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begin from a contemporary eco-
fact. The worker becomes poorer the
calth he produces and the more his
jon increases in power and extent,
rker becomes an ever cheaper com-
the more goods he creates. The deval-
f the human world increases in direct
jon with the increase in value of the
of things. Labour does not only create
it also produces itself and the worker
modiry, and indeed in the same pro-
n as it produces goods.

fact simply implies that the object pro-
d by labour, its product, now stands op-
‘to it as an alien being, as a power inde-
nt of the producer. The product of
is labour which has been embodied in
bject and turned into a physical thing;
product 15 an objectification of labour.
performance of work is at the same time
biectification. The performance of work
ars in the sphere of political economy as
tation of the worker, objectification as a
nd as servitude to the object, and appro-
tion as alienation.

o much does the performance of work ap-
; ation that the worker is vitiated o
point of starvation. So much does objecti-

tiginally published from “The Economic and
osophical Manuscripts™ in 1963 and from
tihe Holy Family: A Critique of Critical Criti-
Sm” in 1972 & 1978. Please see complete source
ormation beginning on page 891.
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fication appear as loss of the object that the
worker is deprived of the most essential
things not only of life but also of work.
Labour itself becomes an object which he can
acquire only by the greatest effort and with
unpredictable interruptions. So much does the
appropriation of the object appear as alien-
ation that the more objects the worker pro-
duces the fewer he can possess and the more
he falls under the domination of his product,
of capital.

All these consequences follow from the fact
that the worker is related to the product of bis
labour as to an dlien object. For it is clear on
this presupposition that the more the worker
expends himself in work the more powerful
becomes the world of objects which he creates
in face of himself, the poorer he becomes in
his inner life, and the less he belongs to him-
self. It is just the same as in religion. The more
of himself man attributes to God the less he
has left in himself, The worker puts his life
into the object, and his life then belongs no
longer to himself but to the object. The
greater his activity, therefore, the less he pos-
sesses. What is embodied in the product of his
labour is no longer his own. The greater this
product is, therefore, the more he is dimin-
ished. The alienation of the worker in his
product means not only that his labour be-
comes an object, assumes an external exis-
tence, but that rexists independently, outside
himself, and alien to him, and that it stands
opposed to him a5 an autonomous power.

87



The life which he has given to the object sets
itself against him as an alien and hostile
force. v

So far we have considered the alienation of
the worker only from one aspect; namely, his
relationship with the products of his labour.
However, alienation appears not merely in the
result but also in the process of production,
within productive activity itself. How could
the worker stand in an alien relationship to
the product of his activity if he did not alien-
ate himself in the act of production itself? The
product is indeed only the résumé of activity,
of production. Consequently, if the product of
labour is alienation, production itself must be
active alienation—the alienation of activity
and the activity of alienation. The alienation
of the object of labour merely summarizes the
alienation in the work activity itself,

What constitutes the alienation of labour?
First, that the work is external to the worker,
that it is not part of his nature; and that, con-
sequently, he does not fulfil himself in his
work but denies himself, has a feeling of mis-
ery rather than well-being, does not develop
freely his mental and physical energies but is
physically exhausted and mentally debased.
The worker, therefore, feels himself at home
only during his leisure time, whereas at work
he feels homeless. His work is not voluntary
but imposed, forced labour. It is not the satis-
faction of a need, but only a means for satis-
fying other needs. Its alien character is clearly
shown by the fact that as soon as there is no
physical or other compulsion it is avoided
like the plague. External labour, labour in
which man alienates himself, is a labour of
self-sacrifice, of mortification. Finally, the ex-
ternal character of work for the worker is
shown by the fact that it is not his own work
but work for someone else, that in work he
does not belong to himself but to another
person.

Just as in religion the spontaneous activity
of human fantasy, of the human brain and
heart, reacts independently as an alien activity
of gods or devils upon the individual, so the
activity of the worker is not his own sponta-
neous activity. It is another’s activity and a
loss of his own spontaneiry.
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We arrive at the result that map
worker) feels himself to be freely activ
in his animal functions—eating, drinkin
procreating, or at most also in his dwel
and in personal adornment—while in hj
man functions he is reduced to an anima]
animal becomes human and the humga
comes animal.

Earing, drinking and procreating ar
course also genuine human functions. By
stractly considered, apart from the eny
ment of human activities, and turned int
nal and sole ends, they are animal funcrio;

We have now considered the act of al;
ation of practical human activity, labour,
two aspects: (1) the relationship of the w,
to the product of labour as an alien o
which dominates him. This relationship
the same time the relationship to the sens
external world, ro narural objects, as an al
and hostile world; (2) the relationship
labour to the act of production within laboy
This is the relationship of the worker to
own activity as something alien and not b
longing to him, activity as suffering (pas
ity), strength as powerlessness, creation a8
emasculation, the personal physical and m
tal energy of the worker, his personal life {
what is life but activity?), as an activity whj
is directed against himself, independen
him and not belonging to him. This is
alienation as against the above-mention
alienation of the thing.

We have now to infer a third character
of alienated labour from the two we h
considered.

Man is a species-being not only in the s
that he makes the community (his own as wi
as those of other things) his object both pr
tically and theorerically, but also (and this
simply another expression for the same thir
in the sense that he treats himself as the pres
ent, living species, as a universal and con
quently free being.

Species-life, for man as for animals, has i
physical basis in the fact that man (like an
mals) lives from inorganic nature, and sin
man is more universal than an animal so
range of inorganic nature from which he liv
is more universal. Plants, animals, minerals$

etc. constitute, from the theorerical
art of human consciousness as ob-
arural science and art; they are man’s
inorganic nature, his intellectual
Iife, which he must first prepare for
at and perpetuation. So also, from
al aspect, they form a part of hu-
and activity. In practice man lives
0 these natural products, whether in
of food, heating, clothing, housing,
EuEﬁ.wmrJ of man appears in prac-
guniversality which makes the whole
‘into his inorganic body: (1) as a di-
ns of life; and equally (2) as the mate-
t and instrument of his life activity.
-the inorganic body of man; that is to
wre, excluding the human body itself.
at man lives from nature means that
is body with which he must remain
inuous interchange in order not to
statement that the physical and men-
man, and nature, are interdependent
imply that nature is interdependent
f, for man is a part of nature.

alienated labour: (1) alienates nature
n; and (2) alienates man from him-
om his own active function, his life ac-
o it alienates him from the species. It
pecies-life into a means of individual
the first place it alienates species-life
idividual life, and secondly, it turns the
as an abstraction, into the purpose of
ner, also in its abstract and alienated

labour, life activity, productive life, now
to man only as means for the satisfac-
omm need, the need to maintain his physi-
istence. Productive life is, however,
-life. It is life creating life. T_ the type of
ctivity resides the whole character of a
8, its species-character; and free, con-
5 activity is the species-character of hu-
~beings. Life itself appears only as a
of life.

e animal is one with its life activity. It
not distinguish the activity from itself. It
#S activity. But man makes his life activity
=k an object of his will and consciousness.
e 6 bas a conscious life activity. It is not a de-
mation with which he is completely iden-

tified. Conscious life activity distinguishes
man from the life activity of animals. Only for
this reason is he a species-being. Or rather,
he is only a self-conscious being, i.e. his own
life is an object for him, because he is a
species-being. Only for this reason is his ac-
tivity free activity. Alienated labour reverses
the relarionship, in that man because he is a
self-conscious being makes his life activiry,
his being, only a means for his existence.

The practical construction of an objective
world, the manipulation of inorganic narure,
is the confirmation of man as a conscious
species-being, i.e. a being who treats the spec-
ies as his own being or himself as a species-be-
ing. Of course, animals also produce. They
construct nests, dwellings, as in the case of
bees, beavers, ants, etc. But they only produce
what is strictly necessary for themselves or
their young. They produce only in a single di-
rection, while man produces universally. They
produce only under the compulsion of direct
physical needs, while man produces when he
is free from physical need and only truly pro-
duces in freedom from such need. Animals
produce only themselves, while man repro-
duces the whole of nature. The products of
animal production belong directly to their
physical bodies, while man is free in face of
his product. Animals construct only in accor-
dance with the standards and needs of the
species to which they belong, while man
knows how to produce in accordance with
the standards of every species and knows how
to apply the appropriate standard to the ob-
ject. Thus man constructs also in accordance
with the laws of beaury.

It is just in his work upon the objective
world that man really proves himself as a
species-being. This production is his acrive
species-life. By means of it nature appears as
his work and his reality. The object of labour
1s, therefore, the objectification of man’s
species-life; for he no longer reproduces him-
self merely intellectually, as in consciousness,
but actively and in a real sense, and he sees his
own reflection in a world which he has con-
structed. While, therefore, alienated labour
takes away the object of production from
man, it also takes away his species-life, his



real objectivity as a species-being, and

changes his advantage over animals into a dis-

advantage in so far as his inorganic body, na-
ture, is taken from him.

Just as alienated labour transforms free and
self-directed activity into a means, so it trans-
forms the species-life of man into a means of
physical existence.

Consciousness, which man has from his
species, is transformed through alienation so
that species-life becomes only a means for
him. (3) Thus alienated labour turns the
species-life of man, and also nature as his
mental species-property, into an alien being
and into a means for his individual existence.
It alienates from man his own body, external
nature, his mental life and his human life.
(4) A direct consequence of the alienation of
man from the product of his labour, from his
life activity and from his species-life, is that
man s alienated from other men. When man
confronts himself he also confronts other
men. What is true of man’s relationship to his
work, to the product of his work and to him-
self, is also true of his relationship to other
men, to their labour and to the objects of
their labour.

In general, the statement that man is alien-
ated from his species-life means that each man
is alienated from others, and that each of the
others is likewise alienated from human life.

Human alienation, and above all the rela-
tion of man to himself, is first realized and ex-
pressed in the relationship berween each man
and other men. Thus in the relationship of
alienated labour every man regards other men
according to the standards and relationships
in which he finds himself placed as a worker.

We began with an economic fact, the alien-
ation of the worker and his production. We
have expressed this fact in conceprual terms as
alienated labour, and in analysing the concept
we have merely analysed an economic fact.

Let us now examine further how this con-
cept of alienated labour must express and re-
veal itself in reality. If the product of labour is
alien to me and confronts me as an alien
power, to whom does it belong? If my own
activiry does not belong to me but 1s an alien,
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forced activity, to whom does it belong? To
being other than myself. And who is this
ing? The gods? It is apparent in the earliesg!
stages of advanced production, e.g. temple"
building, etc. in Egypt, India, Mexico, and
the service rendered to gods, that the produce:
belonged to the gods. But the gods alone werg!
never the lords of labour. And no more wag
nature. What a contradiction it would be
the more man subjugates nature by his labour, |
and the more the marvels of the gods are ren
dered superfluous by the marvels of indust
the more he should abstain from his joy
producing and his enjoyment of the produ
for love of these powers.

The alien being to whom labour and t
product of labour belong, to whose service -
labour is devoted, and to whose enjoyment
the product of labour goes, can only be man
himself. If the product of labour does not b
long to the worker, but confronts him as an’®
alien power, this can only be because it be
longs to a man other than the worker. If his®
activity is a rorment to him it must be
source of enjoyment and pleasure to another.
Not the gods, nor narure, but only man him

wivate property is thus derived from the
lysis of the concept of alienated labour;
is, alienated man, alienated labour, alien-
life, and estranged man.

e have, of course, derived the concept of
wated labour (alienated life) from political
nomy, from an analysis of the movement
nrivate property. But the analysis of this
cept shows that although private property
pears to be the basis and cause of alienared
ur, it is rather a consequence of the latter,
as the gods are fundamentally not the
se but the product of confusions of human
n. At a later stage, however, there is a re-
al influence.

nly in the final stage of the development
private property is its secret revealed,
ely, that it is on one hand the product of
enated labour, and on the other hand the
ns by which labour is alienated, the reali-
ion of this alienation.

The Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts,
pp- 121-131

9

The possessing class and the proletarian
class represent one and the same human self-
alienation. But the former feels satisfied and
affirmed in this self-alienation, experiences
the alienation as a sign of its own power, and
possesses in it the appearance of a human ex-
istence. The latter, however, feels destroyed in
this alienation, seeing in it its own impotence
and the reality of an inhuman existence. To
use Hegel’s expression, this class is, within de-
pravity, an indignation against this depravity,
an indignation necessarily aroused in this
class by the contradiction between its human
nature and its life-situation, which is a bla-
tant, outright and all-embracing denial of that
Very nature.

Within the antagonism as a whole, there-
fore, private property represents the conserva-
tive side and the proletariat the destructive
side. From the former comes action aimed at
preserving the antagonism; from the latter, ac-
tion aimed at its destruction.

The Holy Family: A Critique of Critical Criticism,
pp. 133-134

self can be this alien power over men.

Consider the earlier statement that the rela
tion of man to himself is first realized, objecti
fied, through his relation to other men. If he
related to the product of his labour, his objec
tified labour, as to an alien, hostile, power
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and independent object, he is related in such
way that another alien, hostile, powerful an
independent man is the lord of this object.
he is related to his own activity as to unfre
activity, then he is related to it as activity
the service, and under the domination, coer-
cion and yoke, of another man. . .

Thus, through alienated labour the worker?
creares the relation of another man, who do
not work and is outside the work process, t
this labour. The relation of the worker t
work also produces the relation of the capital-
ist (or whatever one likes to call the lord of
labour) to work. Private property is, there
fore, the product, the necessary result, @
alienated labour, of the external relation o
the worker to narure and to himself.

e history of all hitherto existing society! is
‘history of class struggles.

treeman and slave, patrician and plebeian,
d and serf, guild-master? and journeyman,
a word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in
stant opposition to one another, carried on

uninterrupted, now hidden, now open

nally published in 1963. Please see complete
urce information beginning on page 891.
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fight, a fight that each time ended, cither in a
revolutionary re-constitution of society at
large, or in the common ruin of the contend-
ing classes.

In the earlier epochs of history, we find al-
most everywhere a complicated arrangement
of society into various orders, a manifold gra-
dation of social rank. In ancient Rome we
have patricians, knights, plebeians, slaves; in
the Middle Ages, feudal lords, vassals, guild-

masters, journeymen, apprentices, serfs; in
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almost all of these classes, again, subordinare
gradations.

The modern bourgeois society that has
sprouted from the ruins of feudal society has
not done away with class antagonisms. It has
but established new classes, new conditions of
oppression, new forms of struggle in place of
the old ones.

Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie,
possesses, however, this distinctive feature: it
has simplified the class antagonisms. Society
as a whole is more and more splitting up into
two great hostile camps, into two great
classes directly facing each other: Bourgeoisie
and Proletariat.

From the serfs of the Middle Ages sprang
the chartered burghers of the earliest towns.
From these burgesses the first elements of the
bourgeoisie were developed.

The discovery of America, the rounding of
the Cape, opened up fresh ground for the ris-
ing bourgeoisie. The East-Indian and Chinese
markets, the colonisation of America, trade
with the colonies, the increase in the means of
exchange and in commodities generally, gave
to commerce, to navigation, to industry, an
impulse never before known, and thereby, to
the revolutionary element in the tottering feu-
dal society, a rapid development.

The feudal system of industry, under which
industrial production was monopolised by
closed guilds, now no longer sufficed for the
growing wants of the new markets. The man-
ufacturing system took its place. The gnild-
masters were pushed on one side by the man-
ufacturing middle class; division of labour
between the different corporate guilds van-
ished in the face of division of labour in each
single workshop.

Meantime the markets kept ever growing,
the demand ever rising. Even manufacture no
longer sufficed. Thereupon, steam and ma-
chinery revolutionised industrial production.
The place of manufacture was taken by the gi-
ant, Modern Industry, the place of the indus-
trial middle class, by industrial millionaires,
the leaders of whole industrial armies, the
modern bourgeois.
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Modern industry has established the world-
marker, for which the discovery of Americy |
paved the way. This market has given an im-
mense development to commerce, to naviga-
tion, to communication by land. This devel- |
opment has, in its turn, reacted on the
extension of industry; and in proportion as s
industry, commerce, navigation, railways ex-
tended, in the same proportion the bour-
geoisie developed, increased its capital, and
pushed into the background every class.
handed down from the Middle Ages.

We see, therefore, how the modern bour-
geoisie is itself the product of a long course of ¢ n of science, into its paid wage-labourers.
development, of a series of revolutions in the e bourgeoisie has torn away from the
modes of production and of exchange. . : ly its sentimental veil, and has reduced

Each step in the development of the bour- 3  family relation to a mere money relation.
geoisie was accompanied by a corresponding | bourgeoisie has disclosed how it came
political advance of that class. An oppressed pass that the brutal display of vigour in the
class under the sway of the feudal nobility, an ddle Ages, which Reacrionists so much ad-
armed and mm:.mc‘..nhﬁm_.—m association in the 2 found its madm nogﬁ_man:m in the most
mediaeval commune?; here independent ur- ful indolence. It has been the first to
ban republic (as in Italy and Germany), there ow what man’s activity can bring about. It
taxable “third estate” of the monarchy (as i accomplished wonders far surpassing
France), afterwards, in the period of manufac- gyptian pyramids, Roman aqueducts, and
ture proper, serving either the semi-feudal or thic cathedrals; it has conducted expedi-
the absolute monarchy as a counterpoise that put in the shade all former Exo-
against the nobility, and, in fact, cornerstone | es of nations and crusades.
of the great monarchies in general, the bour- he bourgeoisie cannot exist without con-
geoisie has at last, since the establishment o ntly revolutionising the instruments of pro-
Modern Industry and of the world-market tion, and thereby the relations of produc-
conquered for itself, in the modern represen- and with them the whole relations of
tarive State, exclusive political sway. The ex- & ety. Conservation of the old modes of pro-
ecutive of the modern State is but a committe ction in unaltered form, was, on the con-
for managing the common affairs of the ry, the first condition of existence for all
whole bourgeoisie. lier industrial classes. Constant revolution-

The bourgeoisie, historically, has played a ng of production, uninterrupted distur-
most revolutionary part. The bourgeoisie, mce of all social condirtions, everlasting un-
wherever it has got the upper hand, has put & “Certainty and agitation distinguish the
an end to all feudal, patriarchal, idyllic rela- urgeois epoch from all earlier ones. All
tions. It has pitlessly torn asunder the motley - ed, fast-frozen relations, with their train of
feudal ties that bound man to his “natural su- ncient and venerable prejudices and opin-
periors,” and has left remaining no other S, are swept away, all new-formed ones be-
nexus between man and man than naked self-. Ome antiquated before they can ossify. All
interest, than callous “cash payment.” It has § at is solid melts into air, all that is holy is
drowned the most heavenly ecstasies of reli- rofaned, and man is at last compelled to face
gious fervour, of chivalrous enthusiasm, of ith sober senses, his real conditions of life,
philistine sentimentalism, in the icy water “and his relations with his kind.

cotistical calculation. It has resolved
nal worth into exchange value, and
lace of the numberless indefeasible
ered freedoms, has set up that single,

and political illusions, it has substi-
naked, shameless, direct, brutal

the bourgeoisie has stripped of its halo ev-
~occupation hitherto honoured and looked
to with reverent awe. It has converted the
. ician, the lawyer, the priest, the poet, the

The need of a constantly expanding market
for its products chases the bourgeoisie over
the whole surface of the globe. It must nestle
everywhere, settle everywhere, establish con-
nexions everywhere.,

The bourgeoisie has through its exploita-
tion of the world-market given a cosmopoli-
tan character to production and consumption
in every country. To the great chagrin of Re-
actionists, it has drawn from under the feer of
industry the national ground on which it
stood. All old-established national industries
have been destroyed or are daily being de-
stroyed. They are dislodged by new indus-
tries, whose introduction becomes a life and
death question for all civilised nations, by in-
dustries that no longer work up indigenous
raw material, but raw material drawn from
the remotest zones; industries whose products
are consumed, not only at home, but in every
quarter of the globe. In place of the old
wants, satisfied by the productions of the
country, we find new wants, requiring for
their satisfaction the products of distant lands
and climes. In place of the old local and na-
tional seclusion and self-sufficiency, we have
intercourse in every direction, universal inter-
dependence of nations. And as in material, so
also in intellectual production. The intellec-
tual creations of individual nations become
common property. National one-sidedness
and narrow-mindedness become more and
more impossible, and from the numerous na-
tional and local literatures, there arises a
world literature.

The bourgeoisie, by the rapid improvement
of all instruments of production, by the im-
mensely facilitated means of communication,
draws all, even the most barbarian, nations
into civilisation. The cheap prices of its com-
modities are the heavy artillery with which it
batters down all Chinese walls, with which it
forces the barbarians’ intensely obstinate ha-
tred of foreigners to capitulate. It compels all
nations, on pain of extinction, to adopt the
bourgeois mode of production; i compels
them to introduce what it calls civilisation
nto their midst, i.e., to become bourgeois
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themselves. In one word, it creates a world af-
ter its own image.

The bourgeoisie has subjected the country
to the rule of the towns. It has created enor-
mous cities, has greatly increased the urban
population as compared with the rural, and
has thus rescued a considerable parr of the
population from the idiocy of rural life. Just
as it has made the country dependent on the
towns, so it has made barbarian and semi-
barbarian countries dependent on the civilised
ones, nations of peasants on nations of bour-
geois, the East on the West.

The bourgeoisie keeps more and more do-
ing away with the scattered state of the popu-
lation, of the means of production, and of
property. It has agglomerated population,
centralised means of production, and has con-
centrated property in a few hands. The neces-
sary consequence of this was political central-
isation. Independent, or but loosely connecred
provinces, with separate interests, laws, gov-
ernments and systems of taxation, became
lumped together into one nation, with one
government, one code of laws, one national
class-interest, one frontier and one customs-
tariff.

The bourgeoisie, during its rule of scarce
one hundred years, has created more massive
and more colossal productive forces than
have all preceding generations together. Sub-
jection of Narture’s forces to man, machinery,
application of chemistry to industry and agri-
culture, steam-navigartion, railways, electric
telegraphs, clearing of whole continents for
culuvation, canalisation of rivers, whole pop-
ulations conjured out of the ground—what
earlier century had even a presentiment that
such productive forces slumbered in the lap of
social labour?

We see then: the means of production and
of exchange, on whose foundation the bour-
geoisie built itself up, were generared in feu-
dal society. At a certain stage in the develop-
ment of these means of production and of
exchange, the conditions under which feudal
society produced and exchanged, rhe fendal
organisation of agriculture and manufacrur-
ing industry, in one word, the feudal relarions

Il / The Structure of Contemporary Stratificatj i Capitalism and Pre-Capitalism
[y are t0O NArrow to comprise the wealth
d by them. And how does the bour-
@ get over these crises? On the one hand
orced destruction of a mass of produc-
orces; on the other, by the conquest of
‘markets, and by the more thorough ex-
“n.mcn of the old ones. That is to say, by
the way for more extensive and more

ctive crises, and by diminishing the

of property became no longer compatible
with the already developed productive forces
they became so many fetters. They had to
burst asunder; they were burst asunder.
Into their place stepped free competitio
accompanied by a social and political const
turion adapted to it, and by the economica]
and political sway of the bourgeois class.
A similar movement is going on before o
own eyes. Modern bourgeois society with its’ s whereby crises are prevented.
relations of production, of exchange and of: e weapons with which the bourgeoisie
property, a society that has conjured up such’ eudalism to the ground are now turned

gigantic means of production and of ex st the bourgeoisie itself.

change, is like the sorcerer, who is no long 3 ut not only has the bourgeoisie forged the
ns that bring death to itself; it has also

able to control the powers of the nether world’
whom he has called up by his spells. For nto existence the men who are to wield
many a decade past the history of industr s capons—the modern working class—
and commerce is but the history of the revo Cproletarians.
of modern productive forces against mode | proportion as the bourgeoisie, i.e., capi-
conditions of production, against the pro ‘developed, in the same proportion is the
erty relations that are the conditions for th ariat, the modern working class, devel-
existence of the bourgeoisie and of its rule. | d—a class of labourers, who live only so
is enough to mention the commercial cris 1g as they find work, and who find work
that by their periodical return put on its trial o long as their labour increases capital.
each time more threateningly, the existence o labourers, who must sell themselves
the entire bourgeois society. In these crises eal, are a commodity, like every other
great part not only of the existing product le of commerce, and are consequently ex-
but also of the previously created producti =d to all the vicissitudes of competition, to
forces, are periodically destroyed. In the = fluctuations of the market.
crises there breaks ourt an epidemic that, in a ing ro the extensive use of machinery
earlier epochs, would have seemed an absur: » division of labour, the work of the pro-
fans has lost all individual characrer, and,

dity—the epidemic of over-production. Soci-

ety suddenly finds itself put back into a stare equently, all charm for the workman. He

of momentary barbarism; it appears as if mes an appendage of the machine, and it

famine, a universal war of devastation had nly the most simple, most monotonous,
most easily acquired knack, that is re-

cur off the supply of every means of subsis=§ : 2
tence; industry and commerce seem to be de= 3 ed of him. Hence, the cost of production
workman is restricted, almost entirely, to

stroyed; and why? Because there is too muc
means of subsistence that he requires for

civilisation, too much means of subsistence :
too much industry, too much commerce. Thes maintenance, and for the propagation of
15 race. But the price of a commodity, and

productive forces at the disposal of society no:

longer tend to further the development of the cfore also of labour, is equal to its cost of

conditions of bourgeois property; on the co .mcmzoz. In proportion, therefore, as the

trary, they have become too powerful for: Isiveness of the work increases, the wage
ECreases. Nay more, in proportion as the use

these conditions, by which they are fettere fease: !
‘machinery and division of labour increases,

and so soon as they overcome these fetters;s
they bring disorder into the whole of bour: _ﬂ_._n same proportion the burden of toil also
reases, whether by prolongation of the

geois society, endanger the existence of bour- 3 :
geois property. The conditions of bourgeois = rking hours, by increase of the work ex-
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acted in a given time or by increased speed of
the machinery, etc.

Modern industry has converted the little
workshop of the patriarchal master into the
great factory of the industrial capitalist.
Masses of labourers, crowded into the fac-
tory, are organised like soldiers. As privates of
the industrial army they are placed under the
command of a perfect hierarchy of officers
and sergeants. Not only are they slaves of the
bourgeois class, and of the bourgeois State;
they are daily and hourly enslaved by the ma-
chine, by the overlooker, and, above all, by
the individual bourgeois manufacturer him-
self. The more openly this despotism pro-
claims gain to be its end and aim, the more
petty, the more hateful and the more embitter-
ng it is.

The less the skill and exertion of strength
implied in manual labour, in other words, the
more modern industry becomes developed,
the more is the labour of men superseded by
that of women. Differences of age and sex
have no longer any distinctive social validity
for the working class. All are instruments of
labour, more or less expensive ro use, accord-
ing to their age and sex.

No sooner is the exploitation of the
labourer by the manufacturer, so far, at an
end, and he receives his wages in cash, than
he is set upon by the other portions of the
bourgeoisie, the landlord, the shopkeeper, the
pawnbroker, etc.

The lower strara of the middle class—the
small tradespeople, shopkeepers, and retired
tradesmen generally, the handicraftsmen and
peasants—all these sink gradually into the
proletariat, partly because their diminutive
capital does not suffice for the scale on which
Modern Industry is carried on, and is
swamped in the competition with the large
capitalists, partly because their specialised
skill is rendered worthless by new methods of
production. Thus the proletariar is recruited
from all classes of the popularion.

The proletariat goes through various stages
of development. With its birth begins its
struggle with the bourgeoisie. At first the con-
test is carried on by individual labourers, then



by the workpeople of a factory, then by the
operatives of one trade, in one locality,
against the individual bourgeois who directly
exploits them. They direct their attacks not
against the bourgeois conditions of produc-
tion, but against the instruments of produc-
tion themselves: they destroy imported wares
that compete with their labour, they smash to
pieces machinery, they set factories ablaze,
they seek to restore by force the vanished sta-
tus of the workman of the Middle Ages.

At this stage the labourers still form an in-
coherent mass scattered over the whole coun-
try, and broken up by their mutual competi-
tion. If anywhere they unite to form more
compact bodies, this 1s not yetr the conse-
quence of their own active union, but of the
union of the bourgeoisie, which class, in order
to artain its own political ends, is compelled
to set the whole proletariat in motion, and is
moreover yet, for a time, able to do so. At this
stage, therefore, the proletarians do not fight
their enemies, but the enemies of their ene-
mies, the remnants of absolute monarchy, the
landowners, the non-industrial bourgeois, the
petty bourgeoisie. Thus the whole historical
movement is concentrated in the hands of the
bourgeoisie; every victory so obtained is a vic-
tory for the bourgeoisie.

