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Abstract

Despite the right to vote being near universal in many countries, there still exists significant in-
equalities in political representation. One contributing factor may be the decisions made by political
parties in selecting candidates for election. I find that the incentive to win elections may encourage
parties to select their candidates from a wider range of backgrounds. I exploit the unique setting of
the Conservative Party in early twentieth-century Britain, and their unexpected landslide defeat in
the 1906 election, and identify a positive association with electoral incentives and wider represen-
tation among Conservative candidates in the 1910 elections. I use hand-collected biographical data
concerning over 2000 candidates, categorised into socioeconomic groups using machine-learning al-
gorithms. For example, I find that the likelihood of a candidate who worked as a labourer is selected
more than doubles in the average constituency, using geographical variation in electoral outcomes,
and a candidate from the political elite is 10.2 per cent less likely to be selected.
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“The demand of the democracy is really for a free choice of doctors. Instead of con ning, as
it were, those who were able to remedy their evils and cure them to a small class, they say

\We want an unlimited choice in picking out the men who suit us best".

David Lloyd George, House of Commons Debate, 10th August 1911*

1 Introduction

The right to vote has become near universal in many countries over the past century, yet there remains
significant socioeconomic inequalities across many dimensions, such as race, gender, and socioeconomic
backgrounds. For example, there still exists vast inequalities in pay across race, gender, and socioeco-
nomic backgrounds. It is clear that the near universal right to vote and stand for office in many democ-
racies are by no means an immediate panacea for these inequalities. Although the Voting Rights Act
of 1965 removed racially discriminating voting restrictions in the United States, recent and widespread
protests suggest that there are still considerable inequalities across racial lines, such as in policing. Over
fifty years passed between the enfranchisement of women in the United Kingdom in 1918 and the pas-
sage of the Equal Pay Act 1970?. While the extension of voting rights to the working class in nineteenth
century Britain increased the proportion of the male population eligible to vote from 18 per cent in 1832
to 63 per cent in 1885, it would be decades before the full emergence of the welfare state after the Second

World War.

So why should there be such a delay, or even dislocation, between universal enfranchisement and more
equitable policy? The theoretical literature suggests that when the right to vote is extended from a
wealthy elite to the entire population, the result is more egalitarian policy, such as redistribution (Meltzer
& Richard 1981, Alesina & Rodrik 1994, Persson & Tabellini 1994). However, among many other factors,
Lindert (2000) suggests that ‘the answer must lie in the relationship of the income distribution to political
voice ... the usual pressure-group models, such as median-voter models, should not be applied until they

are cast in terms of the self-interest of those who actually have a political voice’.

Indeed there is extensive evidence suggesting that who actually has a ‘political voice’, and their char-
acteristics, may have a significant impact on policy, whether it be their race (Hopkins & McCabe 2012,
Beach et al. 2019), gender (Clots-Figueras 2011, Bhalotra & Clots-Figueras 2014), and socioeconomic
class (Carnes 2012), or even whether they smoke (Burden 2007), serve in the military (Gelpi & Feaver
2002), or have daughters (Washington 2008). However, the considerable influence of political parties in
many democracies also includes control over the selection of candidates at elections (Hazan 2014), and
therefore the supply of political representation across different groups. Therefore the difference between
implemented policy and the electorate’s preferences may be explained by a cartel of political parties who
restrict the supply of redistributive policies and non-elite representation. This may result in no signif-

icant change in policy or widening representation, even when increased political participation, whether

1Hansard 10th August 1911 Volume 29 Columns 1365-1477 ‘Debate on the Payment of Members’
2The Equal Pay Act 1970 prohibited any less favourable treatment between men and women in terms of pay and conditions
of employment.



through extending the franchise or increasing turnout, increases demand for both. While political rep-
resentation for women and ethnic minorities grew in the twentieth century, working-class representation
in politics has remained low, for example less than two per cent of members of the US Congress despite

making up 50 to 60 per cent of the electorate (Carnes 2012).

This paper investigates whether the incentive to win elections may widen representation within a political
party. I find evidence that electoral incentives may encourage political parties to select candidates from a
wider range of socioeconomic backgrounds. I exploit the example of the Conservative Party’s selection of
candidates after their shock landslide defeat in the UK 1906 general election. I use geographic variation
in the Conservative vote share and control for the party’s past performance and candidates. I find that
the average Conservative defeat of 8.9 percentage points in 1906 led to a 5.4 percent decrease in the
likelihood of the Conservatives selecting a candidate from the political elite. Notably, this average defeat
is associated with a more than doubling of the probability that the Conservatives chose a candidate who
previously worked as a labourer. In stark contrast, the Conservatives attitude towards the creation of

the new welfare state by the Liberal government remained hostile, despite its popularity in 1906.

This replacement effect is robust across a comprehensive range of candidate characteristics, which I hand-
collect from not only the biographies of MPs but also unsuccessful candidates. These characteristics
include information about the backgrounds of these candidates including their education, their family’s
backgrounds, their previous occupations, their social connections, clubs and hobbies, and so on. In
addition, I use machine learning algorithms (Support Vector Machine and Latent Dirichlet Allocation)
to sort candidates into different socioeconomic groups. This reduces the interference of prior judgement
in the identification of candidates as political elites (for example those families have a long history of

involvement in politics) or outsiders (such as the working class).

I find that this replacement is unique to the Conservative Party. In fact, this effect is largely driven by
the replacement of candidates who lost in 1906 rather than replacing incumbent MPs in the subsequent
1910 elections. I also find that the decrease in the representation of the political elite and increase in
working-class representation in response to a given vote share was greater in constituencies where the
Conservatives had traditionally performed well (and therefore a defeat would be perceived as a greater
shock). There is also evidence of strategic behaviour or potentially pandering of voters in working
class constituencies, where the replacement effect particularly strong. Finally, I find that this strategic
behaviour was beneficial to the Conservatives. Replacing a candidate from the political elite with a
political outsider is associated with Conservative gains in middle and working-class constituencies in

1910 (which is also where more candidate replacement occurred).

I primarily contribute to the literature analysing political under-representation of different groups in
society, and especially the causes of such under-representation. There is relatively little work exploring
political representation across different socioeconomic groups, such as the working class. Carnes (2012)
finds that working-class legislators in the US House of Representatives tend to mirror the economic pref-
erences of working-class voters. In addition, their exclusion from legislatures fuels distrust of political

institutions (Barnes & Saxton 2019) and decreased political engagement (Heath 2018). As for why there



are relatively few politicians from poorer socioeconomic backgrounds, Carnes (2016) argues that the lim-
iting factor is not lack of quali cations or any other supply-side issue, but political parties' low demand

for candidates from a wider range of backgrounds. Further, initiatives to increase supply, such as in-
creases in politicians' salaries, in fact crowd out the working class as it increases the supply of middle and
upper class candidates (Carnes & Hansen 2016). | also contribute to a wider literature concerning the
representation of historically under-represented groups in politics, such as women and ethnic minorities.
There is a considerable body of work that investigates both the causes of such under-representation,
such as the bias of voters (Bhalotra et al. 2018, Fulton 2012, Kahn 1996) and political parties (San-
bonmatsu & Dolan 2009, Anastasopoulos 2016, Folke & Rickne 2016), as well as the consequences of
under-representation of women (Clots-Figueras 2011, 2012, Bhalotra et al. 2018, Catalano Weeks 2019)
and ethnic minorities (Hopkins & McCabe 2012, Beach et al. 2019) in politics.

| add to the literature by proposing and nding empirical evidence for a di erent factor impacting political
representation of traditionally under-represented groups: electoral pressures, where parties feel they need
to select candidates from a wider range of backgrounds to win an election. In addition, the relatively
xed supply of candidates from non-elite backgrounds allows for the identi cation of parties’ demand
for wider representation among its candidates. Focusing on the demand-side decision of parties selecting
candidates disentangles the supply and demand for political representation that the literature generally
struggles to pull apart. Further, | use machine-learning algorithms on comprehensive bibliographical
data. As opposed to the literature which focuses on one characteristic of a candidate (for example
gender or occupation), | use a wide array of characteristics to indicate whether a selected candidate part

of the political elite or not.

