’ of
their theory), the reason why the libertarian-authoritarian attitudes of people in different
occupations develop differently may have just as much to do with the extra-occupational
experiences (social circles, cultural consumption) associated with their position as with the
nature of the tasks involved in their job routine.

4. Hypotheses and Methodology

Given what has been argued about the status stratification of socio-cultural values and the
relevance of authoritarianism in predicting support for RPPs, we expect that

H.1 Status is negatively correlated with UKIP support and is a stronger predictor
of UKIP preference than class.

Drawing on Hofstadter’s distinction between interest politics and status politics, we also
hypothesise that the social stratification of RPPs like UKIP will differ significantly from
the divide that historically underpins Left/Right competition in Britain: the class cleavage.
Thus, we also hypothesise that:

H.2 Class becomes less significant for predicting UKIP support after controlling
for status, whilst remaining an important determinant of support for the Con-
servatives and Labour. The opposite pattern will obtain for status, controlling
for class.

To test if the impact of status on political behaviour reproduces Bornschier and Kriesi’s
finding that values matter ‘over and above’ education we hypothesise that

H.3 Status has a significant effect on UKIP support after controlling for educa-
tional qualifications.

Analogously, in our analysis of European data, we expect that
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H.4 Likelihood of voting for Western European RPPs is negatively correlated with
status, holding class and education constant.

4.1. Main Analysis: Status and Political Behaviour in Britain

In order to test the hypotheses specific to the UK context, we run logistic regressions on
data from the 2015 Understanding Society Wave 6 (University of Essex, 2016), with party
preference dummies (derived from the survey item recording the party the respondent feels
closest to, excluding don’t knows and refused) as the dependent variables. As for the re-
gressors, class is captured by the 8-category NS-SEC scheme, and we introduce controls for
age, gender, income, education, ethnicity, region, country of birth and parents’ country of
birth. The explanatory variable for ‘status’ is operationalised using the scores derived by
Chan and Goldthorpe (2004) in their paper Is there a status order in contemporary British
society? They interpret status as a function of the social distance (expressed by patterns of
close friendship) between individuals belonging to different occupational groupings. Their
methodology collapses data from the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS), on respon-
dents’ and their best friends’ occupations into 31 groups on the basis of SOC-90 occupational
code, and computes the dissimilarity indices in friendship patterns between all pairs of occu-
pational groups. These values are then used as inputs to a multidimensional scale analysis,
which projects the ‘social distance’ between occupational groups on a Euclidean plane, with
the first dimension resulting from this scaling exercise serving as a proxy for status.

The status scale obtained reflects the stratification of social interaction between occupation
groups, which can be taken as a proxy for social status under the assumptions that (a)
occupation is a key positional characteristic to which social honour is attached, and (b)
close friendship implies a mutual perception of status equality. Crucially for our aim of
operationalising status in the Weberian sense, this scale is derived from an aspect of social
interaction – friendship – that is largely independent of labour market position, but rather
taps into latent perceptions of social equality and distinction. The occupational groups
and their status scores, which we substitute to respondents’ corresponding occupational
codes in our dataset, are shown in Table 1. In the absence of data on friends’ occupation
in Understanding Society, we have to make the further assumption that the status order
measured with the BHPS is broadly stable over time. This is not unproblematic and worthy
of further research; however, comparisons of the Chan and Goldthorpe (2007b, 1112, n19)
scheme with previous derivations of status scores reveal high levels of correlation between
status scales even decades apart.

[Table 1 about here.]

Status scores broadly reflect the degree of ‘manuality’ of occupations, with jobs involving
more manual labour accorded lower status. Moreover, occupational milieux seem to have
an influence on status, with jobs in manufacturing ranking lower than comparable (or even
more junior) positions in services. Median income is correlated to status scores (Pearson’s
r: 0.55) but there is a much stronger correlation with average levels of higher education
(0.88). This is in line with the expectations of ‘meritocratic’ theories of status, in which
social honour is assigned to occupations requiring the highest levels of formal education.
Considerable variation in status scores remains at both ends of the educational spectrum,
with large variations in status scores between status groups where degree holders are rare
and in the average share of graduates in the groups with the highest status scores.
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While status is closely linked to education, it shows only a weak relationship to occupa-
tional class. Figure 2 shows the distribution of status scores within classes. Though classes
I-IV have higher average status scores than classes V-VIII, most classes show a consider-
able spread on the status scale, highlighting the discrepancy between the two dimensions
of social structure. In terms of status, for instance, the employers of Class I fare somewhat
worse than the professionals in Class II and no better than white collar workers in Class
III, although their median income is considerably higher. Furthermore, the heavy presence
of small employers and the self-employed (Class V), the so-called ‘petite bourgeoisie’, in
the lowest positions of the scale makes this group much more similar, in terms of status,
to the ‘working class’ (VI-VIII) than to other components of the middle class (I-IV). This
‘déclassement’ of employers and the petite bourgeoisie is promising for our thesis, as the for-
mer – ostensibly ‘winners’ of economic modernisation – are significantly more UKIP-friendly
than their class position would suggest, and the latter is as much of a core constituency of
RPPs as the working class.