But with the development of industry the
proletariat not only increases in number; it
becomes concentrated in greater masses, its
strength grows, and it feels that strength
more. The various interests and conditions of
life within the ranks of the proletariat are
more and more equalised, in proportion as
machinery obliterates all distinctions of
labour, and nearly everywhere reduces wages
to the same low level. The growing competi-
tion among the bourgeois, and the resulting
commercial crises, make the wages of the
workers ever more fluctuating. The unceasing
improvement of machinery, ever more rapidly
developing, makes their livelihood more and
more precarious; the collisions between indi-
vidual workmen and individual bourgeois
take more and more the character of colli-
sions berween two classes. Thereupon the
workers begin to form combinarions (Trades’
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Unions) against the bourgeois; they club to- %

gether in order to keep up the rate of wage
they found permanent associations in order to
make provision beforehand for these occa-

sional revolts. Here and there the contest

breaks out into riots. ;
Now and then the workers are ,:..nnolocm..

but only for a time. The real fruit of their bat-

tles lies, not in the immediate result, but in th,
ever-expanding union of the workers. This
union is helped on by the improved means of
communication that are created by modern
industry and that place the workers of differ

ent localities in contact with one another. It &

was just this contact that was needed to cen-
tralise the numerous local struggles, all of the
same character, into one national struggle be-
tween classes. Burt every class struggle is a p

litical struggle. And that union, to attain

which the burghers of the Middle Ages, wit
their miserable highways, required centuries

the modern proletarians, thanks to nmmémwm,..

achieve in a few years.

This organisation of the proletarians into a
class, and consequently into a political party, is
continually being upset again by the competi-
tion between the workers themselves. Bur it
ever rises up again, stronger, firmer, mightier. I

compels legislative recognition of particular in- -

terests of the workers, by taking advantage of

the divisions among the bourgeoisie itself. Thus

the ten-hours’ bill in England was carried.
Altogether collisions between the classes of

the old society further, in many ways, the

course of development of the proletariat. The

bourgeoisie finds itself involved in a constant -
battle. At first with the aristocracy; later on,

with those portions of the bourgeoisie itself,

whose interests have become antagonistic to

the progress of industry; at all times, with the

bourgeoisie of foreign countries. In all these

battles it sees irself compelled to appeal to the

proletariart, to ask for its help, and thus, to

drag it into the political arena. The bour-
geoisie itself, therefore, supplies the prole-
tariat with its own elements of political and
general education, in other words, it furnishes
the proletariat with weapons for fighting the
bourgeoisie.

2 Capitalismt and Pre-Capitalism

her, as we have already seen, entire sec-
C the ruling classes are, by the advance
_._wﬂ.J.. precipirared into the proletariat,
= at least threatened in their conditions
stence. These also supply the proletariat
fresh elements of enlightenment and
2 ”ﬂm.
hally, in times when the class struggle
s the decisive hour, the process of disso-
n going on within the ruling class, in fact
the whole range of old society, as-
‘such a violent, glaring character, thar a
I section of the ruling class curts itself
ft. and joins the revolutionary class, the
hat holds the future in its hands. Just
erefore, at an earlier period, a section of
nobility went over to the bourgeoisie, so
a portion of the bourgeoisie goes over to
oletariat, and in particular, a portion of
bourgeois ideologists, who have raised
selves ro the level of comprehending the-
ically the historical movement as a
hole.
Of all the classes that stand face to face
1 the bourgeoisie today, the proletariat
eis a really revolutionary class. The other
es decay and finally disappear in the face
‘Modern Industry; the proletariat is its spe-
and essential product.
he lower middle class, the small manufac-
r, the shopkeeper, the artisan, the peasant,

all these fight against the bourgeoisie, to save

om extinction their existence as fractions of
the middle class. They are therefore not revo-
tionary, but conservative. Nay more, they
re reactionary, for they try to roll back the

. 3 ._unn_ of history. If by chance they are revolu-
tionary, they are so only in view of their im-

pending transfer into the proletariat, they
thus defend not their present, bur their future

terests, they desert their own standpoint to
place themselves at that of the proletariat.

The “dangerous class,” the social scum,
that passively rotting mass thrown off by the
lowest layers of old society, may, here and
there, be swept into the movement by a prole-
tarian revolution, its conditions of life, how-
Ever, prepare it far more for the part of a
bribed taol of reactionary intrigue,
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In the conditions of the proletariat, those of
old society at large are already virtually
swamped. The proletarian is without prop-
erty; his relation to his wife and children has
no longer anything in common with the bour-
geois family-relations; modern, industrial
labour, modern subjection to capital, the same
in England as in France, in America as in Ger-
many, has stripped him of every trace of na-
tional character. Law, morality, religion, are
to him so many bourgeois prejudices, behind
which lurk in ambush just as many bourgeois
interests.

All the preceding classes that got the upper
hand, sought to fortify their already acquired
status by subjecting society at large to their
conditions of appropriation. The proletarians
cannot become masters of the productive
forces of society, except by abolishing their
own previous mode of appropriation, and
thereby also every other previous mode of ap-
propriation. They have nothing of their own
to secure and to fortify; their mission is to de-
stroy all previous securities for, and insur-
ances of, individual property.

All previous historical movements were
movements of minorities, or in the interests of
minorities. The proletarian movement is the
self-conscious, independent movement of the
immense majority, in the interests of the im-
mense majority. The proletariat, the lowest
stratum of our present society, cannot stir,
cannot raise itself up, without the whole su-
perincumbent strata of official society being
sprung into the air.

Though not in substance, yet in form, the
struggle of the proletariat with the bour-
geoisie Is at first a national struggle. The pro-
letariat of each country must, of course, first
of all settle matters with its own bourgeoisie.

In depicting the most general phases of the
development of the proletariar, we traced the
more or less veiled civil war, raging within ex-
isting society, up to the point where that war
breaks out into open revolution, and where
the violent overthrow of the bourgeoisie lays
the foundation for the sway of the proletariat.

Hitherto, every form of socicty has been
based, as we have already seen, on the antag-
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onism of oppressing and oppressed classes.
But in order to oppress a class, certain condi-
tions must be assured to it under which it can,
at least, continue its slavish existence. The
serf, in the period of serfdom, raised himself
to membership in the commune, just as the
petty bourgeois, under the yoke of feudal ab-
solutism, managed to develop into a bour-
geois. The modern labourer, on the contrary,
instead of rising with the progress of industry,
sinks deeper and deeper below the conditions
of existence of his own class. He becomes a
pauper, and pauperism develops more rapidly
than population and wealth. And here it be-
comes evident, that the bourgeoisie is unfit
any longer to be the ruling class in society,
and to impose its conditions of existence
upon society as an overriding law. It is unfit to
rule because it is incompetent to assure an ex-
istence to its slave within his slavery, because
it cannot help letting him sink into such a
state, that it has to feed him, instead of being
fed by him. Society can no longer live under
this bourgeoisie, in other words, its existence
is no longer compatible with society.

The essential condition for the existence,
and for the sway of the bourgeois class, is the
formation and augmentation of capital; the
condition for capital is wage-labour. Wage-
labour rests exclusively on competition be-
tween the labourers. The advance of industry,
whose involuntary promoter is the bour-
geoisie, replaces the isolation of the labour-
ers, due to competition, by their revolution-
ary combination, due to association. The
development of Modern Industry, therefore,
cuts from under its feet the very foundation
on which the bourgeoisie produces and ap-
propriates products. Whar the bourgeoisie,
therefore, produces, above all, is its own
grave-diggers. lts fall and the victory of the
proletariat are equally inevitable.

Notes

1. Thart is, all written history. In 1847, the pre-
history of society, the social organisation exisring
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previous to recorded history, was all bur unknown,

[Note by Engels to the English edition of 1888.]

2. Guild-master, that is, a full member of a guild
a master within, not a head of a guild. [Note by
Engels to the English edition of 1888.]

by the nascent towns even before they had cop

quered from their feudal lords and masters loca] -

self-government and political rights as the “Third

Estate”. Generally speaking, for the economical de-
velopment of the bourgeoisie, England is here

taken as the typical country; for its political devel-

opment, France. [Note by Engels to the English

edition of 1888.]

This was the name given their urban communj-
ties by the townsmen of Italy and France, after they .

had purchased or wrested their initial rights of self-

government from their feudal lords. [Note by En-

gels to the German edition of 1890.]

The Communist Manifesto, pp. 108-119 :

The first attempts of workers to associate
among themselves always take place in the

form of combinations.
Large-scale industry concentrates in one
place a crowd of people unknown to one an-

other. Competition divides their interests. But

the maintenance of wages, this common in-
terest which they have against their boss,

unites them in a common thought of resis-

tance—combination. Thus combination al-
ways has a double aim, that of stopping com-
petition among the workers, so that they can
carry on general competition with the capi-
talist. If the first aim of resistance was merely

the maintenance of wages, combinations, at

first isolated, constitute themselves into

groups as the capitalists in their turn unite for

the purpose of repression, and in face of al-
ways united capital, the maintenance of the

association becomes more necessary to them
than that of wages. This is so true that En-

glish economists are amazed to see the work-

ers sacrifice a good part of their wages in

favour of associations, which, in the eyes of
these economists, are established solely in

tavour of wages. In this struggle—a verirable -

civil war—all the elements necessary for a

3. “Commune” was the name taken, in France,

: s in Capitalism and Pre-Capitalism

ng barttle unite and develop. Once it has
~hed this point, association takes on a po-
cal character.

Economic conditions had first transformed
. mass of the people of the country into
ers. The combination of capital has cre-
for this mass a common sitnation, com-
n interests. This mass is thus already a
ss as against capital, but not yet for itself.
the struggle, of which we have noted only a
phases, this mass becomes united, and
stitutes itself as a class for itself. The inter-
it defends become class interests. But the
wm_m of class against class is a political
ggle.

[n the bourgeoisie we have two phases to
inguish: that in which it constituted itself
_class under the regime of feudalism and
olute monarchy, and that in which, al-
dy constituted as a class, it overthrew feu-
m and monarchy to make society into a
geois sociery. The first of these phases
the longer and necessitated the greater ef-
ts. This too began by partial combinations
st the feudal lords.

uch research has been carried out to trace
different historical phases that the bour-
isic has passed through, from the com-
ne up to its constitution as a class.

But when it is a question of making a pre-
e study of strikes, combinations and other
ms in which the proletarians carry out be-
ore our eyes their organization as a class,
me are scized with real fear and others dis-
a transcendental disdain.

An oppressed class is the vital condition for
ery society founded on the antagonism of
isses. The emancipation of the oppressed
lass thus implies necessarily the creation of a
ew society. For the oppressed class to be able
0 emancipate itself it is necessary that the
roductive powers already acquired and
e existing social relations should no longer
e capable of existing side by side. Of all the
struments of production, the greatest pro-

ductive power is the revolutionary class itself.

he organization of revolutionary elements as
class supposes the existence of all the pro-

ductive forces which could be engendered in
the bosom of the old society.

Does this mean that after the fall of the old
society there will be a new class domination
culminating in a new political power? No.

The condition for the emancipation of the
working class is the abolition of every class,
just as the condition for the liberation of the
third estate, of the bourgeois order, was the
abolition of all estates! and all orders.

The working class, in the course of its de-
velopment, will substitute for the old civil so-
ciety an association which will exclude classes
and their antagonism, and there will be no
more political power properly so-called, since
political power is precisely the official expres-
sion of antagonism in civil society.

Meanwhile the antagonism between the
proletariat and the bourgeoisie is a struggle of
class against class, a struggle which carried to
its highest expression is a total revolution. In-
deed, is it at all surprising that a society
founded on the opposition of classes should
culminate in brutal contradiction, the shock
of body against body, as its final dénouement?

Do not say that social movement excludes
political movement. There is never a political
movement which is not at the same tme social.

It is only in an order of things in which
there are no more classes and class antago-
nisms that social evolutions will cease to be
political revolutions. Till then, on the eve of
every general reshuffling of society, the last
word of social science will always be:

“Le combat ou la mort; la lutte sanguinaire
ou le néant. Clest ainsi que la question est in-
vinciblement posée.”?

Notes

1. Estates here in the historical sense of the es-
tates of feudalism, estates with definite and limired
privileges. The revolution of the bourgeoisie abol-
ished the estates and their privileges. Bourgeois so-
ciety knows only classes. 1t was, therefore, abso-
lutely in contradiction with history to describe the
proletariat as the “fourth estate.” [Note by F. En-
gels to the German edition, 1885.)
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2. *Combat or death; bloody struggle or extinc-
tion. It is thus thart the quesrtion is inexorably put.”
George Sand, Jean Ziska.

The Poverty of Philosoplry, pp. 172-175

The small-holding peasants form a vast mass,
the members of which live in similar condi-
tions but without entering into manifold rela-
tions with one another. Their mode of pro-
ducrion isolates them from one another
instead of bringing them into mutual inter-
course. The isolation is increased by France’s
bad means of communication and by the
poverty of the peasants. Their field of produc-
tion, the small holding, admits of no division
of labour in its cultivation, no application of
science and, therefore, no diversity of devel-
opment, no variety of talent, no wealth of so-
cial relationships. Each individual peasant
family is almost self-sufficient; it itself directly
produces the major part of its consumption
and thus acquires its means of life more
through exchange with nature than in inter-
course with society. A small holding, a peas-
ant and his family; alongside them another
small holding, another peasant and another
family. A few score of these make up a village,
and a few score of villages make up a Depart-
ment. In this way, the grear mass of the
French nation is formed by simple addition of
homologous magnitudes, much as potatoes in
a sack form a sack of potatoes. In so far as
millions of families live under economic con-
ditions of existence that separate their mode
of life, their interests and their culture from
those of the other classes, and put them in
hosrile opposition to the latter, they form a
class. In so far as there is merely a local inter-
connection among these small-holding peas-
ants, and the identity of their interests begets
no community, no national bond and no po-
lirical organisation among them, they do not
form a class. They are consequently incapable
of enforcing their class interests in their own
name, whether through a parliament or
through a convention. They cannot represent
themselves, they must be represented. Their
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representative must ar the same time appeag

as their master, as an authority over them, ¢
an unlimited governmental power that pro.
tects them against the other classes and sendg

them rain and sunshine from above. The po- -

lirical influence of the small-holding peasant

therefore, finds its final expression in the ex.

ecutive power subordinating society to irself.

The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte,
pp- 478-479

The owners merely of labour-power, owners
of capital, and landowners, whose respective
profit and

sources of income are wages,
ground-rent, in other words, wage-labourers,
capitalists and landowners, constitute then
three big classes of modern sociery based
upon the capitalist mode of production.