Secondly, | contribute to the literature that discusses the link between political participation and policy,
and more speci cally whether wider political participation leads to more egalitarian policy. Wider
political participation may mean extending the su rage as well as increasing political participation among
those already eligible to vote. Downs (1957) and Meltzer & Richard (1981) argue that the composition
of the electorate may have direct implications for policy, the latter suggesting that if the franchise is
extended to those with lower incomes there may be greater appetite for redistribution. Various work
has suggested that the extension of the franchise has a positive in uence on redistribution (Kotera &
Okada 2017, Aidt et al. 2006, Aidt & Jensen 2013, Boix 2003), con rming the logic of Meltzer & Richard
(1981). Indeed there is more recent evidence of how political participation of other groups may in uence
policy: Jensen & Yntiso (2019) nd that the Jim Crow laws leads to a larger decrease in social spending
in counties with a greater African-American population, while Bertocchi et al. (2020) nd an increase in
youth participation at elections, through preregistration laws, is associated with greater public spending
on education. However, Aidt et al. (2020) exploit structural breaks in scal policy and su rage in the

United Kingdom and nd little evidence of a link between franchise extension and scal expansion.

| contribute to this literature by providing a stepping stone between wider political participation and
policy changes: changes to political representation. | argue that even if wider political participation may

increasedemand for, say, more egalitarian policies, if it is not matched by an increase irsupply of those



policies by political parties there may be little change in policy. Given the signi cance of politicians'
characteristics on their decision-making, as is the consensus in the political economy literature, wider
political participation may only have a meaningful impact on policy once there is wider representation
among politicians. As | nd, elections may accelerate this process by putting pressure on parties to

choose candidates from a wider range of backgrounds.

The paper proceeds as follows: Section 2 explains the theoretical framework from which the empirical
strategy is motivated; Section 3 outlines the relevant institutional context surrounding the 1906 elec-
tion and the Conservative response. Section 4 describes the comprehensive electoral and biographical
information collected; Section 5 explains the baseline empirical strategy as well as the machine learning
algorithms that sort the candidates into socioeconomic groups (Support Vector Machine and Latent
Dirichlet Allocation); Section 6 reports the baseline results. Section 7 explores the heterogeneity in the
e ect across the country; Section 8 shows the e ect of this strategy on outcomes in the 1910 elections;

Section 9 concludes.

2 Theoretical Framework

This section provides theoretical motivation for how elections may incentivise parties to select candidates
from a wider range of backgrounds. | present a theoretical framework of the supply and demand for
policies, and its spillover e ect into political representation. | argue that while increased political par-
ticipation may increase demand for more redistributive policies, there may be little change in policy by
virtue of a lack of supply of these policies from the political elite. However, through a learning process,
political parties may change their strategy after an election. Among other possibilities, they may change
their policy platform and their candidates. | outline two theoretical mechanisms for why political parties
may choose to change the type of candidates they eld rather than their manifesto. They may pan-
der to voters using the identity of the candidates, or they may use candidates as a commitment device
to overcome credibility problem associated with changing manifesto promises. Overall, this provides a

theoretical hypothesis that | test in the following empirical sections.

| propose that an implemented set of policies can be interpreted as a result of an interaction between
supply and demand for di erent policies, such as more redistribution, as illustrated in Figure??. Demand
arises from the preference of the electorate, while the supply of policies is presented by various political
parties. These may interact in an election, as consumers and producers in a market for policy. Citizen-
candidate models (Besley & Coate 1997, Osborne & Slivinski 1996) suggest that if the current policy is
su ciently far away from a voter, then that voter may choose to run for o ce. However, | argue that
this market structure is that of an oligopoly, as there are signi cant barriers to entry among political
parties (Tullock 1965).

This has implications for the link between voter preferences and implemented policy. An increase in voter
participation, whether through extending the franchise (as in nineteenth-century Britain) or dismantling

voting restrictions (as in the US Voting Rights Act of 1965), may increase demand for redistribution



Figure 1: Theoretical Framework: Supply and Demand for Policy

if the newly enfranchised voters have lower incomes than the previous median voter's, as argued By
However, if the existing political elite have no preference for redistribution, and there are barriers to
entry in the supply of redistributive policies (for example barriers to entry in forming a political party),

then such an increase in demand may have limited a ect on policy.

However, parties may change their strategy, for example their policy platform or their portfolio of
candidates, as part of a learning process across elections. They do not have perfect information about
the preferences of the electorate. As a result, an election result may come as a surprise, and therefore
a party may update its beliefs about the electorate's preferences and thereby updates its strategy for
the next election, as shown at the bottom of Figure??. This is a learning-by-doing process (Arrow
1962) and a social learning process (Che & Horner 2018). Political parties may learn faster than others,
which potentially results in the same update in strategy occuring at di erent elections for di erent

parties.

Why would a political party, that resolves to change its strategy to win the next election, then choose
to eld candidates from a wider range of backgrounds, rather than simply alter its manifesto? There
are two potential mechanisms that help explain why parties may change the type of candidates they
eld.

One mechanism may be that political parties merely pander to the electorate by elding candidates
who are more similar to them, even if they do not fundamentally change their policy platform. This is
consistent with social identity theory from the political science literature (Ashforth & Mael 1989, Conover
1984, Shayo 2009) which suggests that voters are in uenced by identity of candidates, supported by more
recent empirical work, such as by Ansolabehere & Puy (2016). When re-optimising their strategy, a party
may trade o the cost of changing their manifesto with the cost of changing their candidates, and choose

to do the latter if it would also provide electoral gains, through voters feeling more a nity with the new



candidates who shares more of their characteristics.

Another mechanism argues that political parties may be more sincere. Although they may renege on
their manifesto pledges, and increases in government spending may be reversed at relatively short notice,
democratic concessions such as more inclusive representation in the party may be more di cult to with-
draw. Choosing candidates from a wider range of backgrounds may have a longer-term impact on policy
platform of the party, as suggested by the signi cant incumbency advantage enjoyed by politicians (Lee
2008, Hainmueller et al. 2015). Even if the wealthy elite in the party have no appetite for redistribution,
they may choose to change the portfolio of candidates rather than the manifesto, as the former is a
greater commitment device of future redistribution, rather than have to promise redistribution in the
present which voters may understand to be cheap talk. This logic is similar to that of Acemoglu &
Robinson (2000) who argues that the political elite may grant the people democratic concessions rather

than immediate redistribution.

Irrespective of the long-term motivations of political parties, this theoretical framework provides two
testable hypotheses, which are explored in the empirical framework outlined in the following sections.
The rst suggests that parties will change their strategy in response to new information from an election,
and more so when the signal from the election is larger. The second hypothesis is that the resulting
change in strategy may be widening representation across candidates, even in the absence of alterations

of its policy platform.

3 Political Representation and the Landslide 1906 Election

In this section | present the relevant background for the following empirical speci cation. | outline the
context of the four elections from 1900 to 1910, alongside the political institutions in British politics.
| also explain why the aftermath of the shock 1906 election result is an ideal setting to investigate the

impact of electoral incentives on political representation through parties choice candidates.