[Figure 2 about here.]

Figure 3 shows the cumulative distribution functions of supporters of the four main parties
by status score: UKIP is the only party where a majority of voters come from the lower half
of the status scale – indeed, about half of its electorate is from the bottom third. In contrast,
Labour and the Conservatives draw more than half of their support from respondents in the
top half of the status scale, and more than half of the Liberal Democrats’ support comes
from the top third of the status scale.

[Figure 3 about here.]

4.2. External Validity: Status and Political Behaviour in Europe

In order to probe the external validity of the results, we reproduce the analysis on data
from nine West European countries (Austria, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, the
Netherlands, Norway, Sweden and Switzerland) using nine waves (2002-2018) of the Euro-
pean Social Survey (ESS). We record the party the respondents voted in the last election
as ‘RPP’ if it is coded as ‘radical right’ in the 2014 Chapel Hill Expert Survey (CHES), as
‘centre left’ if they are coded as ‘socialist’ and as ‘centre right’ if they are coded as ‘conserva-
tive’ or ‘christian democratic’ (Polk et al., 2017). For more recent years, we complement this
categorisation with information from the PopuList dataset (Rooduijn et al., 2019) and orig-
inal research (see the Appendix for the complete list). Unlike Understanding Society, ESS
data also allow us to tease out the role of values in the relationship between social position
and electoral behaviour, as the survey includes attitudinal items. As such, we also employ
two attitudinal dependent variables, using respondents’ agreement on a scale from 0 to 10
with the belief that immigrants undermine the country’s culture and with the belief that the
government should reduce income differences. These aim to capture respondents’ position
respectively on the cultural (libertarian-authoritarian) and redistributive (left-right) axes of
competition.

We code the respondents’ class using the R package occupar, which computes the Euro-
pean Socio-Economic Classification (ESeC) categories on the basis of a respondent’s ISCO
occupational code, employment status, number of employees, and number of supervisees.
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The ESeC version we employ codes respondents into nine classes, including a separate cat-
egory for the unemployed. Country-specific status scales are derived using data on the
respondents and their partners’ (instead of friends’) occupations to approximate the Chan-
Goldthorpe methodology. In this case, we convert ISCO-88 and ISCO-08 codes into 28
functional occupational groups and then compute two contingency tables, for male and fe-
male respondents, with the respondents’ occupational group in the rows and the share of
their partners in each occupational group in the columns. We compute a dissimilarity index
for both gender-specific tables, average out the two, and feed the resulting matrix of ‘social
distances’ between dyads of occupational groups to a multidimensional scaling algorithm,
which returns as first dimension a measure of occupational status. As shown in Table 2, the
status scales are highly correlated across countries; further descriptive information on these
scales and their derivation is presented in the Appendix.

[Table 2 about here.]

Finally, we employ logistic regressions to identify the effect of class and status on the prob-
ability of voting for an RPP, a centre-right party or a centre-left party in each country; and
linear regressions to identify their relationship with respondents’ attitudes to migration and
redistribution. To account for covariates, we use a standard battery of controls: gender,
age, highest educational qualification, region and income. The region variable corresponds
to NUTS2 regions for all countries except France and Germany, where NUTS1 regions were
used; the income variable was standardised by computing the country-wave median bracket,
and then coding respondents as ‘above median income’, ‘below median income’ and ‘median
income bracket’. Each model uses ESS demographic weights and includes wave fixed effects
and a squared term for age. In the results section we present average marginal effect plots,
limiting the visualisation to the predictors and models of interest; full regression results for
class-only, status-only and ‘complete’ models are available in the Appendix.

5. Results

5.1. Status and UKIP support

Table 3 presents the results of four logistic regression models of UKIP support; for each
we also report three goodness-of-fit measures: the Bayesian information criterion (BIC),
Mc-Fadden’s pseudo-R squared and the expected percent of outcomes correctly predicted
(ePCP).2 Consistently with previous research (Ford and Goodwin, 2014; Evans and Mellon,
2016; Bornschier and Kriesi, 2012), in the class-only model, UKIP support appears stronger
among the working class and the self-employed than among the professional middle classes,
with the strongest support of all among whose in skilled working class (Class VI) and
routine (Class VIII) occupations. However, when we model UKIP support as a function of
both status and class, the class effects become wholly insignificant, while status remains a
powerful predictor. Conversely, as hypothesised, status shows a strong negative relationship
with UKIP support, net of the effect of demographic controls and class.

[Table 3 about here.]