In England, modern society is indisputably

most highly and classically developed in eco- *

nomic structure. Nevertheless, even here the
stratification of classes does not appear in its

pure form. Middle and intermediate strata

even here obliterate lines of demarcation ev-
erywhere (although incomparably less in rural
districts than in the cities). However, this is

immaterial for our analysis. We have seen that

the continual tendency and law of develop-
ment of the capitalist mode of production is
more and more to divorce the means of pro-
duction from labour, and more and more to
concentrate the scattered means of production
into large groups, thereby transforming
labour into wage-labour and the means of
production into capital. And to this tendency,
on the other hand, corresponds the indepen-
dent separation of landed property from capi-
tal and labour, or the transformation of all
landed property into the form of landed prop-
erty corresponding to the capitalist mode of
production.

The first question to be answered is this:
Whar constitutes a class?>—and the reply to
this follows naturally from the reply to an-
other question, namely: What makes wage-
labourers, capitalists and landlords constitute
the three great social classes?

. _n_qn_ H._,_..um.n

St m_mnnnllﬁrn. identity of revenues and
of revenue. There are rhree grear so-
ups whose members, the individuals
ng them, live on wages, profit and
_rent respectively, on the realisation of
abour-power, their capital, and their
MHo_una. ) o
ever, from this standpoint, physicians
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receiving their revenue from one and the same
source. The same would also be true of the in-
finite fragmentation of interest and rank into
which the division of social labour splits
labourers as well as capitalists and land-
lords—the latter, e.g., into owners of vine-
yards, farm owners, owners of forests, mine
owners and owners of fisheries.
[Here the manuscriprt breaks off.]

Capital, Vol, 111, pp. 885-886

deology and Class

ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch
ruling ideas, i.e. the class which is the rul-
e material force of society, is at the same
ne its ruling intellectual force. The class
hich has the means of material production at
isposal, has control at the same time over
e means of mental production, so that
Hereby, generally speaking, the ideas of those
vho lack the means of mental production are
bject to it. The ruling ideas are nothing
ore than the ideal expression of the domi-
ant material relationships, the dominant ma-
rial relationships graspzd as ideas; hence of
1e relationships which make the one class the
ling one, therefore, the ideas of its domi-
‘nance. The individuals composing the ruling
lass possess among other things conscious-
~  Dess, and therefore think. Insofar, therefore, as

7 they rule as a class and determine the extent

5

Originally published in 1970, Please see complete
source information beginning on page 891.

and compass of an epoch, it is self-evident
thar they do this in its whole range, hence
among other things rule also as thinkers, as
producers of ideas, and regulate the produc-
tion and distribution of the ideas of their age:
thus their ideas are the ruling ideas of the
epoch. For instance, in an age and in a coun-
try where royal power, aristocracy, and bour-
geoisie are contending for mastery and where,
therefore, mastery is shared, the doctrine of
the separation of powers proves to be the
dominant idea and is expressed as an “cternal
law™

The division of labour manifests itself in
the ruling class as the division of mental and
material labour, so that inside this class one
part appears as the thinkers of the class (its
active, conceptive ideologists, who make the
perfecting of the illusion of the class abour it-
self their chief source of livelihood), while the
others’ attitude to these ideas and illusions is
more passive and receptive, because they are
in reality the active members of this class and
have less time to make up illusions and ideas
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about themselves. Within this class this cleav-
age cam even develop into a certain opposition
and hostility berween the two parts, which,
however, in the case of a practical collision, in
which the class itself is endangered, automati-
cally comes to nothing, in which case there
also vanishes the semblance that the ruling
ideas were not the ideas of the ruling class
and had a power distinct from the power of
this class. The existence of revolutionary ideas
in a particular period presupposes the exis-
tence of a revolutionary class.

If now in considering the course of history
we detach the ideas of the ruling class from
the ruling class itself and attribute to them an
independent existence, if we confine ourselves
to saying that these or those ideas were domi-
nant at a given time, without bothering our-
selves about the conditions of production and
the producers of these ideas, if we thus ignore
the individuals and world conditions which
are the source of the ideas, we can say, for in-
stance, that during the time that the aristoc-
racy was dominant, the concepts honour,
loyalty, etc. were dominant, during the domi-
nance of the bourgeoisie the concepts free-
dom, equality, etc. The ruling class itself on
the whole imagines this to be so. This concep-
tion of history, which is common to all histo-
rians, particularly since the cighteenth cen-
tury, will necessarily come up against the
phenomenon that increasingly abstract ideas
hold sway, i.e. ideas which increasingly take
on the form of universality. For each new
class which puts itself in the place of one rul-

ing before it, is compelled, merely in order to
carry through its aim, to represent its interest
as the common interest of all the members of
society, that is, expressed in ideal form: it has
to give its ideas the form of universaliry, and
represent them as the only rational, univer-
sally valid ones. The class making a revolu-
tion appears from the very start, if only be-
cause it is opposed to a class, not as a class
but as the representative of the whole of soci-

ety; it appears as the whole mass of society
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confronting the one ruling class.! 1t can do
this because, to start with, 1ts interest really is
more connected with the common interest of
all other non-ruling classes, because under the
pressure of hitherto existing conditions its in-
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terest has not yet been able to develop as the
particular interest of 2 particular class. Its vic-
tory, therefore, benefits also many individuals
of the other classes which are not winning a
dominant position, but only insofar as it now
puts these individuals in a position to raise |
themselves into the ruling class. When the &
French bourgeoisie overthrew the power of
the aristocracy, it thereby made it possible for ¢
many proletarians to raise themselves above
the proletariat, but only insofar as they be-
come bourgeois. Every new class, therefore, &
achieves its hegemony only on a broader basis
than that of the class ruling previously, I T ]
whereas the opposition of the non-ruling class 4 %:&EBWE: 4 mcn not a commodity.
against the new ruling class later develops all® B with soicist mw_u“.o cammnrm has nothing
mr..w more mrﬁ.\u; and profoundly. Both these® S :Emﬁw_wowzoww EMOMQ 1 noﬁﬁ_ou‘
things aﬂna:c.un :..n. fact that ,Hrm mﬁcwm_n to o o 5ol ssw ﬂﬁ . :_n.n an mnﬂn.rm
be waged against this new ruling class, in its e m_._ , but his labour it-
turn, aims at a more decided and radica f Tabisiit mxum:gmm _u_umnnm._ of the total
negation of the previous conditions of societ B dinate to H_._m. mmu oG Ly SORIELY. It must be
than could all previous classes which sough iy 1 is =oﬁﬂ_:muﬁmﬂwﬂwmﬁﬂawcmﬂ Emw_umx
to rule. . e other divi-

This whole semblance, that the rule of Mwmmw“_uazh and on its part is required to
certain class is only the rule of certain idea 4 i
comes to a natural end, of course, as soon
class rule in general ceases to be the form
which society is organised, that is to say,
soon as it is no longer necessary to represent:
particular interest as general or the “genet
interest” as ruling.

hat is the common social substance of all
.ana,_anmm. It is Labour. To produce a
mmodity a certain amount of labour must
e bestowed upon it, or worked up in it.
nd 1 say not only Labour, but social
our. > man who produces an article for
s own immediate use, to consume it him-

- we consider commodities as values, we
] .m_uﬁ them exclusively under the mim_“u. as-
of realised, fixed, or, if you like, crys-
lised social labour. In this respect EMJ can
I .,u._o_:_% by representing greater or smaller
ntities of labour, as, for example, a greater
nount of labour may be worked up in a
n handkerchief than in a brick. Bur how
one measure quantities of labour? By the
¢ the labour lasts, in measuring the labour
the hour, the day, etc. Of course, to apply
$ measure, all sorts of labour are reduced
verage or simple labour as their unit.

Notes

1. Universality corresponds to (1) the class veE
sus the estate, (2) the competition, world-wide
tercourse, etc., (3) the great numerical strength 08
the ruling class, (4) the illusion of the common
terests (in the beginning this illusion is true), (3)
delusion of the ideologists and the division
labour. [Marginal note by Marx.]

We arrive, therefore, at this conclusion. A
ncquon:Q has a value, because it is a crys-
__S_qana.oa of social labour. The greatness of
its value, of its relative value, depends upon
the greater or less amount of that social sub-
stance contained in it; that is to say, on the
..m_mﬁ_f.m mass of labour necessary for its pro-
duction. The relative values of commodities
are, therefore, determined by the respective
Qauwz.&.mm or amounts of labour, worked up
w.ma__ammw fixed in them. The correlative azm::m
ties of commodities which can be produced in
the same time of labour are equal. Or the
value of one commodity is to the value of an-
wﬁrmn _noﬁﬂao&s‘ as the quantity of labour
ixed in the one is i
o= Do ks .H.o the quantity of labour
wgchwﬂmwr then, is the Value of Labouring

Erw that of every other commodity, its
value is determined by the quantity of _mmo.;,a
necessary to produce it. The wmwoc\lum power
ofa man exists only in his living individuality.
A certain mass of necessaries must be con-
m.n_.Ena by a man to grow up and maintain his
life. But the man, like the machine, will wear
out, and must be replaced by mumﬂrmq man
Beside the mass of necessaries required for F.,m
own maintenance, he wants another amount
om.nncnmmmnnm to bring up a certain quora of
children that are to replace him on the labour
market and to perpetuate the race of labour-
ers. Moreover, to develop his labourin
power, and acquire a given skill, m:oﬂr%
amount of values must be spent. For our pur-
pose it suffices to consider only average
labour, the costs of whose education and &wm.
velopment are vanishing magnitudes. Still T
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must seize upon this occasion to state that, as
the costs of producing labouring powers of
different quality differ, so must differ the val-
ues of the labouring powers employed in dif-
ferent trades. The cry for an equality of wages
rests, therefore, upon a mistake, is an insane
wish never to be fulfilled. It is an offspring of
thar false and superficial radicalism that ac-
cepts premises and tries to evade conclusions.
Upon the basis of the wages system the value
of labouring power is settled like that of
every other commodity; and as different
kinds of labouring power have different val-
ues, or require different quantities of labour
for their production, they must ferch differ-
ent prices in the labour market. To clamour
for equal or even equitable retribution on the
basis of the wages system is the same as to
clamour for freedom on the basis of the slav-
ery system. What you think just or equitable
is out of the question. The question is: What
is necessary and unavoidable with a given
system of production?

After what has been said, it will be seen
that the value of labouring power is deter-
mined by the value of the necessaries required
to produce, develop, maintain, and perpetu-
ate the labouring power.

Now suppose that the average amount of
the daily necessaries of a labouring man re-
quire six hours of average labour for their
production. Suppose, moreover, six hours of
average labour to be also realised in a quan-
tity of gold equal to 3s. Then 3s. would be the
Price, or the monetary expression of the Daily
Value of that man’s Labouring Power. 1f he
worked daily six hours he would daily pro-
duce a value sufficient to buy the average
amount of his daily necessaries, or to main-
tain himself as a labouring man.

But our man is a wages labourer. He must,
therefore, sell his labouring power to a capi-
talist. If he sells it at 3s. daily, or 18s. weekly,
he sells it at its value. Suppose him to be a
spinner. If he works six hours daily he will
add to the cotton a value of 3s. daily. This
value, daily added by him, would be an exact
equivalent for the wages, or the price of his
labouring power, received daily. But in that
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case no surplus value or surplus produce
whatever would go to the capitalist. Here,
then, we come to the rub.

In buying the labouring power of the work-
man, and paying its value, the capitalist, like
every other purchaser, has acquired the right
to consume or use the commodity bought.
You consume or use the labouring power of a
man by making him work as you consume or
use a machine by making it run. By paying the
daily or weekly value of the labouring power
of the workman, the capitalist has, therefore,
acquired the right to use or make that labour-
ing power work during the whole day or
week. . ..

For the present I want to turn your atten-
tion to one decisive point.

The value of the labouring power is deter-
mined by the quantity of labour necessary to
maintain or reproduce it, but the use of that
labouring power is only limited by the active
energies and physical strength of the labour-
er. The daily or weekly value of the labouring
power is quite distinct from the daily or
weekly exercise of thar power, the same as
the food a horse wants and the time it can
carry the horseman are quite distinct. The
quantity of labour by which the value of the

workman’s labouring power is limited forms

by no means a limit to the quantity of labour
which his labouring power is apt to perform.
Take the example of our spinner. We have
seen that, to daily reproduce his labouring

power, he must daily reproduce a value of

three shillings, which he will do by working
six hours daily. But this does not disable him
from working ten or twelve or more hours a
day. But by paying the daily or weekly value
of the spinner’s labouring power, the capital-
ist has acquired the right of using that
labouring power during the whole day or
week. He will, therefore, make him work say,
daily, twelve hours. Over and above the six
hours required to replace his wages, or the
value of his labouring power, he will, there-
fore, have to work six other hours, which 1

shall call hours of surplus labour, which sur-

plus labour will realise itself in a surplus
value and a surplus produce. If our spinner,
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example, by his daily labour of six hours,
ded three shillings® value to the cotton, a
lue forming an exact equivalent to his
ges, he will, in twelve hours, add six
illings’ worth ro the cotton, and produce a
oportional surplus of yarn. As he has sold
s labouring power to the capitalist, the
vliole value or produce created by him be-
ngs to the capitalist, the owner pro tem. of
labouring power. By advancing three
lings, the capitalist will, therefore, realise a
ue of six shillings, because, advancing a
ue in which six hours of labour are crys-
lised, he will receive in return a value in
ch twelve hours of labour are crystallised.
epeating this same process daily, the capi-
t will daily advance three shillings and
ily pocket six shillings, one-half of which
Il go to pay wages anew, and the other half
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of which will form surplus value, for which
the capitalist pays no equivalent. It is this sort
of m.Hn&au.w.m between capital and labour upon
which capitalistic production, or the wages
system, is founded, and which must con-
stantly result in reproducing the working
man as a working man, and the capitalist as a
capitalist.

The rate of surplus value, all other circum-
stances remaining the same, will depend on
H&n proportion between that part of the work-
ing day necessary to reproduce the value of
the labouring power and the surplus time or
Mx.%k.xm labour performed for the capitalist. It
will, therefore, depend on the ratio in which
the working day is prolonged over and above
that extent, by working which the working
man would only reproduce the value of his
labouring power, or replace his wa ges.