By the beginning of the twentieth century, British politics had been dominated by two political parties
(the Conservatives and the Liberals) for decades. Partly helped by the early popularity of the Boer
War, the Conservatives won a large majority of 130 seats (in a House of Commons of 670 membgrs
at the 1900 election. However, the 1906 election saw the Conservatives lose 246 seats in a landslide
defeat that left even the Prime Minister Arthur Balfour without a seat in Parliament. As Blewett
(1972) suggests, this landslide defeat was the result of a perfect storm of frustration in the Boer War
and more general concerns over poverty across the United Kingdom, emphasised by an embryonic trade
union and Labour Party movement. Further, the Rowntree Report in 1899 brought the scale of poverty
among the working class to the attention of the political elite and the middle class, as well as reports
that forty per cent of recruits for the Boer War were so malnourished and unhealthy that they were
deemed physically un t for war. Sykes (1998) suggests that the Conservatives viewed the primary factor

behind the landslide defeat in 1906 was "the desertion of the Conservative working-class voter." The

3The United Kingdom Parliament is made up of two legislative chambers: the House of Commons which is made up of
elected o cials, and the House of Lords which is made up of appointed and hereditary peers.



next few years would see unprecedented redistributive policy under a Liberal government, which saw the
introduction of a welfare state systenf. In contrast, the Conservatives opposed these policies, as they
had done in 1906, emphasising the trade-o between a welfare state and Britain's ability to fund its army
and navy. The Conservative-dominated House of Lords rejected the "People's Budget' of 1909, and the
Liberal government were forced to hold not one but two elections in 1910: the rst in January to show
support for the Budget, while the second in December was later called to show support for removing the

House of Lords' ability to reject budgets.

The House of Commons throughout the four relevant elections (1900, 1906, January 1910, and December
1910) consisted of 670 members. The vast majority of Members of Parliament (MPs) were the sole
representative of their constituency, with a minority of constituencies represented by two members. The
process of election to the House of Commons began with political parties selecting their candidate for
election (often the incumbent MP), and the general election being fought by the selected candidates.
As Blewett (1972) notes, the central party organisation had considerable in uence over the selection of

candidates, in particular through campaign funding.

There are several reasons why British politics in the early years of the twentieth century provides an
ideal setting to test whether electoral incentives can encourage political parties to widen representation

among their candidates.

The rst advantage of this setting is the unexpected result of the 1906 election. The Conservatives lost 246
out of their 402 seats (in a 670 seat House of Commons), after eleven years of dominance. The popularity
of the Liberal Party's policy of radical redistribution was unexpected at the 1906 election,despite the
Boer War and the Rowntree Report highlighting the extent of poverty within the United Kingdom °.
However, this was also a landslide that was indiscriminate across regions and socioeconomic classes, in
constituencies where they had previously been popular as well as those where they were unpopular. This
is illustrated by the fact that the swing against the Conservatives in 1906 was 12.2 per cent of the vote
among predominantly upper class constituencies; 11.7 per cent among middle class constituencies; 13.1

per cent for working class constituencies.

This is presented in Figure 2, which reports the Conservative win margin (as a proportion of total
votes) in 1906 compared to that of 1900. This election result was also a shock. All but three of the
Conservative cabinet lost their parliamentary seats, including Prime Minister Balfour himself. Had the
margin of defeat been known, it seems likely that more resources would have been thrown into assuring
the re-election of signi cant Conservative Party members. Unlike in the previous century, there had been

no recent extension of the franchise to new voters. Further, the swing away from the Conservatives in

4The Liberals introduced a raft of unprecedented welfare policies: the Education Act (1906) providing new free school
meals; the rst nationwide state pensions and unemployment insurance were introduced in the Old Age Pension Act
(1908) and the National Insurance Acts (1911); the Trade Boards Act (1909) set minimum wages in some trades; job
centres were set up in the Labour Exchanges Act (1909); notably the Trade Disputes Act (1906) was the rst signi cant
legislation that provided labour unions some protection from their employers when striking.

5The Rowntree report in 1899 brought the scale of poverty among the working class to the attention of the middle class,
while the Boer War (1899-1902) shone a disturbing light on the health (or lack of) of the country: 40 per cent of recruits
were determined unt for duty. Although there were many other reasons for the Conservative defeat in 1906. Blewett
(1972) provides a more detailed explanation of the political timeline.



Figure 2: Conservative 1906 and 1900 Election Results across Constituencies

1906 (5.4 per cent of total votes) was unprecedented in British politics. Furthermore, opinion polling
before the election was virtually non-existent in the early twentieth century, with politicians relying on
often idiosyncratic results of by-elections instead, limiting the ability of the Conservatives to anticipate
the result. This is echoed by the response to the result, with The Times reporting that the Liberals
‘will realise all that they dreamt and hoped for, but scarcely ventured to expect ... about to suer an

embarrassment of riches$

This election result, in its magnitude and unexpectedness, provide an ideal quasi-exogenous shock to
political representation. As discussed in Section 2, parties may update their beliefs and strategy depend-
ing on new information from elections. | exploit the shock result to investigate how the Conservative's
candidate selection (and the resulting political representation) is in uenced by new information from
the 1906 election. Although the Conservatives maintained their stance against the Liberal government's
redistribution, | test whether the Conservatives update their strategy after the unexpected landslide
defeat by widening representation among their candidates. The signi cant variation in the swing against
the Conservatives across constituencies as presented in Figure 2 is another advantage of using the 1906

election as a quasi-exogenous treatment.

The second advantage of this setting is the relatively xed supply of candidates from non-elite back-
grounds, with selection controlled by the central party. Before the Parliament Act of 1911, Members of
Parliament (MPs) are not paid and therefore required to pay their own expenses, as well as a large pro-
portion of their campaign funding (Blewett 1972). Even if more candidates from non-elite backgrounds
wanted to run for o ce in light of the 1906 election, they would not be able to do so unilaterally: the

supply of candidates from non-elite backgrounds is relatively xed. The average candidate in a contested

6The Times Newspaper, 16th January 1906.



seat spent$1,100 in campaign nancing (Blewett 1972), while the average annual income in the United
Kingdom in 1900 was $46.64 (Allen 1994). Candidates from non-elite backgrounds therefore rely on
central party funding decisions, such as the$ 13,940 spent by the Conservative Party on working-class
candidates in the 1910 elections. Therefore, if the result of the 1906 election prompted the selection
of candidates from a wider range of backgrounds, it is likely the consequence of increasddmand for
non-elite candidates from political parties rather than supply through non-elite candidates bankrolling
themselves. | can therefore explore whether the incentive to win elections can widen representation
among the candidates that the party chooses by isolating the e ect of the 1906 election on the demand

for candidates from a wider range of backgrounds.

Overall, the shock and aftermath of the 1906 election are well suited for exploring the e ect of elec-
toral incentives (heightened in the Conservative Party in response to the 1906 election) on political

representation via changes in the parties' selection of candidates.

4 Data

4.1 Electoral and Constituency Data

The unit of observation is a party-constituency-election (for example, the Conservative Party candidate
for the City of London constituency in the 1906 General Election). The 3,938 party-constituency-election
trios cover four UK general elections (1900, 1906, January 1910, and December 1910) in constituencies

in England, Scotland, and Wales.

The electoral data is extracted from British Parliamentary Election Results: 1885-1918 (Craig 1974).
This provides the names of candidates (in some cases their title), their party, the number of votes for each
candidate, and the rate of turnout. Summary statistics about the elections can be found in the Appendix,
but the most important aspect of the electoral data is documenting the extent of the Conservative loses
in 1906 (compared to 1900). In addition, information about constituency characteristics is taken from
Blewett (1972), which is presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Constituency Characteristics

Population 68377
Number of Houses 13047
Urban 48.8%
Predominantly Upper/Middle Class 13.3%
Mixed Classes 24.6%
Predominantly Working Class 22.6%
Mixed Urban/Rural 12.0%
Mining Community 2.3%

Notes: This table reports summary statistics concerning constituency characteristics, either as the mean value across
constituencies (population and number of houses) or as a percentage of constituencies that match the description according
to Blewett (1972).

10



4.2 Biographical Data

| hand-collect biographical information concerning not only concerning those who won election to the
House of Commons between 1900 and 1910, but also the vast majority of unsuccessful candidates. This
provides a wider insight into whether the Conservative party opened its doors to those outside of the

establishment than only focusing on those who were elected.