Table 4 presents additional test statistics for the complete model. The results of the mul-
ticollinearity tests show that bias is not a major concern, as the coefficient for the status
variable is below the commonly used threshold of 5 for GVIF (generalised variance-inflation
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factor) and square root of 5 for the degrees of freedom-adjusted alternative measure. The
F-statistics and p-values reported refer to the variation on the dependent variable associated
with variation on each of the predictors: they suggest that the null hypothesis that the two
are independent can be rejected for status, but not for the class dummies. This confirms
that it is status, and not class, that predicts the relationship between occupation and UKIP
support.

[Table 4 about here.]

5.2. Status and Support for Other Parties: a Distinct Cleavage?

In table 5, we repeat the same analysis for Conservative and Labour support. Models 2
and 5 show that status alone has no correlation with Labour support, and a weak posi-
tive correlation with Conservative support. Conversely, the class-only models show that,
notwithstanding the long-term decline of class politics, there was still a recognisable class
dimension to Conservative and Labour vote in 2015. Likelihood of Conservative support
maps quite neatly onto the labour market characteristics expressed by NS-SEC classes: it is
highest for employers large and small (Classes I and V), then lower for workers in some form
of service relationship (Classes II-IV) and lowest for those employed under labour contracts
(Classes VI-VIII). Labour support is almost exactly the mirror image. Moreover, the model
diagnostics suggest that class-only model overperforms the status-only model, contrary to
what we observe for UKIP in table 3. When we introduce class and status together, class
remains, as predicted, a robust primary cleavage separating Labour and Conservative vot-
ers, but status displays an intriguing pattern. Class and status effects cross-cut each other:
working class professions tend to have lower status to middle class ones, but both working
class occupations and higher social status predict higher Labour support, while both middle
class occupations and lower social status predict higher Conservative support, though the
status coefficient is just above conventional levels of significance in the full model. Indeed,
the cross-cutting effects of status may suppress the impact of class: the working class appear
even more strongly aligned with Labour and averse to the Conservatives once status effects
are controlled for. However, the status coefficients are substantially small and their p-values
are above the conventional 0.05 threshold.

[Table 5 about here.]

Social status is, however, a strong predictor of support for the Liberal Democrats (Table
6), an effect which overlaps with strong education effects, but remains significant even after
these are controlled for. The Liberal Democrats, like UKIP, are distinctive in their socio-
cultural preferences – they are strongly pro-EU, pro-immigration, and socially liberal –
and this offer proves more attractive to those higher up the status hierarchy. Finally, the
results of the analysis of variance reported in table 7 confirm that – while in the case of the
Conservatives and the Labour party models class is doing much of the predictive work –
for the Liberal Democrats status emerges as a better predictor of electoral behaviour than
class, though to a lesser extent than for UKIP.

[Table 6 about here.]

[Table 7 about here.]
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5.3. The effects of class, education and status compared

Higher education emerges as one of the strongest (negative) predictors of UKIP voting inten-
tion, alongside status and ethnicity. This is a common theme in the comparative literature
on the sociology of RPPs, and deep education divides were also evident in the 2015 general
elections (Bogdanor, 2016) and in the 2016 EU referendum (Ford and Goodwin, 2017). Yet,
as we have discussed, the status hierarchy does not simply reflect educational differences.
This is confirmed in our models of support for both UKIP and the Liberal Democrats, where
status effects remain significant even after controlling for education levels. Figure 4 illus-
trates this, by plotting the average marginal effects of status, class and education on support
for UKIP, the Conservatives, Labour and the Liberal Democrats in the models including
status, class and controls.

The coexistence of status and higher education effects suggests that, to understand the
occupational distribution of those values that are behind UKIP (and, to a lesser extent,
Liberal Democrat) support, two distinct phenomena must be taken into account. First,
the kind of experiences connected to higher education matter independently of where one
ends up after graduation and, at the same time, ending up in higher or lower ‘status circles’
matters independently of educational qualifications. An important caveat to this is that
status scores may partly pick up unobserved differences in educational credentials – for
instance, the prestige of degree subject or institution. But then again, this ’allocation’ effect
of education on values may describe a relationship contingent on the occupational positions
opened up or closed off by degree choice and institutional prestige, rather than a particularly
‘liberalising’ effect of educational experiences. In other words, certain (unobserved) aspects
of education may lead to the attainment of higher status, but it is not clear whether it is
these aspects of educational choices per se or the status that comes with them that drive
political behaviour.

[Figure 4 about here.]

5.4. External validity

The analysis of ESS data shows that the distinct political significance of class and status
observed in the British context is also found in a range of other European contexts with
electorally significant RPPs. As shown in figure 5, status is negatively related to likelihood of
voting for RPPs in all nine cases, though once class is included in the model the relationship
is somewhat below significance in two. As in the analysis of UKIP vote, we find that status
effects coexist with education effects. Conversely, class coefficients are almost invariably
non-significant and the direction of the effect varies across cases.

[Figure 5 about here.]