LF DAHRENDORF

e o.~ the main questions which the present
vestigation is supposed to answer is: Do
ses and class conflicts belong to that group
phenomena by which only the capitalist
of industrial society is characterized, or is
eir mx.mmnm;nn a consequence of industrial
oduction itself, and are they therefore a last-
: feature of industrial societies? This ques-
on will accompany us throughout the fol-
wing analysis of changes in the structure of
ndustrial societies since Marx.

.m.:m._:‘ published in 1959, Please see complere
Irce information beginning on page 891.

lass and Class Conflict in Industrial Society

Ownership and Control, or
the Decomposition of Capital

Marx was right in seeking the root of social
n_._mnm.n in capiralist society in the sphere of in-
dustrial production, but the direction these
changes took turned out to be directly con-
trary to Marx’s expecrations. With respect to
n_ﬂu;m__ he had, in his later years, at least a vi-
sion of what was going to happen, as his brief
and moE,nE_..mH puzzled analysis of joint-stock
companies shows. Joint-stock companies
were legally recognized in Germany, England

France, and the United States in the m.anm.:m.
E: of the nineteenth century, Laws often in-
dicate the conclusion of social developments

and indeed early forms of joint-stock no_:umw
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nies can be traced back at least to the com-
mercial companies and trade societies of the
seventeenth century. But it was in the nine-
teenth and early rwentieth cenruries that this
type of enterprise first gained wide recogni-
tion and expanded into all branches of eco-
nomic activity. Today, more than two-thirds
of all companies in advanced industrial soci-
cties are joint-stock companies, and their
property exceeds four-fifths of the total prop-
erty in economic enterprises. The enterprise
owned and run by an individual, or even a
family, has long ceased to be the dominant
pattern of economic organization. . . .
According to the radical view, joint-stock
companies involve a complete break with ear-
lier capitalist traditions. By separating what
has come to be called ownership and control,
they give rise to a new group of managers
who are utterly different from their capitalist
predecessors. Thus for Marx, the joint-stock
company involves a complete alienation of
capital “from the real producers, and its op-
position as alien property to all individuals
really participating in production, from the
manager down to the last day-laborer” (1953,
Vol. 111, p. 478). In other words, by separating
ownership and control, the joint-stock com-
pany reduces the distance between manager
and worker while at the same time removing
the owners altogether from the sphere of pro-
duction and thereby isolating their function as
exploiters of others. It is merely a step from
this kind of analysis to the thesis that, as Ren-
ner has it, the “capitalists without function”
yield to the “functionaries without capital,”
and that this new ruling group of industry
bears little resemblance to the old “full capi-
ralists™ (1953, pp. 182, 198). Burnham,
Geiger, Sering, and others followed Marx
(and Renner) in this radical interpretation of
the social effects of joint-stock companies.
The conservative view, on the other hand,
holds that the consequences of the apparent
separation of ownership and control have
been vastly overrared. It is argued that in fact
owners and controllers, i.e., stockholders and
managers, are a fairly homogeneous group.
There are often direct connections berween
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them, and where this is not the case, their oy |
look is sufficiently similar to justify insisting
on the old assumption of a homogeneous
class of capitalists opposed to an equally ho-
mogeneous class of laborers. This view is ng
often heard in the West nowadays, although?
traces of it are evident in the work of G
Wright Mill’s (1954, 1956). It may be added’
that this conservative view is clearly contrary#
to Marx’s own analysis. . . . L
There is little reason to follow Marx and’
describe the condition of separation of owner=
ship and control as a transitional form of
torical development. It is no more transition;
than any other stage of history, and it has
ready proven quite a vital pattern of soc
and economic structure. But I think that we
can follow Marx in his radical interpretatio
of this phenomenon. The separation of ow :
ership and control has replaced one group b
two whose positions, roles, and outlooks a
far from identical. In taking this view, ol
does of course agree with Marx against hi
self. For it follows from this that the homog
neous capitalist class predicted by Marx h
in fact not developed. Capital—and there
capiralism—has dissolved and given way:
the economic sphere, to a plurality of pa
agreed, partly competing, and partly simp
different groups. The effect of this develo
ment on class conflict is threefold: first, the
placement of capitalists by managers involy
a change in the composition of the grou
participating in conflict; second, and as a c@
sequence of this change in recruitment a
composition, there is a change in the nature
the issues that cause conflicts, for the inte
of the functionaries without capital dif
from those of full-blown capiralists, and
therefore do the interests of labor vis-a7
their new opponents; and third, the decom
sition of capital involves a change in the p
terns of conflict. One might question whet
this new conflict, in which labor is no lon
opposed to a homogencous capitalist cl
can still be described as a class conflict at?
In any case, it is different from the division
the whole society into two great and hom@
neous hostile camps with which Marx

d. While 1 would follow the radical
f the separation of ownership and con-
industry to this point, there is one
..n.q be said in favor of the conservative
‘Ghanges in the composition of conflict
of the issues, and of patterns of con-
ot imply the abolition of conflict or
bn of the specific conflict between manage-

¢ and labor in industry. Despite the effects
decomposition of capital on class struc-
have no reason to believe that antag-
and clashes of interest have now been
| from industrial enterprises.

nd Stratification,
ecomposition of Lahor

farx had at least a premonition of
come with respect to capital, he re-
unaware of developments affecting
and homogeneity of labor. Yet in
ect, too, the sphere of production
pomed so large in Marx’s analyses be-
starting point of changes that clearly
is predictions. The working class of
%wﬂ from being a homogeneous group
ally unskilled and impoverished people,
a stratum differentiated by numerous
and not-so-subtle distinctions. Here,
story has dissolved one position, or
has substituted for it a plurality of
are endowed with diverging and of-
Ling expectations. . . .
ysis of industrial conditions suggests
: tly that within the labor force of ad-
dindustry we have to distinguish at least
Il groups: a growing stratum of highly
munrﬂnm who increasingly merge with
gineers and white-collar employees, a
stable stratum of semiskilled work-
a high degree of diffuse as well as spe-
dustrial experience, and a dwindling
n,.m .83:% unskilled laborers who are
tenstically either newcomers to industry
ers, former agricultural laborers, immi-
or semi-unemployables. It appears,
more, that these three groups differ not
their level of skill, bur also in other at-
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tributes and determinants of social status. The
semiskilled almost invariably earn a higher
wage than the unskilled, whereas the skilled
are often salaried and thereby participate in
whirte-collar status. The hierarchy of skill cor-
H.nqm.ﬂomﬁ_m exactly to the hierarchy of responsi-
bility and delegated authority within the
working class. From numerous studies it
would seem beyond doubt thar it also corre-
lates with the hierarchy of prestige, at the top
of which we find the skilled man whose pro-
rumm,nn_ training, salary, and security convey
special status, and at the bottom of which
stands the unskilled man who is, according to
a recent German investigation into workers’
opinions, merely “working” without having
an “occupation” proper (see Kluth, 1955, p.
mﬁ_. Here as elsewhere Marx was evidently
mistaken. “Everywhere, the working class dif-
ferentiates itself more and more, on the one
hand inte occupational groups, on the other
rmam. into three large categories with differ-
ent, if not contradictory, interests: the skilled
craftsmen, the unskilled laborers, and the
semiskilled specialist workers” (Philip, 1955
p-2). ' “
In trying to assess the consequences of this
development, it is well to remember that, for
zm_.x“ the increasing uniformity of the work-
ing class was an indispensable condition of
thar intensification of the class struggle which
was to lead, eventually, to its climax in a revo-
lution. The underlying argument of what for
?_\EQ became a prediction appears quite plau-
mH,EF For there to be a revolution, the con-
flicts within a sociery have to become ex-
tremely intense. For conflicts to be intense
one would indeed expect its participants to _um
_.__mv:\ unified and homogeneous groups. But
neither capital nor labor have developed
along these lines. Capital has dissolved into at
least two, in many ways distinct, elements
and so has labor. The proletarian, the Mu._boe_“
erished slave of industry who is indistinguish-
able from his peers in terms of his work, his
skill, his wage, and his presrige, has _nmm the
scene. What is more, 1t mEumm? that by now
he has been followed by his less Qavnmﬁmm but
equally alienated successor, the Eanrn_ﬁ In



modern industry, “the worker™ has become
precisely the kind of abstraction which Marx
quite justly resented so much. In his place, we
find a plurality of status and skill groups
whose interests often diverge. Demands of the
skilled for security may injure the semiskilled:
wage claims of the semiskilled may raise ob-
jections by the skilled; and any interest on the
part of the unskilled is bound to set their
more highly skilled fellow workmen worrying
about differentials.

Again, as in the case of capital, it does not
follow from the decomposition of labor that
there is no bond left that unites most work-
ers—at least for specific goals; nor does it fol-
low that industrial conflict has lost its edge.
But here, too, a change of the issues and,
above all, of the patterns of conflict i1s indi-
cated. As with the capitalist class, it has be-
come doubtful whether speaking of the work-
ing class still makes much sense. Probably
Marx would have agreed that class “is a force
that unites into groups people who differ
from one another, by overriding the differ-
ences between them” (Marshall, 1950, p.
114), but he certainly did not expect the dif-
ferences to be so great, and the uniring force
so precarious as it has turned out to be in the
case both of capital and of labor. . . .

The Institutionalization
of Class Conflict

A historian might argue that all the tendencies
of change here described as changes in the
structure of industrial societies since Marx
had in fact begun before and in some cases
long before Marx died in 1883. ... There is,
however, one line of social development in in-
dustrial societies which has both originated
and spread since about the time of Marx’s
death, and which is directly relevant to our
problem. Geiger, who has described this
change as the “instturionalization of class
conflict,” says: “The tension between capital
and labor is recognized as a principle of the
structure of the labor market and has become
a legal institution of society. . . . The methods,
weapons, and techniques of the class struggle
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- to get along with the clashes of inter-
& rising from its industrial and political
eture—and it has proved possible for in-
groups to get along with industrial soci-
stead of a bartlefield, the scene of group
it has become a kind of market in which
ely autonomous forces contend accord-
certain rules of the game, by virtue of
‘nobody is a permanent winner or loser.
ourse of development must naturally be
for the orthodox and the dogmatic, but
is the kind of bitterness which makes
‘minds rejoice. . . .

are recognized—and are thereby brought y
der control. The struggle evolves according g
certain rules of the game. Thereby the cla.
struggle has lost its worst sting, it is converteds
into a legitimate tension between power fag.
tors which balance each other. Capital and [,
bor struggle with each other, conclude cop
promises, negotiate solutions, and therehy
determine wage levels, hours of work, an
other conditions of work™ (1949, p. 184).

Marx displayed a certain sociological’
naiveté when he expressed his belief that cap
talist society would be entirely unable to cop
with the class conflict generated by its strug
ture. In fact, every society is capable of copin
with whatever new phenomena arise in it,
only by the simple yet effective inertia whi
can be described, a little pretentiously, as t
process of institutionalization. In the case g
class conflict, institutionalization assumed
number of successive and complementar
forms. It began with the painful process
recognition of the contending parties as legiti-
mate interest groups. Within industry, a “sec-
ondary system of industrial citizenshi
(Marshall, 1950, p. 68) enabled both worke
and entrepreneurs to associate and defe
their interests collectively. Outside indust
the primary system of political citizenship h
the same effect. And while, in the stage of
ganization, conflict may develop a greater vis-
ible intensity, organization has at least
side effects which operate in the opposite
rection. Organization presupposes the legi
macy of conflict groups, and it thereby re
moves the permanent and incalculable threz
of guerrilla warfare. At the same time,
makes systematic regulations of conflicts pos
sible. Organization is institutionalization, an
whereas its manifest function is usually an
creasingly articulate and outspoken defense ©
interests, it invariably has the latent functio
also of inaugurating routines of conflict whi
contribute to reducing the violence of clashe
of interest.

Nobody can, of course, ever be sure that
given pattern of conflict regularion will
ways prove successful. There are still strikess
and for all we know they will continue to 0&
cur. Bur it has proved possible for industria

» and Authority

of the central theses of this study consists
assumption that the differential distri-
of authority invariably becomes the
ining factor of systematic social con-
f a type that is germane to class con-
the traditional (Marxian) sense of this
- The structural origin of such group con-
ust be sought in the arrangement of so-
toles endowed with expectations of domi-
‘or subjection. Wherever there are such
, group conflicts of the type in question
be expected. Differentiation of groups
aged in such conflicts follows the lines of
tiation of roles that are relevant from
vint of view of the exercise of authority,
itification of variously equipped authority
the first rask of conflict analysis;! con-
lly and empirically all further steps of
is follow from the investigation of dis-
utions of power and authority.
~Unfortunately, the concept of power is not
itled one in the social sciences, either in
fical science or in sociology™ (Parsons,
P- 139). Max Weber (1947), Pareto
), Mosca (1950), later Russell (1938,
(1952), hmmms_m 1 (1936), and others
explored some of the dimensions of this
ory; they have nor, however, reached
degree of consensus as would enable us
Iploy the categories of power and au-
ty without ar least brief no:nm_u:_m_ pre-
Haries. So far as the terms “power” and
" and their distinction are con-
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cerned, I shall follow in this study the useful
and well-considered definitions of Max Weber.
For Weber, power is the “probability thar one
actor within a social relationship will be in a
position to carry out his own will despite resis-
tance, regardless of the basis on which
this probability rests”; whereas authority
(Herrschaft) is the “probability that a com-
mand with a given specific conrent will be
obeyed by a given group of persons” (1947, p.
28). The important difference between power
and authority consists in the fact that whereas
power is essentially tied to the personality of
individuals, authority is always associated
with social positions or roles. The demagogue
has power over the masses to whom he speaks
or whose actions he controls; but the control
of the officer over his men, the manager over
his workers, the civil servant over his clientele
is authority, because it exists as an expectation
independent of the specific person occupying
the position of officer, manager, civil servant.
It is only another way of putting this differ-
ence if we say—as does Max Weber—thar
while power is merely a factual relation, au-
thority is a legitimate relation of domination
and subjection. In this sense, authority can be
described as legitimate power.

In the present study we are concerned ex-
clusively with relations of authority, for these
alone are part of social structure and there-
fore permit the systematic derivation of group
conflicts from the organization of total soci-
eties and associations within them. The signif-
icance of such group conflicts rests with the
fact that they are not the product of struc-
turally fortuitous relations of power but come
forth wherever authority is exercised—and
that means in all societies under all histori-
cal conditions. (1) Authority relations are al-
ways relations of super- and subordination.
(2) Where there are authority relations, the
superordinate element is socially expected to
control, by orders and commands, warnings
and prohibitions, the behavior of ﬁrn subordi-
nate element. (3) Such expectations atrach to
relatively permanent social positions rather
than to the character of individuals; they are
in this sense legitimare. (4) By virtue of this
fact, they always involve specification of the
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persons subject to control and of the spheres
within which control is permissible. Author-
ity, as distinct from power, is never a relation
of generalized control over others. (5) Au-
thority being a legitimate relation, noncom-
pliance with authoritative commands can be
sanctioned; it is indeed one of the functions of
the legal system (and of course of quasi-legal
customs and norms) to support the effective
exercise of legitimate authority.