This data is compiled primarily from two biographical dictionaries. The rstis Who's Who of British
Members of Parliament (Stenton & Lees 1979), which provides summarising biographies of Members of
Parliament from 1832 to 1945. This provides information not only about those who sat in Parliament
between 1900 and 1910 (which is the period of interest in this paper), but also those who ran unsuccess-
fully in that period and succeeded before 1900 or after 1910. The second is tl@xford Dictionary of
National Biography, which covers many unsuccessful candidates who played a signi cant role in society in
other ways. Combined, these sources contribute information on 2,245 candidates across the four elections
between 1900 and 1910.

The full extent of the biographical data can be explored in the Appendix’, but the main characteristics

of each candidate are their titles (honorary, military, hereditary); their education (school and university);
their previous occupations before running for o ce; the occupations of their family members (often their
father and father-in-law's). In addition, there is data on their social connections, which illustrates to
what extent the candidate was well connected to the political or social establishment. This information
includes all of the social clubs they were members of; what law houses they practised at; the number of
connections with other candidates in the sample they had by virtue of their school, university, law houses,
and social clubs; whether they were appointed Justice of the Peaée Using this wealth of information

| am able to assess whether the Conservative party selected candidates in 1910 who were very di erent

from those in 1906, as well as identify those who are from the political elite/establishment.

There are inevitably some limitations associated with the data. The most important is the lack of data
for 10.7 and 11.5 per cent of all and Conservative candidates, respectivély | discuss the potential impact

of missing biographical data in Appendix E.4. | report results for a wide range of assumptions about
those with missing biographical data, and still nd similar results. Another issue is the incidence of two-
member constituencies, such as Plymouth and Cambridge University, as it is unclear what the margin of
loss is for a candidate or party, but this is only the case for 23 constituencies. Furthermore, biographical
data is scarce for the Irish MPs (and more so for candidates in general), so their 103 constituencies are

removed.

“An example of a summarised biography from Stenton & Lees (1979) can be found in Figure A.1, and from the Oxford
Dictionary of National Biography in Figure A.2.

8This title implied they had many connections in the local area they were appointed a JP for.

910.7 per cent of all party-constituency-election trios and 11.5 per cent of Conservative constituency-election pairs.
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5 Empirical Strategy

5.1 Baseline Empirical Strategy

| use the following simple empirical strategy to nd whether the Conservatives responded to the electoral
shock of 1906 by changing the identity of the candidate for the 1910 elections:

Yii1910 = + 1LossMargin i igos + 2Yi;1006 + 3LOssMargin i 1000 + i 1910 (1)

Wherey; 1906 and y;- 1910 are values of the outcome variable, which is a certain characteristic of the Con-
servative candidate in constituencyi, in the 1906 and the 1910 elections, respectively;ossMargin - 1906
and LossMargin ;. 1900 are the margins by which the Conservative party lost the election in constituency
i in the 1906 and the 1900 elections, respectively. | de ne the variable by the loss margin so that the
explanations of the results are more intuitive: for avoidance of doubt | also include observations with

negative values ofLossMargin (where the Conservative won).

The coe cient of interestis 1 - this estimates how much the Conservative party candidate changed for
the 1910 elections in response to electoral failures in 1906. | includg 1906 SO that ; can be interpreted
as the e ect of the 1906 election on candidate characteristics in 191€elative to the candidate in 1906. |
also includeLossMargin . 1900, SO that the variation across constituencies is how poorly the Conservatives
did relative to their past performance in 1900. One would expect that, if the Conservatives lost by the
same margin in two constituencies, the shock would be greater in the constituency where historically
they had performed well. This is robust to other controls for previous Conservative performance, such as
how many elections the Conservatives won in the constituency between 1885 and 1900. The treatment
group is e ectively constituencies where the Conservative lost by a large margin in 1906 relative to their
previous performance in 1900, the control is a loss margin in 1906 that is not as large relative to 1900,

compared to other constituencies.

Another reason for including yi 1906 and LossMargin - 1900 iS to control for unobserved constituency
heterogeneity. While the 1906 election was a shock to the political elite, the geographical variation in
this electoral shock, the variation in the Conservative loss margin, may not be exogenous (although Figure

2 suggests that heavy losses were experienced across seats with a wide range of 1900 performances). For
example, the LossMargin ;. 1906 Mmay be low in constituencies where the Conservatives have previously
performed well, which may be associated with long-incumbent Conservative MPs who are more likely to

be part of the political elite. | include these controls in the remainder of the paper (estimating standard
errors clustered at the constituency level), and Appendix D reproduces these results without controls

which lead to similar conclusions.

5.2 Categorisation of Candidates: Elite Index

While there is a wide range of biographical data available for each of the candidates, | aggregate this

information using two di erent machine learning methods: a Support Vector Machine (SVM) and Latent
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Dirichlet Allocation (LDA). | use these methods to classify candidates, and the SVM and LDA estimate

the probability that the candidate is a member of a certain group, such as the political elite.

The main advantage of using these machine learning algorithms is that it reduces prior judgement
required in the classi cation of candidates. Compared to manual classi cation, where | would make
intuitive decisions about classi cations based on the biographical information, | make fewer assumptions
about which candidates appear in which groups (such as the political elite). While some candidates may
be obviously part of the political elite (such as those who have hereditary titles and families involved
in politics) or the working class, it may be less obvious with other candidates, how may have elements
of both classes and/or exist in the middle class. Further, these machine learning algorithms require
fewer assumptions about the relative importance of di erent characteristics in placing candidates into
di erent groups. For example, it is not immediately obvious whether being involved in business is either
an important characteristic in classifying a candidate as part of the political elite or even a characteristic
that makes someone more likely to be part of the political elit¢®. While both methods require some
prior judgement!, it avoids arbitrary prior judgement about weighting of characteristics, as discussed by
Gmandler & Krieger (2016). For example, using an aggregation index that summed various characteristic
dummy variables together would implicitly assume weighting on each of the characteristics, which these

machine learning methods avoid.

5.2.1 Support Vector Machine (SVM)

The rst method | use is the Support Vector Machine, which has been used in various scienti ¢ elds,

such as bioinformatics (Manavalan & Lee 2017) and brain image classi cation (Zhang et al. 2015). In
economics, Gnandler & Krieger (2016) use a support vector machine to compile a democracy index using
a range of variables, while Ghoddusi et al. (2019) discusses its popularity in predicting energy prices and

consumption.

An intuitive explanation (a technical discussion can be found in Cortes & Vapnik (1995) and Grandler

& Krieger (2016)) of the support vector machine process is as follows:
1. Label candidates who are unambiguously “elite' or unambiguously “outsiders'.
2. Assignelite = 1 to those labelled as “elite' andelite = 0 to those labelled as “outsiders'.

3. Use a support vector machine to nd an optimal hyperplane that maximises the distance (within
the space of all characteristics besides those used to label the unambiguous cases) between itself,

the “elite’, and the “outsiders'.

4. Use this hyperplane to categorise unlabelled candidates (either discretelglite = 0; 1, or continu-

ously 0 elite 1).

For the initial labelling, | de ne those who are unambiguously ‘elite' as candidate who have both a

10For example, it may be a common characteristic among the middle or working class.
11The SVM requires “pre-judgement' in the initial labelling of a small proportion of candidates and the LDA requires
requires “post-judgement’ in the labelling of the clusters that it groups together
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hereditary title in their family and a member of their family who is involved in politics, which labels
6.7 per cent of the observations. This is likely to well identify the pinnacle of the political elite, as
these candidates are likely to have connections to both the House of Commons and the House of Lords.
| de ne those who are unambiguously “outsiders' as those whose families were traditionally manual
workers/labourers, which labels 9.0 per cent of the observations. These families are highly unlikely to
have a previous connection with Westminster politics - especially as the trade union movement had
only just begun to involve themselves in Westminster politics at the turn of the century. While initial
labelling is inherently somewhat arbitrary, | believe this labelling is justi ed by the historical context.
Furthermore, in Appendix E.1 | alter the labelling assumptions about the unambiguously elite and
outsiders which show the robustness of the following results. The following results use the continuous

form of the estimated Elite (SVM) variable.