The comparison with the marginal effect plots for centre-right and centre-left voting in
Figure 6 is instructive: even allowing for the rich variety of party systems and different
historical trajectories of class voting across political contexts, there are still common traits
in the behaviour of classes. Specifically, the higher salariat and the petite bourgeoisie are
consistently more likely to vote for centre-right parties, while the working class and, to a
lesser extent, the less autonomous middle-class occupations are significantly more likely to
vote for centre-left parties. Instead, here it is the effect of status that is inconsistent across
countries and non-significant in the majority of cases.
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[Figure 6 about here.]

Weber’s distinction is even more immediately evident from the analysis of the occupational
correlates of the political attitudes that, as discussed, serve as antecedents for voting be-
haviour along the left-right and libertarian-authoritarian dimensions. In all countries, status
is highly predictive of immigration attitudes, while class is not; and class is highly predictive
of redistributive attitudes while status is not (figure 7), as Chan and Goldthorpe (2007a, p.
527) found using UK data.

[Figure 7 about here.]

6. Conclusion

The emergence of cultural politics as an increasingly central axis of political competition
in Britain and elsewhere calls for a more thorough examination of its rooting in social
structure (Ford and Jennings, 2020). As Kitschelt (2013) noted, the traditional categories
of class analysis have proven unsatisfactory (and at times misleading) tools to disentangle
the links between structure and behaviour when it comes to RPPs. Our analysis confirms
that the contemporary politics of the community/Gesellschaft has a different basis than
the politics of the market/Gemeinschaft. Moreover, it suggests that the hitherto neglected
notion of status can provide a more effective tool for describing the social profile of support
for RPPs, alongside the already established role of educational qualifications.

Status has a powerful influence on patterns of social interaction and cultural tastes, on
perceived social prestige, and – crucially – on cultural values. Operationalised as a function
of social distance between occupational groups, it is strongly predictive of UKIP support in
Britain and RPP support in other Western European countries, and this correlation cannot
be explained by controlling for education. In this sense, our paper serves as a ‘proof of
concept’, demonstrating the explanatory potential of an old notion – status – that has been
regrettably overlooked in the contemporary study of RPP voting. In this perspective, we
welcome the recent work by Gidron and Hall (2017), which considers status anxiety as a
proximate driver of populist support, although their focus on subjective status is somewhat
different from our treatment of status as a dimension of social stratification.

As a final caveat, we wish to note that while our model clarifies the relationship between
attitudes and social structure, it does not indicate why these attitudes have become po-
litically relevant. In our view, it is not social change that made certain sections of soci-
ety authoritarian, but rather that social change has activated a latent, socially structured,
value divide. Indeed, we can identify previous instances of status politics activation – Mc-
Carthyism (Lipset, 1963), Poujadisme (Lipset, 1964), and Powellism (Schoen, 1977) – with
remarkably similar social bases as UKIP long before the ‘usual suspects’ blamed for the rise
of RPPs (post-materialism, globalisation, de-industrialisation, EU integration) emerged. In
this perspective, before UKIP, the status-based distribution of socio-cultural values consti-
tuted in British society what Deegan-Krause (2007, p. 539) calls a ‘position divide’, in which
a cleavage’s structural and normative elements were present without a strong institutional
expression. What changed, in our view, in the last couple of decades is that status concerns
– perceptions that cherished ‘ways of life’ are under threat – became so salient that status
politics became possible.
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Three factors may have heightened the salience of these concerns. First, a relative increase
in the salience of status concerns due to the relative decline of class politics: “the stronger
the relative strength of the traditional political divisions, the smaller is the capacity of the
new divisions to destructure the national political landscape” (Kriesi and Lachat, 2004,
p. 9; Evans and Tilley, 2017). A second trend is an absolute increase in the salience of
status concerns due to the increase in immigration levels. Immigration “creates widespread
concern about political and social community” (McLaren, 2015, p. 9): not only because
different ‘ways of life’ are perceived as threatening to ‘organically grown’ communities, but
also because this threat is associated with the notion that elites are complicit in the dilution
of such traditional identities. Thirdly, we can speak of an asymmetrical increase in the
salience of status concerns due to the political repercussions of educational expansion and
generational value change. As the British public became more socially liberal, the political
class followed – both for electoral reasons and because of the progressive monopolisation
of politics by high-status professionals (Sobolewska and Ford, 2020). The cultural losers
of modernisation thus found themselves without any mainstream political actors willing to
represent and defend their ‘ways of life’.

In conclusion, we suggest two avenues for further research in this area. First, this paper
leaves unanswered the question of how status feeds into attitudes and behaviour: the relative
weight of social interaction, cultural consumption, self-esteem and socio-psychological priors
of occupational choice needs further theoretical refinement and empirical work. Secondly,
while we had a first stab at a cross-country analysis as supportive evidence to our work
on UKIP, the extent to which our findings ‘travel’ across contexts and over time deserves
additional scrutiny. For instance, further analysis is required to refine a measure of status
valid beyond Western Europe, as well as to investigate the relevance of Weber’s distinction
in contexts with significantly distinct status hierarchies or party system characteristics.
Moreover, it would be interesting to reassess the occupational bases of voting behaviour
in the UK over time, particularly in view of recent trends, such as UKIP’s decline, the
absorption of much of its electorate by the Conservatives and Labour’s further shift towards
social liberalism.