Alongside the term “authority,” we shall
employ in this study the terms “domination”
and “subjection.” These will be used synony-
mously with the rather clumsy expressions
“endowed with authority” or “participating
in the exercise of authority” (domination},
and “deprived of authority” or “excluded
from the exercise of authority” (subjection).

It seems desirable for purposes of conflict
analysis to specify the relevant unit of social
organization in analogy to the concept of so-
cial system in the analysis of integration. To
speak of specification here is perhaps mislead-
ing. “Social system” is a very general concept
applicable to all types of organization; and we
shall want to employ an equally general con-
cept which differs from that of social system
by emphasizing a different aspect of the same
organizations. It seems to me that Max
Weber’s category “imperatively coordinared
association” (Herrschaftsverband) serves this
purpose despite its clumsiness. . . .

Empirically it is not always easy to identify
the border line between domination and sub-
jection. Authority has not remained unaf-
fected by the modern process of division of la-
bor. But even here, groups or aggregates can
be identified which do not participate in the
exercise of authority other than by complying
with given commands or prohibitions. Con-
trary to all criteria of social stratification, au-
thority does not permit the construction of a
scale. So-called hierarchies of authoriry (as
displayed, for example, in organization
charts) are in fact hierarchies of the “plus-
side” of authority, i.e., of the differentiation
of domination; but there 1s, in every associa-
tion, also a “minus-side™ consisting of those
who are subjected to authority rather than
participate In its exercise.

1
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In two respects this analysis has to be speg
fied, if not supplemented. First, for the in
vidual incumbent of roles, domination in o
association does not necessarily involve do
nation in all others to which he belongs, a;
subjection, conversely, in one association dg

not mean subjection in all. The dichotomy ¢

positions of authority holds for specific ass
ciations only. In a democratic state, there 2
both mere voters and incumbents of positio;
of authority such as cabinet ministers, rep
sentatives, and higher civil servants. But thi
does not mean that the “mere voter” cann
be incumbent of a position of authority in’
different context, say, in an industrial ent

prise; conversely, a cabinet minister may be, . 2

in his church, a mere member, i.e., subject t

the authority of others. Although empiricall

a certain correlation of the authority positio
of individuals in different associations seem
likely, it is by no means general and is in a

case a marter of specific empirical conditions
It is at least possible, if not probable, thati
individuals in a given society are ranked ac=
cording to the sum total of their authority po

sitions in all associations, the resulting patte;
will not be a dichotomy but rather like sca
of stratification according to income or pre
tige. For this reason it is necessary to empha
size that in the sociological analysis of grou
conflict the unit of analysis is always a speci

association and the dichotomy of positions

within it.

As with respect to the set of roles associate
with an individual, total societies, also, do no
usually present an unambiguously dichotomi

authority structure. There are a large num

of imperatively coordinated associations in

any given society. Within every one of the

we can distinguish the aggregates of those

who dominate and those who are subjecte

But since domination in industry does not
necessarily involve domination in the state, o
a church, or other associations, total societie
can present the picture of a plurality of com
peting dominant (and, conversely, subjected)
ageregates. This, again, is a problem for the

. Within the latter, the distribution of
Grity always sums up tc zero, 1.e., there
is a division involving domination
bjection.
-d hardly emphasize that from the point
of “setrling” the concepts of power
thority, the preceding discussion has
d more problems than it has solved. I be-
however, that for the purposes of rhis
and of a sociological theory of conflict,
qeeds to be added to what has been
here. In order somewhat to substanti-
perhaps rather bold assertion, it seems
o recapitulate briefly the heuristic pur-
d logical status of the considerations
ion.
e introduced, as a structural determi-
f conflict groups, the category of au-
as exercised in imperatively coordi-
d associations. While agreeing with Marx
urce and level of income—even socio-
nic status—cannot usefully be con-
as determinants of conflict groups, I
‘added to this list of erroneous ap-
es Marx’s own in terms of property in
ans of production. Authority is both a
‘general and a more significant social re-
The former has been shown in our cri-
‘of Marx; the latter will have to be
strated [elsewhere (see Dahrendorf
The concept of authority is used, in
ntext, in a specific sense. It is differenti-
om power by what may roughly be re-
to as the element of legitimacy; and it
be understood throughout in the re-
d sense of authority as distributed and
ed in imperatively coordinated associa-
‘While its “disruptive” or conflict-gener-
Ig consequences are not the only aspect of
ority, they are the one relevant in terms of
zoercion model of society. Within the
- of reference of this model, (1) the distri-
n of authority in associations is the ulti-
“cause” of the formation of conflict
Ups, and (2) being dichotomous, it is, in
given association, the cause of the forma-
of two, and only two, conflict groups.

=

analysis of specific historical societies and

1
Notes

1. To facilitate communication, T shall employ in
this study a number of abbreviations. These must
not however be misunderstood. Thus, “conflict
analysis” in this context stands for ®analysis of
group conflicts of the class type, class being under-
stood in the traditional sense.” At no point do 1
want to imply a claim for a generalized theory of
social conflict.
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must not be confounded with the clearer

lines of differentiation within any one assocl- 2
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Varieties of Marxist Conceptions

of Class Structure

The general outlines of the theory of contra-
dictory locations within class relations were
first presented in an essay in the New Left Re-
view in 1976 and later elaborated in a series
of other publications.! The basic argument re-
volves around an analysis of three intercon-
nected dimensions of domination and subor-
dination within production. Each of these
dimensions involves a social relation of domi-
nation and subordination with respect to
some particular resource within production:
money capital, that is, the flow of investments
into production and the direction of the over-
all accumulation process (accumulation of
surplus value); physical capital, that is, the ac-
tual means of production within the produc-
tion process; and labor, that is, the laboring
activity of the direct producers within produc-
tion. These relations can be characterized as
relations of domination and subordination
because each relation simultaneously defines
those positions that have the capacity to con-
trol the particular resource and those that are
excluded from such control. The first of these
dimensions is often referred to as “real eco-
nomic ownership”; the second and third to-
gether are often referred to as “possession.”
In no sense should these three dimensions
be thought of as three independent types of
relations. Within capitalist production they
are each necessary conditions for the exis-

Originally published in 1980. Please see complere
source imformation beginning on page 891.

tence of the others; there is no sense in whi

they can exist autonomously. Nevertheles
while these three dimensions of social rel;

tions are intrinsically interdependent, there
still a clear hierarchy of determination amo

them. The social relations of control ow
money capital structure, or set limits upg

the relations of control over physical capi

which in turn limit the direct control over
bor within production. A rentier capitalisg

therefore, who is not directly involved in ¢
trol over physical capital or labor, nevert
less falls within the capiralist class because.

the social relations of control over money
of t

”

capital (“real economic ownership
means of production).

The fundamental class relation between |

bor and capital can be thought of as a pol
ized, antagonistic relation along all three

these dimensions: The capitalist class occupies
the dominant position with respect to the st
cial relations of control over money capita

physical capital, and labor; the working ¢l
occupies the subordinate position within e
of these dimensions of social relations.

When the class structure is analyzed at t

highest level of abstraction—the level of
“pure” capitalist mode of production—th

are the only two classes defined by these thr
dimensions of relations of production. Whe

we move to a lower level of abstraction—
level of what Marxists call the “social fo

tion"—other classes enter the analysis. Thi
occurs for two basic reasons. First, concref
ist social formations are never characs
terized simply by the capitalist mode of pro=
duction. Various kinds of precapitalist rela-

&5 of Marxist Conceptions of Class Structure

of producrion exist side by side with
ist relations, although typically these
marginal importance and are socially
dinated in various ways to the capitalist
of production. Of particular impor-
these terms is simple commodity pro-
- the production and sale of goods by
aployed individuals who employ no
5. In terms of the three dimensions of
relations of production discussed
such “petty bourgeois” class locations
- control over money capital and physi-
ital but not over labor (since no labor
employed within production).
econd way in which additional class
s appear when we study class struc-
fthin concrete capitalist societies is
e three dimensions of social relations of
:tion need not necessarily coincide per-
“indeed, there are systemic forces in
list development working against their
s0. Such noncorrespondence generares
T have termed “contradictory locations
lass relations.” Three such contradic-
-ations are particularly important.
nagers and supervisors occupy a contra-
location berween the working class
he capitalist class. Like the working
they are excluded from control over
capital (that is, from basic decisions
allocation of investments and the di-
n of accumulation), but unlike workers
ve a certain degree of control of the
I means of production and over the
f workers within production. Within
lanager-supervisor contradictory loca-
 Iop managers occupy the position closest
e capitalist class, whereas foremen oc-
he location closest to the working class.
Il employers occupy a contradictory lo-
‘between the petty bourgeoisie and the
ist class proper. Unlike the petry bour-
, they do employ some labor power
us are in a relation of exploitation with
OIxers. But unlike the capirtalist class, they
: emselves directly engaged in production
ide their workers, and they do not em-
sufficient quantities of labor power to
mulate large masses of capital.

=
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Semiautonomous employees occupy a con-
tradictory location between the petty bour-
geoisie and the working class. Like the work-
ing class, they are excluded from any control
over money capital and the labor of others,
but like the petty bourgeoisie they do have
some real control over their immediate physi-
cal means of production, over their direct ac-
tivity within the labor process. These three
contradictory locations are schematically rep-
resented in the accompanying figure and in a
more formal way in table 1.

It should be noted that in table 1 there is
more than one position (or “level”) within
each of the three dimensions of social rela-
tions of production. Take, for example, the
social relations of control over physical capi-
tal, one of the two aspects of “possession” of
the means of production. “Full” control in
this instance implies that the position is in-
volved in decisions concerning the operation
and planning of the entire production process;
“partial” control implies participation in de-
cisions concerning specific segments of the
production process; “minimal” control im-
plies control over one’s immediate means of
production within the labor process; “no”
control implies complete exclusion from deci-
sions concerning the operation of the means
of production. Each of these “levels” of con-
trol must be understood in terms of the social
relations with other levels; they are not simply
points on a scale. Taken together, they make it
possible to identify more precisely specific po-
sitions within each contradictory location.

It is important to understand the precise
sense in which these class Jocations are “con-
tradictory™ locations within class relations.
They are not contradictory simply because
they cannot be neatly pigeonholed in any of
the basic classes. The issue is not one of typo-
logical aesthetics. Rather they are contradic-
tory locations because they simultaneously
share the relational characteristics of two dis-
tinct classes. As a result, they share class inter-
ests with two differenr classes but have inter-
ests identical to neither. It is in this sense that
they can be viewed as being objectively torn
between class locations.
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The basic class relations of capitalist society

Dimenstons of Social Rel

.ﬂ.;_u_,ﬁ}:w.ﬂ MODE OF

- a
1s of Production

SIMPLE COMMODITY

- PRODUCTION PRODUCTION
Relations of
_ Econonue Ownership Relations of Possession
Control over Control over Control BOURGEOQISIE
Maoney Capital Physical Capital overlabor [ RSEEENERREREESS - | 000 00000 [\ TTTTTTTTToTTTT i

Bourgeoisie Traditional Small maﬂﬁ“cw‘m«w ~—~

caiatyaty R St LR L e V

capitalist + . + I Managers and i PETTY

Top corporate ! Supervisors e e s : BOURGEQISIE

executive ¥ + + R = i Semi-autonomous |
Contradictory class Top managers Partial/minimmal + + .u...;...wmm..mw_q,_..ummmm- ——
location ._.,..ﬁimm: tie Middle managers Minimal/— Partial Partial PROLETARIAT
bourgeoisie and the
proletariat Technocrats - Minimal Minimal

Foremen/supervisors Minimal :
E—
Proletariat = == = em= R )
. ke - i Contradictory Locations within
Contradictoryclass (T oot TT T : Cl Relati
location between the Semiautonomous w ass Relations
2 = Minimal ==

proletariat and the employees
petty bourgeoisie
Petty Bourgeoisie + + - schema represented in the figure and  edge constitute control over the immediate la-
Contradictory class s not without its difficulries. While it~ bor process? Does one have to have some
location between the } ¢y i ers " " Mintaial provide a fairly comprehensive way of  control over what is produced as well as how

petty bourgeoisie and
the bourgeo

€

g positions within the social relations

NOTE: + = Full control; — = no control

*Levels of control within each dimension of production

Relations of
Economic Ownership

relations may be defined, schematically, as follows:

Full control Contral over the overall

investrnent and accumulation

process

Partial control Participation in decisions

concerning either subunits of

Relations of Possession

diiction, there is a degree of arbitrari-
olved in trying to define precisely the
ries of each of these contradictory lo-
On the one hand, at a certain point,
ors become mere conduits for infor-
from above and lose any capacity for

Control of Means of
Production

Control over the entire
apparatus of production

Control over one segment of
the total production process

the total production process or

partial aspects of the entire
investment process

Minimal control Participation in decisions

concerning narrow aspects of

subunits of production

Mo control Complete exclusion from
participation in invesiment

and accum n decisions

Control over one's immediate
instruments of production;
some autonomy in the
immediate labor process

Negligible control over any
aspect of the means of
production

controlling the labor of subordinates.
tominal supervisors should be consid-
irt of the working class. As top man-
hade into top executives, on the other
and begin to partcipate in the control
asic investment decisions, then they
d be placed within the bourgeoisie
er. Similar problems are encountered in
ng the “boundaries™ of the semi-
nomous-employee location and the
-employer category.

rthermore, in the case of semiautono-
mployees there is a real ambiguity in
content of the “autonomy” that de-
he contradictory class location. Does
Possession of specialized skills or knowl-

Caontrol of Labor

Control over the entire
supervisory hierarchy

Control over one segment of th
supervisory hierarchy

Control over the direct
producers
subordinates, but not part of th
hicrarchy as such

No ability
other workers

it is produced? Is the issue autonomy vis-a-vis
supervisors per se, or is it autonomy with re-
spect to concrete tasks?