5.2.2 Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA)

To support this analysis, | also use Latent Dirichlet Allocation. This unsupervised machine learning
topic model clusters text into a number of topics, which has been used to analyse text in a variety of
scienti ¢ settings, such as grouping medical studies (Wu et al. 2012) . Latent Dirichlet Allocation has
also been recently used in economics to analyse the transcripts of the Federal Reserve's Open Market
Committee to analyse transparency in policy-making decisions (Hansen et al. 2018), CEO behaviour
(Bandiera et al. 2020), and political ideologies among voters Draca & Schwarz (2019). While a thorough
explanation of the method can be found in Blei et al. (2003) (and its implementation by Bandiera et al.
(2020) who explain its advantages over other methods such as k-means clustering - in Appendix E.2 |

use k-means clustering and nd similar results), the following is a more intuitive explanation.

The Latent Dirichlet Allocation nds clusters of characteristics, and estimates probabilities that each
candidate is a member of a given cluster. An example of this may be those who have hereditary titles
in their families may also be more likely to go to Eton and work in nance, or those whose families
are labourers are likely not to go to university or go into jobs without academic requirements such as

business or manual workers. | initially use the LDA specifying three groups.

Table 2: Latent Dirichlet Allocation: Common Characteristics by Group

Elite Middle Working
Hereditary Title Law Business
Oxbridge University Labourer (Family)
Military Civil Service Labourer
Eton Academia Trade Union

Public School Church (Family) Local Politics

Table ?? reports the most common characteristics in each group. The three groups are distinct from
each other, and are in particular the divisions one would expect from the historical context. The elite
group is identi ed by hereditary titles and an Eton-Oxbridge education, while the working class group

are associated with manual labout?.

12The Working Class group may be associated with business as it requires fewer academic hurdles than other professions
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It is possible to choose di erent numbers of groups/clusters, and in the Appendix E.3 | report the results
in the case of assuming two, four, ve, and six groups, which lead to similar results. The driving force
behind this robustness is the distinctive clustering of those who have hereditary titles into one group and

those whose families are labourers into another, even for larger group sizes.

5.2.3 Elite Index Variables
The two algorithms estimate probabilities between 0 and 1 of a candidate being a member of a group:
1. Elite (SVM) : Probability that the candidate is in the political elite, according to the SVM.
2. Elite (LDA) : Probability that the candidate is in the political elite, according to the LDA.
3. Middle (LDA) : Probability that the candidate is in the middle class, according to the LDA.
4. Working (LDA) : Probability that the candidate is in the working class, according to the LDA.

Elite (SVM) provides an indication of switching between candidates from the political elite to those
further away from the political elite, whether it be the middle class or the working class. The variables
estimated by the LDA may illustrate more nuanced patterns of switching between the political elite
to the middle class, the middle class to the working class, and so on. | use all four of the estimated

probabilities as dependent variables in the main analysis.

6 Results

6.1 Baseline Results

In this section | report the results, and nd evidence of the Conservatives responding to electoral pressures
in 1906 and increasing working class representation and decreasing the representation of the political

elite among their candidates in the 1910 elections.

Figure ?? reports the baseline results, and illustrates the signi cant e ect of the margin of loss in the 1906
election on the representation of candidates across a wide range of characteristiés The rst six rows
consist of characteristics that one would associate with the political elite. A more thorough discussion of
these characteristics can be found in Appendix A.1, but the associations are intuitive: whether by their
education or titles bestowed on them, or whether they were from a family already involved in politics.
Candidates and family members who are coded as having had a military career are overwhelmingly
those of an elite o cer rank (such as colonel or general). The Brooks and Carlton Clubs are social clubs
that are particularly exclusive, the latter e ectively mandatory for inner-circle Conservatives. School,
university, and legal connections are the number of connections to other candidates a given candidate
has via their school, university or law house, which is a proxy for social connections. The appointed

position of a Justice of a Peace also indicates a wealth of connections. On the bottom row, the working-

such as law, academia, the civil service and so on. The working class association with local politics is likely to be as a
result of trade union e orts in the local community.
B3Full results can be found in Table ??.
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Figure 3: Baseline Results

This gure illustrates the main results from Table ?7?, the coe cient (and 95 per cent con dence intervals) of the 1906 loss
margin on whether the Conservative candidate in 1910 has a given characteristic.

class characteristic is assigned to those who were manual labourers or those with blue-collar technical

occupations.

Figure ?7? illustrates the estimates (and 95 per cent con dence intervals) of the Conservative's 1906
loss margin in a constituency on the probability that the candidate chosen in the 1910 elections has a
certain characteristic, which is the coe cient of interest 3 in (1). The results show that the larger the
Conservative loss margin, the greater the shift away from candidates who were from the political elite
and towards working-class candidates. For example, a one percentage point increase in the loss margin
in 1906 is associated with a 1.1 per cent decrease in the probability that the candidate in 1910 is from
a family with a hereditary title. This is considerable given that the average loss margin in 1906 was
8.9 percentage points (so the average constituency saw a 9.8 per cent decrease in the probability of a
candidate running from a family with a hereditary title). This is supported by the estimated e ect on
well-connected candidates: the coe cient estimate for legal connections is -2.1 which suggests that the
average constituency saw the number of legal connections the Conservative candidate has fall by 18.7

per cent by 1910. These results are signi cant and consistently so across characteristics.

These results are in stark contrast with the positive and signi cant estimates for working-class charac-
teristics. For example, a one percentage point increase in the loss margin increases the probability of a

candidate whose family were labourers increases by 7.6 per cent (and therefore in response to the average
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Table 3: Baseline Results

(1) (2) 3) 4)
Elite (SVYM) Elite (LDA)  Middle (LDA)  Working (LDA)

1906 Loss Margin -0.289 -0.255 0.068 0.193
(0.098) (0.088) (0.081) (0.064)
1900 Loss Margin 0.046 0.009 0.069 -0.070
(0.096) (0.086) (0.078) (0.062)
Lagged Dependent Variable 0.270 0.430 0.351 0.378
(0.044) (0.041) (0.047) (0.041)
Adjusted R ? 0.089 0.205 0.108 0.162
N 468 468 468 468

This table reports the estimates of the e ects of the 1906 loss margin in a constituency on the
type of candidate the Conservatives select in 1910. The dependent variable in Column 1 is the
elite index variable as de ned by the Support Vector Machine, in Column 2 it is the dummy
variable of whether the candidate's previous occupation included being a labourer, in Columns
3 and 4 it is the probability that the candidate is a member of the political elite or the working-
class groups as de ned by the Latent Dirichlet Allocation, respectively. The 1900 and 1906
loss margins are the Conservative losses to the winning party, as a percentage of total votes
cast in the constituency (negative if the Conservatives won). The lagged dependent variables
are the values of the dependent variables in 1906. The dependent variables are multiplied by
100 and are standardised by the sample average, so that the estimates report the percentage
change in the likelihood of the candidate having that characteristic in the average constituency,

in response to a one per cent loss margin in 1906. Standard errors are reported in parentheses
and are clustered at the constituency level. *** ** and * denote statistical signi cance at 1,

5, and 10 percent level, respectively.

loss margin an increase of around 67.7 per cent). Although these coe cients are large and signi cant,
these increases are from a small base: by 1910 just under 2 per cent of candidates were from a family
of labourers. However, these results do reveal a signi cant response by the Conservatives to the 1906

election.