Notes

1Of particular relevance is the way this value divide structures attitudes towards immigration, nationhood
and multiculturalism. In this sense, this divide would be best defined as a universalistic/anti-universalistic
cleavage, as conceptualised by Bornschier and Kriesi (2012), but we believe that the classical libertarian-
authoritarian scale provides a good proxy for this bundle of attitudes.

2To facilitate comparisons between models, we limit the sample used to respondents with valid entries
for all regressors in the controls-only model specification as well.
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Dekker, H., Malová, D., Hoogendoorn, S., 2003. Nationalism and Its Explanations. Political
Psychology 24, 345–376.

Dimaggio, P., 1987. Classification in art. American Sociological Review 52, 440–455.

Dimaggio, P., Mohr, J., 1985. Cultural Capital, Educational Attainment, and Marital
Selection. American Journal of Sociology 90, 1231–1261.

Evans, G., Heath, A., Lalljee, M., 1996. Measuring left-right and libertarian-authoritarian
values in the British electorate. British journal of sociology 47, 93–112.

Evans, G., Mellon, J., 2016. Working Class Votes and Conservative Losses: Solving the
UKIP Puzzle. Parliamentary Affairs 69, 464–479.

Evans, G., Tilley, J., 2017. The new politics of class : the political exclusion of the British
working class. First edit ed., Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Evans, J., 2005. The Dynamics of Social Change in Radical Right-wing Populist Party
Support. Comparative European Politics 3, 76–101.

Flecker, J. (Ed.), 2007. Changing Working Life and the Appeal of the Extreme Right.
London: Routledge. Routledge, New York.

Ford, R., Goodwin, M., 2014. Revolt on the right : explaining support for the radical right
in Britain. Routledge.

Ford, R., Goodwin, M., 2016. Different Class? UKIP’s Social Base and Political Impact: A
Reply to Evans and Mellon. Parliamentary Affairs 69, 480–491.

Ford, R., Goodwin, M., 2017. A Nation Divided. Journal of Democracy 28, 17–30.

Ford, R., Jennings, W., 2020. The changing cleavage politics of western europe. Annual
Review of Political Science 23, 295–314.

Geschwender, J., 1967. Continuities in Theories of Status Consistency and Cognitive Disso-
nance. Social Forces 46, 160–171.

Giddens, A., 1980. The class structure of the advanced societies. Hutchinson university
library. Sociology. second edi ed., Hutchinson, London.

19

https://blogs.spectator.co.uk/2017/01/dominic-cummings-brexit-referendum-won/
https://blogs.spectator.co.uk/2017/01/dominic-cummings-brexit-referendum-won/


Giddens, A., 1991. Modernity and self-identity: self and society in the late modern age.
Polity Press in association with Blackwell Publishing Ltd, Cambridge, U.K.

Gidron, N., Hall, P.A., 2017. The politics of social status: economic and cultural roots of
the populist right. The British Journal of Sociology 68, S57–S84.

Gusfield, J.R., 1963. Symbolic crusade: status politics and the American temperance move-
ment. Illini books ; IB-38, University of Illinois Press, Urbana, Ill.

Habermas, J., 1987. The theory of communicative action. Polity Press in association with
Basil Blackwell, Cambridge.

Hainmueller, J., Hiscox, M.J., 2007. Educated Preferences: Explaining Attitudes Toward
Immigration in Europe. International Organization 61, 399–442.

Hainmueller, J., Hopkins, D.J., 2014. Public Attitudes Toward Immigration. Annual Review
of Political Science 17, 225–249.

Haley, H., Sidanius, J., 2005. Person-Organization Congruence and the Maintenance of
Group-Based Social Hierarchy: A Social Dominance Perspective. Group Processes &
Intergroup Relations 8, 187–203.

Hauser, R.M., 2002. Meritocracy, Cognitive Ability, and the Sources of Occupational Success
, 1–73.

Hechter, M., 2004. From Class to Culture. American Journal of Sociology 110, 400–445.

Hofstadter, R., 1955a. The age of reform: from Bryan to F.D.R. Vintage Books, New York.

Hofstadter, R., 1955b. The Pseudo-Conservative Revolt, in: Bell, D. (Ed.), The radical
right. United Chapters of Phi Beta Kappa, pp. 77–95.

Houtman, D., Achterberg, P., Derks, A., 2008. Farewell to the leftist working class. Trans-
action Publishers, New Brunswick, NJ.