Finally, the schema as represented above
only includes positions directly engaged in
production. Positions located outside imme-
diate capitalist production—state employees,
housewives, pensioners, students, and so
forth—are not directly defined by the crite-
ria. Are these positions in some sense “out-
side” the class structure, or are they situated
within class relations through social rela-
tions other than production relations? Else-
where | have offered a provisional solution
to this problem.2

These and other issues are sull in the pro-
cess of resolution. It may well be that in the
course of adequately solving these problems,
the basic schema itself will undergo substan-
tial modification. Tt is precisely through such
a process of “theoretical practice,” to use the
Althusserian expression, that concepts are
transformed.
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ts) and in the capitalist class (in so far as

the class map of capitalism than the
egment strategy. Fourth, the positions
oared under the popular rubric “middle
= are not really in a class at all. Rather
should be viewed as locations that are
Alraneously in more than one class, posi-
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ontrol the operation of production and
labor of workers). This strategy departs
t from the traditional Marxist vision of
s structure since the very meaning of a

A General Framework for the Analysis

of Class Structure

The Point of Departure: Neo-Marxist
Analyses of Class Structure

At the heart of the recent resurgence of
Marxist theorizing on the problem of class
has been what might be termed the “embar-
rassment” of the middle class. For all of their
disagreements, all Marxists share a basic
commitment to a polarized abstract concept
of class relations. Yet, at least at first glance,
the concrete class structures of contemporary
advanced capitalist societies look anything
bur polarized. This empirical evidence of a
large middle class has provided critics of
Marxism with one of their principal argu-
ments against Marxist class theory. In re-
sponse, a variety of solutions to the problem
of the middle class have been proposed in the
recent Marxist debates.

Originally published in 1984. Please see complere
source information beginning on page 891.

ation” 1s altered: there is no longer a
to-one correspondence between struc-
‘al locations filled by individuals and

no longer feel that this fourth solution is
factory. Specifically, it suffers from two
portant problems that it shares with most
ier neo-Marxist conceptuzlizations of class

Without going into any detalil, it is possible
to identify four broadly different strategies
that Marxists have adopted to deal with the |
conceptual problem of nonpolarized class po-
sitions within a logic of polarized class rela-
tions.! First, the class structure of advanced
capitalist societies really is polarized; the |
“middle class” is strictly an ideological illu- *
sion. This position deals with the problem of =
the middle class by denying the problem itself.
Second, the middle class should be viewed as
a segment of some other class, typically a
“new petty bourgeoisie™ or “new working -
class.”? In this strategy the basic class map of
capitalism remains intact, but significant in-
ternal differentiations within classes are
added to the analysis of class structure. Third,
the middle class is really a new class in its
own right, completely distinct from either the
bourgeoisie, the proletariat, or the petty bour-
geoisie. Sometimes this class is given a specific
name, such as the Professional Managerial
Class,* sometimes it is simply called “the New
Class.”™ By adding entirely new classes to the
class structure, this approach more radically

ithin which the working class is the “ruling
ss”—as the only possible alternarive to

Jomination Versus Exploitation

hroughout the development of the concept
“of contradictory class locations I have insisted
that this was a reformulation of a distinetively
* Marxist class concept. As part of the rhetoric
“of such an enterprise, 1 affirmed the relation-
ship between class and exploitation. Never-
theless, in practice the concepr of contradic-
tory locations within class relations rested
-~ almost exclusively on relations of domination
rather than exploitation. Reference ro ex-
ploitation functioned more as a background
concept to the discussion of classes than as a
constitutive element of the analysis of class
structures. Managers, for example, were basi-
cally defined as a contradictory location be-
cause they were simultaneously dominators
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and dominated. Domination relations were
also decisive in defining the class character of
“semiautonomous  employees™—locarions
that, T argued, were simultaneously perty bour-
geois and proletarian by virrue of their self-di-
rection within the labor process—since “au-
tonomy” defines a condition with respect to
domination. This same tendency of substitut-
ing domination for exploitation at the core of
the concept of class is found in most other neo-
Marxist conceptualizations of class structure.

For some people, of course, marginalizing
the concept of exploitation is a virtue, not a
sin. My own view, however, is that this is a se-
rious weakness. The marginalization of ex-
ploitation both undermines claims that classes
have “objective” interests and erodes the cen-
trality Marxists have accorded class in social
theory.

The concept of domination does nor in and
of itself imply any specific interest of actors.
Parents dominate small children, but this does
not imply that they have intrinsically opposed
interests to their children. Whar would make
those interests antagonistic is if the relation of
parents to children were exploitative as well.
Exploitation, unlike domination, intrinsically
implies a set of opposing material interests. If
we wish to retain some sense in which the in-
terests of individuals as members of classes
are not simply whatever interests those indi-
viduals subjectively hold, then the shift to a
domination-centered concept renders this
more difficult.

Domination-centered concepts of class also
tend to slide into what can be termed “the
multiple oppressions” approach to under-
standing society. Societies, in this view, are
characterized by a plurality of oppressions
each rooted in a different form of domina-
tion—sexual, racial, national, economic—
none of which has any explanatory priority
over any other. Class, then, becomes just one
of many oppressions, with no particular cen-
trality for social and historical analysis. How
important class is in a given sociery becomes
an historically contingent question.

Again, this displacement of class from the
center stage may be viewed as an achievement

s
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rather than a problem. It may be that class
should not occupy a privileged place in social
theory. But if one believes, as Marxists tradi-
tionally have believed, that only by giving
class this central place is it possible to develop
a scientific theory of the trajectory of histori-
cal development, and in particular, a theory of
the real historical alternatives to capitalism,
then the domination-centered concept of class
risks eroding the theoretical justification for
Marxian class analysis itself.

Classes in Postcapitalist Societies

Classical Marxism was absolutely unequivo-
cal about the historical prognosis for capital-
ism: socialism—and ultimately communism—
was the furure of capitalist societies. The
bearer of that necessary future was the work-
ing class. The polarized class structure within
capitalism between the bourgeoisie and the
proletariat thus paralleled the polarized his-
torical alternatives befween capitalism and
socialism.

The actual historical experience of the
twentieth century has called into question, al-
though not unambiguously refuted, rthis his-
torical vision. As I have argued elsewhere, it is
necessary to at least entertain the possibiliry
of postcapitalist class strucrures.® The diffi-
culty is that with very few exceprtions, the
conceptual frameworks adopted by Marxists
for analyzing capitalist class relations do not
contain adequate criteria for understanding
postcapitalist classes.” In particular, all of the
class categories in my analysis of contradic-
tory locations within class relations were ei-
ther situated firmly within capitalist relations
(bourgeoisie, managers, workers) or in con-
tradictory locations involving basically pre-
capitalist relations (semiautonomous employ-
ees, the petty bourgeoisie, small employers).
There were no elements within this analysis of
class relations in capitalist society that could
point the direction for the analysis of post-
capitalist classes. The result is a tendency for
discussions of postcapitalist class structures—
the class structures of “actually existing so-
cialism™—to have a very ad hoc character to
them.
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Given these conceptual problems—the shi

from exploitation to domination and the lack

of a conceptual basis for analyzing postcapi-
talist classes—there are really two theoretical

alternatives that could be pursued. One possi-

bility is to celebrate the shift to a domination-

centered concept and use this new class con-
cept as the basis for analyzing both capitalist ¢
and postcapitalist society. This would lead *
class analysis firmly in the direction of

Dahrendorf’s analysis of classes as positions

within authority relations.® A second alterna-
tive is to attempt to restore exploitation as the

center of class analysis in such a way that it

can both accommodate the empirical com-
plexities of the middle class within capitalism
and the historical reality of postcapitalist class -
structures. It is this second course of action

that | will pursue in the rest of this paper.

The basis for this reconstruction of an
exploitation-centered concept of class comes

from the recent work of John Roemer.” While

Roemer himself has not been particularly con- -

cerned with problems of empirical investiga-
tion or the elaboration of concrete maps of
class structures, nevertheless his work does
provide a rich foundation for such endeavors.
As I will attempt to show, with suitable modi-
fication and extension, his strategy of analysis
can provide a rigorous basis for resolving the
problems in the concept of contradictory class
locations.

Roemer's Account of Class
and Exploitation

The Concept of Exploitation

We observe inequalities in the distribution of
incomes, the real consumption packages
available to individuals, families, groups. The
concept of exploitation is a particular way of
analyzing such inequalities. To describe an in-
equality as reflecting exploitation is to make
the claim rhar there exists a particular kind of
causal relationship between the incomes of
different actors. More concretely, we will say
that the rich exploit the poor when rwo things
can be established: thar the welfare of the rich

eri

,.m—w depends on the deprivations of the
" the rich are rich because the poor are
and that the welfare of the rich depends
the effort of the poor—the rich, through
inechanism or another, appropriate part
e fruits of labor of the poor. The first of
criteria by itself defines economic op-
jon, but not exploitation. Unemployed
cers, in these terms, are economically op-
ed but not exploited. Exploitation im-
both economic oppression and appropri-
of at least part of the social surplus by
pPressor.
he traditional Marxist concept of ex-
tation is clearly a special case of this gen-
concept. In Marxian exploitation one
appropriates the surplus labor per-
ed by another class through various
anisms. The income of the exploiring
comes from the labor performed by the
cploited class. There is thus a straightfor-
d causal linkage between the poverty and
it of the exploited and the affluence of the
cploiter. The latter benefits at the expense of
the former.
Roemer has attempted to elaborate this
of exploitation using two strategies. The
of these involves studying through a se-
-of formal mathematical models the flows
surplus labor”™ from one category of ac-
ts to another in the course of various ex-
ge relations; the second involves adopt-
a kind of game-theory approach to
vecifying different forms of exploitation. Let
briefly examine each of these in turn.

ie Labor-Transfer Approach

he analysis of labor transfers is an extension
of the traditional Marxist view of exploita-
tion, although Roemer self-consciously does
not rely on the labor theory of value in order
to explore such labor transfers. The main tar-

get of his analysis is the view, commonly held

¥y Marxists, that a necessary condition for
the exploitation of labor in a market economy
is the institution of wage labor. Roemer
demonstrates two basic propositions. First,

- Roemer demonstrates that exploitation can

occur in an economy in which all producers
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own their own means of production and in
which there is no market in labor power and
no credit market (that is, no borrowing).
The only things that are traded are products.
In such an economy if different producers
own different amounts of productive assets
such that different producers have to work
different numbers of hours to produce the
exchange-equivalent of their own subsistence,
then free trade among these producers will
lead to exploitation of the asset poor by the
asset rich. What Roemer shows in this simple
economy is not simply that some producers
work less than others for the same subsis-
tence, but that the workers who work less are
able to do so because the less-endowed pro-
ducers have to work more. The critical proof
in this example is that if the asset-poor per-
son simply stopped producing—died—and
the asset-rich person took over the asset-
poor’s assets, then the asset-rich producer
would have to work longer hours than be-
fore to maintain the same subsistence. There
is thus not merely an inequality among the
producers in this economy, but exploiration
as well.

Second, Roemer demonstrates that there is
complete symmetry in the structure of ex-
ploitation in a system in which capital hires
wage laborers and in a system in which work-
ers rent capital (that is, systems with credit
and labor markets). For this analysis, he com-
pares the class structures and patterns of ex-
ploitation on the two imaginary islands,
“labor-market island™ and “credit-market is-
land.” On both islands some people own no
means of production and other people own
varying amounts of the means of production.
The distribution of these assets is identical on
the two islands. And on both islands people
have the same motivations: they all seck to
minimize the amount of labor-time they must
expend to achieve a common level of subsis-
tence. The two islands differ in only one re-
spect: on the labor-market island people are
allowed to sell their labor power, whereas on
the credit-market island people are prohibited
from selling their labor power but are allowed
to borrow, at some interest rate, the means of
producrion. Roemer shows that on each
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island there is a strict correspondence between
class'location (derived from ownership of dif-
fering amounts of means of production, in-
cluding no means of production) and exploita-
tion status (having one’s surplus labor
appropriated by someone else). This is what he
terms the “Class-Exploitation Correspondence
Principle.” He also shows that the two class
structures are completely isomorphic: every in-
dividual on one island would be in exactly the
same exploitation status on the other island.
The upshot of these two propositions (and
others that Roemer explores) is the claim that
market-based exploitation is strictly a conse-
quence of inequalities in the distribution of
the means of production. However, while this
may typically play itself out through a labor
market, this is only one concrete institutional
form for such exploitation: it is not the neces-
sary condition for the exploitation to occur.

The Game-Theory Approach

While the labor-transfer analyses of exploita-
tion were primarily designed to reveal the un-
derlying logic of exploitation in marker ex-
changes, the game-theory approach is used by
Roemer to compare different systems of ex-
ploitation. The idea is to compare different
systems of exploitation by treating the organi-
zation of production as a “game” and asking
if a coalition of players would be better off if
they withdrew from the game under certain
specified procedures. Different types of ex-
ploitation are defined by the withdrawal rules
that would make certain agents better off.

More formally, Roemer argues that a coali-
tion of actors S can be said to be exploited,
and another coalition § (the complement of
S) can be said to be exploiting, if “there is no
alternative, which we may conceive of as h y-
pothetically feasible, in which S would be bet-
ter off than in its present situarion, [and if,]
under this alternative, the complement to §
- - . would be worse off than ar present.”10
The counterfactual in these two conditions is
meant to convey the sense in which the wel-
fare of S” is causally dependent upon the dep-
rivation of S,
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Roemer uses this strategy to define thy,
kinds of exploitation: feudal exploitatigns
capitalist exploitation, and what he refers B
as socialist exploitation. Let’s begin with cap
talist exploitation. Workers own no physicy
assets (means of production) and sell their
bor power to capitalists for a wage. Are
workers exploited under capitalism? The a5
swer to this question, in the game theoreti
formulation, requires posing an alternati
game to the game of capitalism within whi
the two conditions specified above hold. Whay
is the alternative? It is a game within whic
each worker receives his/her per capita sha
of society’s total productive assets. What Roe
mer demonstrates is that if the coalition of all
wage-earners were to leave the game of cap
talism with their per capita share of society’s :
assets, then they would be better off than stay2
ing in capitalism, and capitalists would be "
worse off. The “withdrawal rule” in this
case—leaving the game with per capita shares"
of physical assets—then becomes the formal
“test” of whether or not a particular socia
system involves capirtalistic exploitation. .

In contrast, the withdrawal rule to specify
feudal exploitation is leaving the game with
one’s personal assets (rather than one’s per
capita share of total social assets). This is’
equivalent to the feudal serf being freed from
all obligations based on personal bondage. &
Peasants would be better off under such cir- -
cumstances; feudal lords would be worse
off.1!