Table ?7? illustrates this for the elite index variables outlined in Section ??. Column 1 shows that an
additional one percentage point increase in the loss margin in 1906 is associated with a 0.392 per cent
decrease in the probability that the 1910 candidate is from the political elite (as de ned by the Support
Vector Machine). For the average constituency with an average loss margin of 8.9 percentage points
this suggests the average e ect was around a 3.5 per cent decrease. Column 2 reproduces the result for
labourers from Figure ??, and for the average constituency the probability of the Conservatives elding

a candidate who was a manual worker more than doubles (1498 8:9 is around 1023 per cent increase).
Columns 3 and 4 report the e ect of the 1906 loss on the probability of selecting a candidate from the
political elite and the working class as de ned by the Latent Dirichlet Allocation. The results mirror
Columns 1 and 2: the average loss margin of 8.9 percentage points leads to a 4.5 per cent decrease and 8.4
per cent increase in the probabilities that the Conservatives chose a candidate from the political elite and
working class*, respectively. The evidence of switching candidates in response to worse election results
is consistent across the di erent outcome variables and while including controls for previous electoral
performance and previous candidate characteristics. For the purposes of succinctness, | will focus on
the four outcome variables in Table?? as good summary/aggregate variables, although | nd consistent

evidence supporting the following analysis when using the full range of characteristics, which is reported

14The reason why the estimates in Columns 2 and 4 di er signi cantly is that the working-class candidates as de ned by
the Latent Dirichlet Allocation includes a much wider range of candidates than just those who were labourers, even if
they are still very much political outsiders compared to the political elite.
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in Appendix C.

6.2 Falsication Test: Is the E ect Unique to the Conservatives?

Given that the British political scene also included the Liberal Party, | use them as in e ectively a

placebo test. The proportion of candidates who were from families who had hereditary titles among
the Liberals was around half of that among the Conservatives in 1900. While clearly not a party whose
representation fairly re ected the electorate, let alone the population, they were proponents of policies
favouring the working class. In addition, their support for these policies had begun years before the
1906 election (for example their electoral pact with the Labour Party in 1903), so one would not expect
the 1906 election to have a signi cant e ect on the Liberal (or the Labour Party). Therefore one would

expect the e ect of the 1906 election to be unique among the Conservatives.

To test this, | alter the baseline empirical strategy in two ways. Firstly, | include candidates from all
parties, not just the Conservatives. Secondly, | include an interaction term that allows one to compare the

e ect of the 1906 loss margin on Conservative selection in 1910 to the same e ect on other parties.

Table 4: Comparing Political Parties

(1) (2) (3) 4
Elite (SVM)  Elite (LDA) Middle (LDA)  Working (LDA)
Other Parties 1906 Loss Margin 0.035 0.005 -0.015 0.016
(0.081) (0.063) (0.063) (0.059)
Conservatives 1906 Loss Margin -0.271 -0.216 0.057 0.155
(0.121) (0.094) (0.094) (0.087)
Adjusted R ? 0.303 0.376 0.237 0.413
N 1038 1040 1040 1040

This table reports the estimates of the e ects of the 1906 loss margin in a constituency on the type of
candidate select in 1910, across di erent political parties (not just the Conservatives). The dependent
variable in Column 1 is the elite index variable as de ned by the Support Vector Machine, in Column

2 it is the dummy variable of whether the candidate's previous occupation included being a labourer,
in Columns 3 and 4 it is the probability that the candidate is a member of the political elite or
the working-class groups as de ned by the Latent Dirichlet Allocation, respectively. The explanatory
variables reported are the 1906 loss margin interacted with whether the candidate is from Other Parties
(besides the Conservatives) and another interaction with whether candidate is from the Conservatives.
The 1906 loss margin is the Conservative loss to the winning party, as a percentage of total votes cast in
the constituency (negative if the Conservatives won). The lagged dependent variables are the values of
the dependent variables in 1906. The 1900 loss margin and lagged dependent variable are also included.
The dependent variables are multiplied by 100 and are standardised by the sample average, so that
the estimates report the percentage change in the likelihood of the candidate having that characteristic
in the average constituency, in response to a one per cent loss margin in 1906. Standard errors are
reported in parentheses and are clustered at the constituency level. *** ** and * denote statistical
signi cance at 1, 5, and 10 percent level, respectively.

The results of this alteration to the empirical strategy can be found in Table ??. The second row
illustrates the e ect of the 1906 loss margin on the selection of other parties’ candidates in 1910, which
appears to be insigni cant for those outcome variables. The combination of the rst and second rows
(the latter being the interaction between the 1906 loss margin and the Conservative Party) show that
the e ect is driven by the reaction of the Conservatives, especially in the increase in selection of political
outsiders. The estimated e ects within the Conservative party is similar and insigni cantly di erent

to Table ??. For example, the average loss margin leads to around a 7.3 per cent increase in the

probability that the Conservatives choose a working-class candidate (as de ned by the Latent Dirichlet
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Allocation in Column 4) at the 1910 elections. These results that use index variables mirror those using
individual characteristics as reported in the Appendix in Table C.2. The estimates for the Conservative
interaction in Column 3 is negative but insigni cant, although for some other speci cations (for example
changing the number of socioeconomic groups) in the Appendix it is signi cant, for example in Table
E.4. Furthermore, Table C.2, which investigates individual characteristics, reports signi cant results for
suggesting that there the e ect is unique to the Conservatives. Overall these placebo tests suggests that

the change in candidates due to electoral pressure in 1906 was unique to the Conservative party.

7 Constituency Heterogeneity

This section provides further evidence for the replacement of candidates in response to electoral pressures
by examining the heterogeneity of this e ect across the country, whether by the variation in the perceived
threat to the political elite, or in the response to the 1906 election. For the previous analysis this threat
was measured by the electoral shock of a certain loss margin at the 1906 election, controlling for perfor-
mance in the 1900 election. However, one could expect that the same result in two di erent constituencies

could illicit a di erent response depending on other characteristics of the constituencies.

7.1 Replacing Losing Candidates, not Incumbents?

The incumbency advantage in politics has been widely researched in the political economics literature.
There is considerable evidence of a signi cant incumbency advantage, especially in U.S. politics (Lee
2008, Hainmueller et al. 2015). This evidence implies that the e ect of losing another percentage point
of the vote in 1906 on 1910 candidates may depend on whether the Conservative candidate won or lost
in 1906 (note the sample includes both, those who won have negative loss margins). One would expect

this for two reasons.

The rst reason is that parties may seek the bene t of the incumbency advantage. For example, if the
bene t of changing an incumbent MP who performed relatively poorly in 1906 with a less elite candidate

in 1910 was 10 percentage points, but the incumbency advantage was 15 percentage points, then the
party would choose to re-select the incumbent for the next election. The second is the practical di culty

of replacing a sitting MP. Even if a Conservative candidate won a smaller share of the vote in 1906, if
they won the election they would be a sitting MP. Replacing a sitting MP at the 1910 election would
likely cause party disunity (at the local constituency level). Assume two candidates whose win margins
in 1906 were -2 per cent and 2 per cent, both falling by 20 percentage points from 1900. Even if one
argued they performed similarly poorly and therefore would be optimal to replace them, it would be
more di cult to replace the incumbent MP (the second candidate) than the candidate who lost (the rst

one).

| include an interaction term between the loss margin and whether the Conservatives lost in 1906.
According to Table ??, the incumbency advantage appears to have a signi cant e ect on whether the

Conservatives change the type of candidate they run in the 1910 elections. The second row illustrates the
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Table 5: Incumbents and Losing Candidates

(1) (2 3 4)
Elite (SVM) Elite (LDA) Middle (LDA)  Working (LDA)

1906 Loss Margin 0.188 0.140 -0.071 -0.087
(0.267) (0.239) (0.220) (0.174)
1906 Conservative Defeat 1906 Loss Margin -0.649 -0.577 0.213 0.400
(0.298) (0.268) (0.247) (0.194)
1906 Conservative Defeat -0.639 1.911 -1.282 -0.886
(5.636) (5.031) (4.640) (3.667)
Adjusted R ? 0.096 0.212 0.106 0.168
N 468 468 468 468