Inglehart, R., Norris, P., 2008. Cultural Backlash: Trump, Brexit and the Rise of Authori-
tarian Populism. Cambridge University Press, New York.

Ivarsflaten, E., 2005. The vulnerable populist right parties: No economic realignment fuelling
their electoral success. European Journal of Political Research 44, 465–492.

Kappe, R., 2015. The political psychology of UKIP: Personality factors, authoritarian-
ism and support for right-wing populist parties in Britain, in: Annual conference of the
Elections, Public Opinion and Parties (EPOP).

Kitschelt, H., 2013. Social class and the radical right: Conceptualizing political preference
formation and partisan choice, in: Rydgren, J. (Ed.), Class politics and the radical right.
Routledge, pp. 224–51.

Kitschelt, H., Rehm, P., 2014. Occupations as a Site of Political Preference Formation.
Comparative Political Studies 47, 1670–1706.

20



Kriesi, H., Lachat, R., 2004. Globalization and the Transformation of the National Political
Space: Switzerland and France Compared, in: Workshop on the Analysis of Political
Cleavages and Party Competition, Duke University, 16-17 April.

Laumann, E.O.E.O., 1966. Prestige and association in an urban community : an analy-
sis of an urban stratification system. An Advanced study in sociology, Bobbs-Merrill,
Indianapolis.

Lipset, S., 1955. The Sources of The “Radical Right”, in: Bell, D. (Ed.), The Radical Right.
Routledge. chapter 13.

Lipset, S., 1959. Democracy and Working-Class Authoritarianism. American Sociological
Review 24, 482–501.

Lipset, S., 1963. Three decades of the radical right: Coughlinites, McCarthyites, and
Birchers, in: Bell, D. (Ed.), The radical right. Doubleday Anchor, pp. 317–377.

Lipset, S., 1964. The Changing Class Structure and Contemporary European Politics.
Daedalus 93, 271.

McLaren, L., 2015. Immigration and Perceptions of National Political Systems in Europe.
Oxford University Press.

Oesch, D., 2008. Explaining Workers’ Support for Right-Wing Populist Parties in Western
Europe: Evidence from Austria, Belgium, France, Norway, and Switzerland. International
Political Science Review 29, 349–373.

Polk, J., Rovny, J., Bakker, R., Edwards, E., Hooghe, L., Jolly, S., Koedam, J., Kostelka,
F., Marks, G., Schumacher, G., Steenbergen, M., Vachudova, M.A., Zilovic, M., 2017.
Explaining the salience of anti-elitism and reducing political corruption for political parties
in europe with the 2014 chapel hill expert survey data. Research Politics 4, 1–9.

Prandy, K., Lambert, P., 2003. Marriage, Social Distance and the Social Space: An Alter-
native Derivation and Validation of the Cambridge Scale. Sociology 37, 397–411.

Rooduijn, M., Van Kessel, S., Froio, C., Pirro, A., De Lange, S., Halikiopoulou, D., Lewis,
P., Mudde, C., Taggart, P., 2019. The populist: An overview of populist, far right, far
left and eurosceptic parties in europe. URL: www.popu-list.org.

Rydgren, J., 2003. Meso-level Reasons for Racism and Xenophobia: Some Converging and
Diverging Effects of Radical Right Populism in France and Sweden. European Journal of
Social Theory 6, 45–68.

Rydgren, J., 2008. Immigration sceptics, xenophobes or racists? Radical right-wing voting
in six West European countries. European Journal of Political Research 47, 737–765.

Rydgren, J., 2013. Class politics and the radical right. Routledge.

Scheerder, J., Vanreusel, B., Taks, M., Renson, R., 2002. Social Sports Stratification in
Flanders 1969-1999: Intergenerational Reproduction of Social Inequalities? International
Review for the Sociology of Sport 37, 219–245.

21

www.popu-list.org.


Schoen, D.E., 1977. Enoch Powell and the Powellites. Macmillan London.

Sobolewska, M., Ford, R., 2020. Brexitland. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Surridge, P., 2016. Education and liberalism: pursuing the link. Oxford Review of Education
42, 146–164.
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Figure 1: Explaining the social stratification of UKIP support: linkages between status, education and
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Figure 2: Distribution of respondents by NS-SEC class and status score.
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Figure 3: Empirical Distribution Function of Voters by Status Score
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Figure 4: Average marginal effects of status, class and education on party preferences
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Figure 5: Average marginal effects of status, class and education on RPP vote in Europe
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Figure 6: Average marginal effects of status, class and education on mainstream party vote in Europe
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Figure 7: Average marginal effects of status, class and education on political attitudes in Europe
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Rank Occupational Group
Chan-Goldthorpe

Status Score

1 Higher Professionals 0.5643
2 Associate Professionals in Business 0.5337
3 Specialist Managers 0.5107
4 Teachers and Other Professionals in Education 0.5107
5 General Managers 0.4114
6 Associate Professionals in Industry 0.3116
7 Scientists, Engineers and Technologists 0.3115
8 Filling and Record Clerks 0.2559
9 Managers and Officials, nec 0.2355
10 Administrative Officers and Assistants 0.2274
11 Numerical Clerks and Cashiers 0.2238
12 Associate Professionals in Health and Welfare 0.2228
13 Secretaries and Receptionists 0.1539
14 Other Clerical Workers 0.1443
15 Buyers and Sales Representatives 0.1193
16 Childcare Workers 0.1097
17 Managers and Proprietors in Services -0.1453
18 Plant, Depot and Site Managers -0.0625
19 Sales Workers -0.1151
20 Health Workers -0.2121
21 Personal Service Workers -0.2261
22 Protective Service Personnel -0.2288
23 Routine Workers in Services -0.2974
24 Catering Workers -0.3261
25 Store and Dispatch Clerks -0.3353
26 Skilled Manual Workers, nec -0.4072
27 Transport Operatives -0.4114
28 Skilled Manual Workers in Construction -0.5014
29 Skilled Manual Workers in Metal Trades -0.5121
30 Plant and Machines Operatives -0.5589
31 General Labourers -0.5979

Table 1: Chan-Goldthorpe status scores by occupational group
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AT CH DE DK FI FR NL NO SE

Austria (AT) 1.00 0.98 0.98 0.97 0.97 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Switzerland (CH) 0.98 1.00 0.99 0.98 0.95 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.98

Germany (DE) 0.98 0.99 1.00 0.98 0.95 0.98 0.98 0.99 0.98

Denmark (DK) 0.97 0.98 0.98 1.00 0.95 0.98 0.97 0.98 0.98

Finland (FI) 0.97 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.96 0.94 0.96

France (FR) 0.98 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.98 0.98

Netherlands (NL) 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.97 0.96 0.97 1.00 0.98 0.98

Norway (NO) 0.98 0.98 0.99 0.98 0.94 0.98 0.98 1.00 0.98

Sweden (SE) 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.96 0.98 0.98 0.98 1.00

Table 2: Correlation Coefficients for Status Scores
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Dependent variable:

UKIP vs Others

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

(controls) (class only) (status only) (class and status)

Constant −5.54∗∗ (0.44) −5.75∗∗ (0.52) −5.35∗∗ (0.45) −5.24∗∗ (0.53)
Status −1.14∗∗ (0.16) −1.05∗∗ (0.24)

Class[a]

Class II −0.14 (0.34) −0.04 (0.34)
Class III −0.21 (0.27) −0.31 (0.27)
Class IV 0.30 (0.28) −0.02 (0.29)
Class V 0.54+ (0.29) −0.03 (0.32)
Class VI 0.57+ (0.30) −0.14 (0.33)
Class VII 0.52+ (0.28) −0.05 (0.31)
Class VIII 0.66∗ (0.29) −0.08 (0.34)
Gender (male) 0.41∗∗ (0.11) 0.34∗∗ (0.11) 0.19+ (0.11) 0.20+ (0.12)

Age[b]

25 to 34 0.19 (0.22) 0.26 (0.23) 0.24 (0.23) 0.25 (0.23)
35 to 44 0.05 (0.22) 0.13 (0.22) 0.13 (0.22) 0.13 (0.22)
45 to 54 −0.03 (0.21) 0.03 (0.21) 0.03 (0.21) 0.03 (0.21)
55 to 64 −0.15 (0.22) −0.11 (0.22) −0.08 (0.22) −0.09 (0.22)
65+ −0.23 (0.28) −0.24 (0.29) −0.17 (0.29) −0.19 (0.29)

Generation[c]

1st (born abroad) 0.08 (0.23) 0.05 (0.23) 0.02 (0.23) 0.02 (0.23)
2nd (parent b.a.) −0.18 (0.20) −0.17 (0.20) −0.18 (0.20) −0.19 (0.20)
Ethnicity (white) 1.89∗∗ (0.35) 1.95∗∗ (0.35) 1.93∗∗ (0.35) 1.94∗∗ (0.35)

Education[d]

A-Level/non-degree HE 1.03∗∗ (0.17) 0.89∗∗ (0.17) 0.84∗∗ (0.17) 0.83∗∗ (0.17)
GCSE/O-Level 1.74∗∗ (0.15) 1.48∗∗ (0.16) 1.37∗∗ (0.16) 1.37∗∗ (0.16)
No Qualifications 1.49∗∗ (0.18) 1.23∗∗ (0.19) 1.10∗∗ (0.19) 1.10∗∗ (0.19)

Income[e]

less than £1000 −0.03 (0.15) −0.12 (0.15) −0.07 (0.15) −0.09 (0.15)
more than £2000 −0.32∗∗ (0.12) −0.16 (0.12) −0.19 (0.12) −0.17 (0.12)

Region[f ]