This table reports the estimates of the e ects of the 1906 loss margin in a constituency on the type of candidate the
Conservatives select in 1910, for di erent outcomes in 1906. The dependent variable in Column 1 is the elite index
variable as de ned by the Support Vector Machine, in Column 2 it is the dummy variable of whether the candidate's
previous occupation included being a labourer, in Columns 3 and 4 it is the probability that the candidate is a
member of the political elite or the working-class groups as de ned by the Latent Dirichlet Allocation, respectively.
The explanatory variables reported are the 1906 loss margin and the 1906 loss margin interacted with whether the
Conservatives lost in 1906. The 1906 loss margin is the Conservative loss to the winning party, as a percentage of
total votes cast in the constituency (negative if the Conservatives won). The lagged dependent variables are the
values of the dependent variables in 1906. The 1900 loss margin and lagged dependent variable are also included,
as well as a dummy variable that takes value of one if the Conservatives lost in that constituency in 1906. The
dependent variables are multiplied by 100 and are standardised by the sample average, so that the estimates report
the percentage change in the likelihood of the candidate having that characteristic in the average constituency, in
response to a one per cent loss margin in 1906. Standard errors are reported in parentheses and are clustered at
the constituency level. ***, ** and * denote statistical signi cance at 1, 5, and 10 percent level, respectively.

e ect of the loss margin on constituencies where the Conservatives won in 1906. This is insigni cant across
the di erent outcome variables summarising the working-class and political elite candidates. The rst
row reports the coe cient estimates for the constituencies where the Conservatives lost. The estimates
are positive, signi cant, and larger than those in the baseline results in Table??. For example, Column 3
implies that the average loss margin of 8.9 per cent decreases the probability of selecting a candidate from
the political elite of around 10.2 per cent and increases the probability of choosing a political outsider
by 17.4 per cent. Table?? con rms that the replacement of candidates, as a response to the loss margin

in 1906, only occurs in constituencies where the Conservatives lost in 1906.

7.2 Greater Shock: Conservative Strongholds

| investigate whether the response varies with the perceived threat to the political elite, where one would
expect a greater change in candidate identity where a given loss margin would have been perceived
as greater. For example, a given defeat may be seen as more concerning if the Conservatives had
traditionally performed well in the constituency. Therefore | interact the 1906 loss margin with a binary
variable indicating whether the Conservatives had won in the constituency three or more times in the
four elections before 1908 (de ned as a Conservative stronghold) or not. This is a good measure of
how comfortable the Conservatives were in that seat, and therefore how much of a shock a given 1906

result was perceived.

Table ?7? reports the results of including this interaction term. Columns 1 and 3 report the e ects on
selecting candidates from the political elite, which appear to suggest mixed results. While the decrease in

selecting a candidate from the political elite (when de ned by the Support Vector Machine) in response

15Elections before 1885 were contested on di erent constituency boundaries.
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Table 6: Conservative Strongholds

1) (2 3 4)
Elite (SYM) Elite (LDA) Middle (LDA)  Working (LDA)

1906 Loss Margin -0.209 -0.247 0.178 0.060
(0.131) (0.117) (0.106) (0.085)
Conservative Stronghold 1906 Loss Margin -0.174 0.039 -0.338 0.331
(0.199) (0.177) (0.160) (0.129)
Adjusted R 2 0.087 0.205 0.123 0.171
N 468 468 468 468

This table reports the estimates of the e ects of the 1906 loss margin in a constituency on the type of candidate
the Conservatives select in 1910, for di erent types of constituencies. The dependent variable in Column 1 is the
elite index variable as de ned by the Support Vector Machine, in Column 2 it is the dummy variable of whether
the candidate's previous occupation included being a labourer, in Columns 3 and 4 it is the probability that
the candidate is a member of the political elite or the working-class groups as de ned by the Latent Dirichlet
Allocation, respectively. The explanatory variables reported are the 1906 loss margin interacted with whether
the constituency is a Conservative stronghold and the 1906 loss margin interacted with whether the constituency
is one of the other constituencies. The 1906 loss margin is the Conservative loss to the winning party, as a
percentage of total votes cast in the constituency (negative if the Conservatives won). The lagged dependent
variables are the values of the dependent variables in 1906. The 1900 loss margin and lagged dependent variable
are also included. The dependent variables are multiplied by 100 and are standardised by the sample average,
so that the estimates report the percentage change in the likelihood of the candidate having that characteristic
in the average constituency, in response to a one per cent loss margin in 1906. Standard errors are reported in
parentheses and are clustered at the constituency level. *** ** and * denote statistical signi cance at 1, 5, and
10 percent level, respectively.

to 1906 is driven by the Conservative strongholds, this is not supported by the evidence when the political
elite are de ned by the Latent Dirichlet Allocation. It is somewhat unclear why this di erence would
exist other than the in the di erent de nitions of the political elite. However, Columns 2 and 4 show
that the increase in working-class representation at the 1910 elections as a response to 1906 was driven
by replacing candidates in Conservative strongholds, responding to a further one percentage point loss in
1906 with increasing the probability of selecting a labourer by 26 per cent and a working-class candidate

(as de ned by the Latent Dirichlet Allocation) by almost 2 per cent.

7.3 Strategic Behaviour: Working Class Constituencies

The change in candidates may be driven by the type of constituency. One may expect that the Con-
servatives are less likely to change the type of candidate in an upper-class constituency compared to a
working-class constituency. This may be for two reasons. The rst is demand-side and strategic. The
Conservatives may expect that the increase in the vote share from changing a candidate from a political
elite to a working-class candidate may be greater in constituencies where the electorate are predominantly
the working class. This may be because a given policy platform is better received by the constituents if

communicated by a candidate more similar to them.

The second is supply-side. It may simply be the case that in an upper-class constituency there may not
exist many potential working-class candidates. Furthermore, the Conservatives may also be concerned
about the "ability' of the candidate (for example ability to campaign). A larger pool of potential can-
didates from the political elite compared to a small pool of potential candidates from the working class
may result in the best candidate from the political elite group having a much greater political ability
than the best candidate from the working-class group, even if the distribution of abilities are the same for

both groups. The greater political ability may be enough to o set the incentive to eld a working-class
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candidate. Therefore the replacement of political elite candidates may primarily occur in working-class

constituencies where the supply of working-class candidates is greater.

Table 7: Working Class Constituencies

(1) (2) (3) 4
Elite (SVM) Elite (LDA)  Middle (LDA)  Working (LDA)

1906 Loss Margin -0.074 0.162 0.094 0.082
(0.123) (0.111) (0.102) (0.080)
Working Class 1906 Loss Margin ~ -0.478 -0.205 -0.056 0.245
(0.165) (0.149) (0.137) (0.108)
Adjusted R 2 0.103 0.206 0.106 0.169
N 468 468 468 468

This table reports the estimates of the e ects of the 1906 loss margin in a constituency on the type of
candidate the Conservatives select in 1910, for di erent types of constituencies. The dependent variable
in Column 1 is the elite index variable as de ned by the Support Vector Machine, in Column 2 it is the
dummy variable of whether the candidate's previous occupation included being a labourer, in Columns 3
and 4 it is the probability that the candidate is a member of the political elite or the working-class groups

as de ned by the Latent Dirichlet Allocation, respectively. The explanatory variables reported are the
1906 loss margin interacted with whether the constituency is a de ned as a working-class constituency
and the 1906 loss margin interacted with whether the constituency is one of the other constituencies.
The 1906 loss margin is the Conservative loss to the winning party, as a percentage of total votes cast in
the constituency (negative if the Conservatives won). The lagged dependent variables are the values of
the dependent variables in 1906. The 1900 loss margin and lagged dependent variable are also included.
The dependent variables are multiplied by 100 and are standardised by the sample average, so that the
estimates report the percentage change in the likelihood of the candidate having that characteristic in
the average constituency, in response to a one per cent loss margin in 1906. Standard errors are reported
in parentheses and are clustered at the constituency level. ***, ** and * denote statistical signi cance

at 1, 5, and 10 percent level, respectively.