East of England 0.11 (0.20) 0.12 (0.20) 0.13 (0.20) 0.13 (0.20)
London −0.43 (0.27) −0.41 (0.27) −0.35 (0.27) −0.36 (0.27)
North East −0.23 (0.28) −0.27 (0.28) −0.25 (0.28) −0.25 (0.28)
North West −0.34 (0.22) −0.37+ (0.22) −0.35 (0.22) −0.36+ (0.22)
South East 0.23 (0.19) 0.25 (0.19) 0.26 (0.19) 0.26 (0.19)
South West −0.25 (0.22) −0.26 (0.22) −0.27 (0.22) −0.27 (0.22)
Wales 0.11 (0.23) 0.08 (0.23) 0.09 (0.24) 0.09 (0.24)
West Midlands −0.32 (0.24) −0.33 (0.24) −0.34 (0.24) −0.34 (0.24)
Yorkshire & Humber −0.11 (0.22) −0.12 (0.22) −0.11 (0.23) −0.11 (0.23)

Observations 7,623 7,623 7,623 7,623
BIC 3,296.07 3,324.16 3,254.42 3,297.06
McFadden’s pseudo-R2 0.100 0.110 0.115 0.116
ePCP 89.38% 89.47% 89.51% 89.51%

+p<0.1; ∗p<0.05; ∗∗p<0.01, [a] ref. cat. = Class I, [b] ref. cat. = 18-24, [c] ref. cat. = UK-born,

[d] ref. cat. = Degree, [e] ref. cat. = £1000-£2000, [f ] ref. cat. = East Anglia.

Table 3: Determinants of UKIP preference vs all others (logistic regression) – England and Wales35



Multicollinearity test Analysis of Variance

Variable GVIF GVIF2(1/(2×Df)) F-statistic p-value

Status 2.77 1.66 19.53 <0.001

Class 3.39 1.09 4.02 0.777

Gender 1.31 1.14 2.80 0.094

Age 1.34 1.02 5.54 0.353

Generation 1.29 1.06 0.88 0.643

Ethnicity 1.31 1.14 30.15 <0.001

Education 1.43 1.06 70.08 <0.001

Income 1.42 1.09 2.05 0.358

Region 1.18 1.01 21.71 0.001

Table 4: Test statistics (model 4 in Table 3)
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Dependent variable:

LibDem vs Others

Model 1 Model 2 Model 2

Constant −3.57∗∗ (0.41) −3.52∗∗ (0.34) −3.80∗∗ (0.42)
Status 0.55∗∗ (0.16) 0.56∗∗ (0.22)
Class II 0.65∗∗ (0.23) 0.61∗∗ (0.23)
Class III 0.24 (0.22) 0.28 (0.22)
Class IV 0.14 (0.25) 0.29 (0.25)
Class V 0.28 (0.26) 0.52+ (0.27)
Class VI 0.11 (0.31) 0.46 (0.34)
Class VII −0.22 (0.27) 0.06 (0.30)
Class VIII 0.17 (0.30) 0.56+ (0.34)

Education [b]

A-Level/non-degree HE −0.44∗∗ (0.13) −0.44∗∗ (0.13) −0.41∗∗ (0.13)
GCSE/O-Level −0.71∗∗ (0.14) −0.66∗∗ (0.14) −0.64∗∗ (0.15)
No Qualifications −0.59∗∗ (0.18) −0.51∗∗ (0.18) −0.50∗∗ (0.18)

Observations 7,623 7,623 7,623
BIC 3,817.80 3,772.35 3,820.04
McFadden’s pseudo-R2 0.052 0.051 0.55
ePCP 87.89% 87.87% 87.90%

+p<0.1; ∗p<0.05; ∗∗p<0.01, [a] ref. cat. = Class I, [b] ref. cat. = Degree. All
control variables (gender, age, ethnicity, generation, income, region) are included
in the model, but the coefficients are not shown for reasons of space.

Table 6: Determinants of Liberal Democrat support (logistic regression) – England and Wales
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Analysis of Variance (full specifications models)

Conservatives Labour Liberal Democrats

F-statistic p-value F-statistic p-value F-statistic p-value
Status 1.59 0.206 3.18 0.074 6.61 0.010
Class 10.70 <0.001 12.00 <0.001 2.10 0.040
Gender 4.29 0.038 2.00 0.157 3.34 0.067
Age 4.64 <0.001 2.77 0.017 1.29 0.264
Generation 2.57 0.076 1.49 0.224 0.279 0.757
Ethnicity 100.04 <0.001 235.20 <0.001 21.73 <0.001
Education 20.75 <0.001 15.61 <0.001 8.01 <0.001
Income 12.48 <0.001 3.20 0.041 1.09 0.334
Region 20.28 <0.001 36.11 <0.001 6.52 <0.001

Table 7: F-tests for Models 3 and 6 in Table 4 and Model 3 in Table 5.
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