The results in Table 7 suggest that the replacement e ect may have been greater in working-class
constituencies. For example, the associated decrease in the likelihood of a candidate from the political
elite being chosen was around 4.5 to 5.9 per cent. Besides Column 4, the e ect appears to be insigni cant
in other constituencies. Column 4 suggests that the replacement e ect was not as large in working-class
constituencies, although in some other speci cations in the Appendix (such as changing the number of

groups, for example in Tables E.6, E.8, and E.10) the interaction term is signi cantly positive.

8 A Winning Strategy? Implications for the 1910 Elections

The discussion of the results provide evidence of the political elite responding to the 1906 election by
changing representation within the candidates in the Conservative party in 1910. One following question
may be whether this strategy actually bene ted them, as the previous section suggests the Conservatives

may have expected by placing more working-class candidates in working-class areas.

| investigate whether replacing candidates aided the Conservatives in the 1910 elections. | implement a

di erent empirical strategy which is outlined below:

\ oteShare; 1910 = *+ 1e|itei; 1910 T zelitei; 1906 + 3V oteShare; 1906 (2)

V oteSharae. 1010 is the proportion of the vote that the Conservatives won in 1910 in constituencyi, while

elite;. 1910 is elite variable as de ned by the Support Vector Machine and the Latent Dirichlet Allocation
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- the probabilities that the candidate is part of the political elite. Similar to (1), | also include controls

of past performanceV oteShare. 1906 and past candidate characteristicselite;: 1906-

Figure 4: Selecting Working-Class Candidates and the 1910 Elections

This gure illustrates the estimated impact of replacing a candidate who is part of the political elite ( elite =1 as de ned
by the Support Vector Machine and the Latent Dirichlet Allocation) with a political outsider or working-class candidate
(elite =0), for di erent types of constituencies.

Figure 4 illustrate the results reported in Table XXXX. For a more intuitive explanation, Figure ?7?
show the e ect of switching from a candidate who is de ned as elite=1 to elite=0 (as de ned by both
the Support Vector Machine and the Latent Dirichlet Allocation): e ectively replacing a political elite
candidate with a political outsider from the working class. The e ects are interacted across di erent
types of constituencies, and the variation is considerable, but expected. In upper-class constituencies,
this replacement would cost the Conservatives around 5 per cent of the vote. The contrast to middle-
class and working-class constituencies is signi cant: the Conservatives vote share increase by around 6
and 7 percentage points by this replacement, respectively. Figur@? suggests that the Conservatives
were responding rationally to the threat in 1906, and the shift from political elite to the working class

candidates was targeted strategically to where the electoral bene ts would be greatest.

9 Conclusion

While there are many factors in uencing political representation of traditionally under-represented
groups, | nd that the selection of candidates by political parties may be in uenced by previous elec-

tion outcomes. Using a unique historical case study of Britain at a political crossroads, | nd that
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the Conservatives responded to electoral defeat in 1906 by replacing candidates from the political elite
with outsiders, such as those form the working class. Further study would investigate whether this re-
placement e ect is salient in the long run: the extension of the franchise in 1918 and changes to the
constituency boundaries make this di cult to analyse in this historical context. Political representation

of the working class remains low in many countries and for this to change the signal from the electorate

to political parties may need to be as loud and clear as it was in 1906.
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Appendices

A De nitions, Sources, and Descriptive Statistics

A.1 Description of Characteristics

Unless otherwise stated, the characteristics listed below are coded as binary variables: taking a value of

one if the candidate has that attribute or characteristic, and a value of zero otherwise.
Titles

Honorary Title: The candidate has been awarded an honorary title, such as an OBE, an MBE or
a knighthood. This includes the investiture of peerages where the title has not been inherited from

family members.

Hereditary Title: The candidate has inherited a title from a family, most commonly their father or

brother. This includes titles such as Earl, Lord, Baron, and Baronet.

Military Title: The candidate has been given a signi cant military honour. This includes both the
appointment to a high-ranking military position such as Colonel or General and awards for notable

military service such as the Victoria Cross.

Title: The written name of the candidate on the ballot includes a title beyond “Mr.". This includes

titles such as Sir, Dr., Lord, Viscount, and Reverend.

Family Hereditary Title: A member of the candidate's family holds a title that is inherited - this
does not necessarily mean that the candidate themselves ever inherits this title (for example it may

be held by their uncle who passes the title down to their son, the candidate's cousin).
Education
Eton: The candidate attended Eton School.

Public School: The candidate attended one of the schools included in the Public Schools Act
1868. The schools (Charterhouse, Eton, Harrow, Rugby, Shrewsbury, Westminster, Winchester)

are among the most elite fee-paying schools.

Fee Paying School: The candidate attended a school that required fees for attendance. This would

not be the case for grammar or local state schools.

Oxbridge: The candidate attended at least one of the University of Cambridge and the University
of Oxford.

University: The candidate attended university, whether in the United Kingdom or abroad.
Occupations

Family Occupations: These include the notable occupations (as mentioned in the biographies) of the

29



candidate's family members. In most cases this will include the occupation(s) of their father, but
in addition may also include the occupation(s) of other family members such as their grandparents

or uncles/aunts.

Previous Occupations: These include the candidate's previous occupations before running for o ce,
and therefore may include more than one occupation. In some cases the timing of some employment
is unclear so the author's judgement was used to determine whether such employment was before

or after their candidacy.
Occupational Groups

Professionals: These include the professions below, primarily consisting of white-collar workers or

administrators.

{ Academia: One is de ned as being part of academia if they hold an academic or teaching post,
for example a Fellow or Lecturer at a university. In addition, this may include those with no

formal post but are notable for their proli ¢ publications, for example literary writers.

{ Civil Service: The civil service includes most appointed public o ce, whether in an ad-
ministrative or managerial capacity. Recurring examples include diplomats or high-ranking

non-partisan Whitehall advisers.

{ Journalism: This includes work as a journalist or editor for a newspaper. Notably this

excludes those who are newspaper proprietors, who are classi ed as involved in business.
{ Law: Working in the legal profession whether as a barrister or a solicitor.
{ Church: Religious occupations, the vast majority of these cases are local vicars or priests.
Business and Finance: This is the collective term for those who work in business or nance.
{ Business: This includes any management or ownership of a company from any sector/industry.
{ Finance: This is de ned as the work in the nancial sector, such as investment banking.
Working Class: This is the collective term for working-class or blue collar occupations.

{ Engineering: A catch-all term for more technical blue-collar work, such as foremen or techni-

cians.
{ Manual Labour: For example manual work in factories.
{ Trade Union:; Activity in supporting or running a trade union, whether locally or nationally.
Military:  Any military occupation at any level in the army or navy.
Politics: Involvement in politics at either a local or national level.

{ Local Politics: Examples include being on the board of a local school or committee, or local

council. In many cases not this work is not necessarily a liated with a political party.

30



{ Politics/Party Politics: This includes work in party politics, whether in the organisation of a

political party or in the aid of MPs at Westminster (such as an assistant).
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Social Connections

Number of Clubs: The number of social clubs the candidate is a member of as listed in their
biographies. Social clubs played a signicant role in not only the social lives of those in the

upper/upper-middle class, but also their political lives.

Brooks, Carlton, National Liberal, Reform: These constitute the social clubs who are most rep-
resented among politicians. For example, the National Liberal and Reform clubs include central
members of the Liberal Party, while the Brooks and Carlton those of the Conservative Party.

Membership is not automatic, so inclusion in one of these is a good marker of social and political

status.

Inner Temple, Middle Temple, Lincoln's Inn, Gray's Inn: Membership of the London law houses.
The vast majority of lawyers in the sample are a member of one of these, with the exception of

practising in Scotland.

School Connections: The number of connections to other candidates via the school that they

attended.

University Connections: The number of connections to other candidates via the university that

they attended.

Legal Connections: The number of connections to other candidates via the law house they practised
in.

JP: Whether the candidate was appointed as a Justice of the Peace. A local legal occupation, but

the appointment itself indicates local political in uence.
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