The concept of the socialist exploitation is
the least systemarically worked out in Roe-
mer’s analysis. The withdrawal rule in this
case is leaving the game with one’s per capita
share of inalienable assets ( skills). A coalition
will be said to be socialistically exploited if it
would improve its position by leaving with its |
per capita skills while its complement would
be worse off under such circumstances. This
implies that people with high levels of skills in
the game receive high income nor simply be-
cause they have high skills, but because of the
differentials in skill levels across actors, The
highly skilled would become worse off if

the unskilled obtained skills; they thus have |

” terest in maintaining skill differentials,
his is what underpins the claim that their
ome reflects exploitation.’? If a skilled per-
. income reflected no more than the
at of time and resources it takes to ob-
4 the skill, then there would be no skill-
ed exploitation. The higher incomes
d simply be reimbursement for real costs
ed. The argument behind skill exploita-
1is that people with scarce skills receive in-
es above the costs of producing those
lis, 2 “rent” component to their income; it
this element that constitutes exploitation.

A

ass and Exploitation

he central message of both of Roemer’s
rategies for analyzing exploitation is that
he material basis of exploitation is inequali-
in distributions of productive assets, or
at is usually referred to as property rela-
tions. On the one hand, inequalities of assets
sufficient to account for transfers of labor

plus; on the other hand, different forms of
sset inequality specify different systems of
ploitation. Classes are then defined as posi-
ons within the social relations of production
rived from these relations of exploitation. '3
‘These conclusions have led Roemer to chal-

lenge directly the tendency of Marxists (like

ysclf) to define class relations primarily in
erms of domination relations within produc-
tion. Of course, exploiting classes dominate
exploited classes in the sense of preventing the
-exploited classes from taking the exploiting
classs productive assets. But domination
within production, Roemer insists, is not a
¢entral part of defining class relations as such.
In previous work I have criticized Roemer’s
position on this issue.' I argued thar class re-

lations intrinsically involved domination at
- the point of production, not simply in the re-

pressive protection of the property relations

~ as such. I now think that Roemer is correct on

this point. That capitalists hoss workers
around within production is unquestionably
an important feature of most historic forms of
capitalist production and may play an impor-
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tant role in explaining the forms of class orga-
nization and class conflict within production.
However, the basis of the capital-labor rela-
tion should be identified with relations of ef-
fective control (that is, real economic owner-
ship) over productive assets as such,

One of the reasons why I resisted Roemer’s
conceptualization of classes in terms of prop-
erty relations is that it seemed to blur the dif-
ference between Marxist definitions of class
and Weberian definitions. Weberian defini-
tions, as 1 construed them, were “markert
based™ definitions of class, whereas Marxist
definitions were “production based.” The re-
puted advantage of the latter was that pro-
duction was more “fundamental” than ex-
change, and therefore production-based class
concepts had more explanatory power than
market-based concepts.

What now seems clear to me is that defini-
tions of classes in terms of property relations
should not be identified with strictly market-
based definitions. Property-relations accounts
of classes do not define classes by income
shares, by the results of market transactions,
but by the productive assets that classes con-
trol, which lead them to adopt certain strate-
gies within exchange relations and which
thereby determine the outcomes of those mar-
ket transactions.

Toward a General Framework
of Class Analysis

Extending Roemer’s Analysis

The heart of Roemer’s analysis is the linkage
berween the distribution of productive assets
of various sorts and exploitation. Different
mechanisms of exploitation are defined by
different kinds of assets, and different class
systems are defined by which of these assets is
most important for shaping the patterns of
exploitation in the society.

In Roemer’s own explicit formulation, only
two kinds of assets are formally considered:
physical assets (alienable assets in his termi-
nology) and skill assets (inalienable assets),
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The distinction between exploitation in feu-
dalism and exploitation in capitalism revolves
around the nature of the withdrawal rules
with respect to physical assets (withdrawing
with one’s personal assets to define feudal ex-
ploitation versus withdrawing with one’s per
capita share of assets to define capitalist ex-
ploitation). The feudal case, however, can be
characterized in a somewhat different way.
Labor power is a productive asset.!s In capi-
talist societies everyone owns one unit of this
asset, namely themselves. In feudalism, on the
other hand, ownership rights over labor
power are unequally distributed: feudal lords
have more than one unit, serfs have less than
one unit. To be sure, it is not typical of feudal-
ism for serfs to own no labor power—they are
generally not slaves divested of all ownership
rights in their own labor power—but they do
not have complete effective control over their
own persons as productive actors, and this is
what it means to “own” one’s own labor
power assets. The withdrawal rule that de-
fines feudal exploitation can then be specified
as leaving the feudal game with one’s per
capita share of society’s assets in labor power,
namely one unit. Feudal exploitation is thus
exploitation (transfers of labor) that results
from inequalities in the distribution of assets
in labor power.

Reformulating feudal exploitation in this
manner makes the game-theory specification
of different exploitations in Roemer’s analysis
symmetrical: feudal exploitation is based on
inequalities generated by ownership of labor-
power assets; capitalist exploitation on in-
equalities generated by ownership of alienable
assets; socialist exploitation on inequaliries
generated by ownership of inalienable assets.
And corresponding to each of these exploita-
tion-generating inequalities of assets, there is
a specific class relation: lords and serfs in feu-
dalism, bourgeoisie and proletariat in capital-
ism, experts and workers in socialism.

But how, it might be asked, should “actu-
ally existing socialist societies™ be theorized
within these categories? The anticapiralist rev-
olution in Russia resulted in the virtual elimi-
nation of private property in the means of
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cferred to as “organization.” As both
-1 Smith and Marx noted, the technical
sion of labor among producers is itself a
srce of productivity. The way the produc-
process is organized is a productive re-
ce independent of the expenditure of la-
power, the use of means of production, or
ckills of the producer. Of course there is
errelationship between organization and
ose other assets, just as there is an interde-
nce between means of production and
ls. But organization—the conditions of co-
dinated cooperation among producers in a
lex division of labor—is a productive re-
¢ in its own right.

w is this asset distributed in different
of societies? In contemporary capital-
‘organization assets are generally con-
d by managers and capitalists: managers
atrol the organization assets within specific
1s under constraints imposed by the own-
b of the capital assets by capitalists. En-
neurial capitalists directly control both
of assets (and probably skill assets as
‘pure rentier capitalists (“coupon clip-
7} only own capital assets. Because of the
chy of the capitalist market, no set of ac-
scontrols the technical division of labor
ss firms.

state bureaucratic socialism, organiza-
assets assume a much greater impor-
Controlling the technical division of la-
-the coordination of productive activities
and across labor processes—becomes a
ral task organized at the center. The con-
ver organization assets is no longer sim-
e task of firm-level managers but ex-
into the central organs of planning
n the state. Exploitation in such societies
s based on bureaucratic power: the con-
er organization assets defines the mate-
..mmwm for class relations and exploitation.
his notion of organization assets bears a
relation to the problem of authority and
chy. The asset is organization. The ac-
of using that asset is coordinated deci-
g over a complex technical division
abor. When that asset is distributed un-
ally, so some positions have effective con-

production: individuals cannot own means o
production, they cannot inherit them or dis
pose of them on a market, and so on. And yet
it seems unsatisfactory to characterize such
societies simply in terms of skill-based ex
ploitation. Experts do not appear to be th
“ruling class” in those societies, and the dy
namic of the societies does not seem to re-
volve around skill inequalities as such.

Roemer recognized this problem and intro-
duced what he termed “status exploitation?
to deal with it. The exploitation exercised b
bureaucrats is the prototypical example. “
these positions,” Roemer writes, “require
special skills, then one might be justified in
calling the differential remuneration to thesed
positions an aspect of socialist [skill-based]
exploitation. . . . [However| there is some ex-—
tra remuneration to holders of those positio
which accrues solely by virtue of the positior
and not by virtue of the skill necessary tg
carry out the tasks associated with it. The
special payments to positions give rise to sia
tus exploitation.” % .

Roemer’s concept of status exploitation is*
unsatisfactory for two principal reason
First, it is outside of the logic of the rest of
analysis of exploitation. In each of the othe
cases, exploitation is rooted in relations to €
forces of production. Each of the other form:
of exploitation is “materialist” not only be
cause the concept is meant to explain materia
distribution, but also because it is based o
the relation to the material conditions of pro
duction. “Status” exploitation has no neces=
sary relationship to production at all. Secont
it is hard to rigorously distinguish status ex
ploitation from feudal exploitation. The
“lord” receives remuneration strictly becau
of an incumbency in a position, not because
of skills or ownership of capital. Yet, it hardk
seems reasonable to consider the logic of ex3
ploitation and class in the contemporary
viet Union and in fourteenth-century feud: g
Europe as being essentially the same.

The problems with the concept of status
ploitation can be solved by analyzing ¢X3
ploitation based on a fourth element in the in
ventory of productive assets, an asset that ¢
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trol over much more of the asset than others,
then the social relation with respect to that as-
set takes the form of hierarchical authority.
Authority, however, is not the asset as such;
organization is the asset and is controlled
through a hierarchy of authority.

The claim that effective control over orga-
nization assets is a basis of exploitation is
equivalent to saying that nonmanagers would
be better off and managers/bureaucrats worse
off if nonmanagers were to withdraw with
their per capita share of organization assets
(or equivalently, if organizational control
were democratized); and that by virtue of ef-
fectively controlling organization assets man-
agers/bureaucrats control part or all of the so-
cially produced surplus.1”

A Typology of Class Structures,
Assets, and Exploitation

If we add organization assets to the list in
Roemer’s analysis, we generate the more com-
plex typology presented in Table 1. Let us
briefly look at each row of this table and ex-
amine its logic. Feudalism is a class system
based on unequal distribution of ownership
rights in labor power. What “personal
bondage” means is that feudal lords have par-
tial effective economic control over vassals.
The empirical manifestation of this unequal
distribution of ownership rights over labor
power in classical feudalism is the coercive
extraction of labor dues from serfs. When
corvée labor is commuted to rents in kind and
eventually money rents, the feudal character
of the exploitation relation is reflected in legal
prohibitions on the movement of peasants off
the land. The “flight” of a peasant to the ciry
is, in effect, a form of theft: the peasant is
stealing part of the labor power owned by the
lord. Feudal lords may also have more means
of production than serfs, more organizational
assets, and more productive skills (although
this is unlikely), and thus they may be ex-
ploiters with respect to these assets as well.
Whart defines the society as “feudal”, how-
ever, is the primacy of the distinctively feudal
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TABLE 1 - )
Assets, Exploitation, and Classes pmic control over organization assets, or, In this conceptualization of socialism, a so-
alently, the democratization of bureau-  cialist society is essentially a kind of demo- “
Principal asset that h.n:n_,._,n:&k&s tic apparatuses of production. This does  craric technocracy. Experts control their own lig
Type of class is unequally Mechanism of revolutionary | direct dem i 3 H
structure distributed exploitation Classes transformation ..n_w A SR E Ermmm all sk _..w_ and knowledge within production, and
ons of any consequence are directly by virtue of such control are able to appro-
Feudalism Labor power Coercive extraction Lords and serfs Individual liberty in democratic assemblies. There will  priate some of the surplus out of production.
of surplus labor nevitably vw delegated responsibilities, = However, becanse of the democratization of "..w
Capitali Means of production  Market exchanges of labor ~ Capitalists and Socializing means o ﬁwm.:m nm:E:.: can be representative organization assets, actual planning decisions m .
power and commodities workers production s of democratic control. But it does mean  will not be made under the direct control of E
- B the basic parameters of planning and i ; !
State bureaucratic  Organization Planned appropriation and  Managers/ Democratization - pa | ducti p g experts but s.:: be made ﬁrwommw some kind
socialism distribution of surplus bureaucrats and organizational con rdinating social production are made  of democratic procedure (this is in effect
based on hierarchy nonmanagement ugh democratic mechanisms and that in-  what democratization of organization assets
. ; ncy within delegated iti s Saties s :
Socialism Skills Negotiated redistribution  Experts and workers ~ Substantive equa e ¢ egated positions of re-  means: equalizing control over the planning
of surplus from workers to wm:,w oes not give incumbents any per-  and coordinating of social production). This
experts claims on the social surplus. Such  means that the actual class power of a social-

ization, however, would not necessarily

mechanisms of exploitation. Accordingly, feu-
dal class relations will be the primary struc-
tural basis of class struggle.

The bourgeois revolutions radically redis-
tributed productive assets in people: every-
one, at least in principle, owns one unit. This
is whart is meant by “bourgeois freedoms,”
and in this sense capitalism can be regarded as
an historically progressive force. Bur capital-
ism raises the second type of exploitation, ex-
ploitation based on property relations in
means of production, to an unprecedented
level.

The typical institutional form of capitalist
class relations is capitalists having full owner-
ship rights in the means of production and
workers none. Other possibilities, however,
have existed historically. Cottage industries in
early capitalism involved workers owning
some of their means of production, but not
having sufficient assets to actually produce
commodities withour the assistance of mer-
chant capiralists. Such workers were still being
capitalistically exploited even though there
was no formal labor market with wages. In all
capiralist exploitation, the mediating mecha-
nism is market exchanges. Unlike in feudal-
ism, surplus is not directly appropriated from
workers in the form of coerced labor. Rather,

it is appropriated through marker exchanges:
workers are paid a wage that covers the costs
of production of their labor power; capiralists

exploitation based on skills/credentials,
exploitation would remain a central fea-
f socialism.
i1l” in this context is not a trivial con-
The mere possession of enhanced labor-
pabilities acquired through training is
ufficient to generate relations of exploita-
since the income of such trained labor
imply reflect the costs of acquiring the
ng. In such cases there is neither a trans-
f surplus, nor would the untrained be
er off under the game-theory specification
cploitation. For a skill to be the basis of
oitation, therefore, it has to be in some
scarce relative to its demand, and there
t be a mechanism through which individ-
wrners of scarce skills are able to trans-
that scarcity into higher incomes,
ere are basically three ways that skills
ome scarce: first, they may require spe-
[ talents that are naturally scarce in a popu-
on; second, access to the training needed
develop the skill may be restricted through
lous mechanisms, creating an artificial
city of trained people; rhird, a certifica-
system may be established that prohibits
ertified people from being employed ro use
kill even if they have it. In all of these
s, the exploitation comss from the
,n&nmn:mna individual receiving an in-
that is above the costs of production of
mr%m by virtue of the scarcity of the avail-
lity of the skill. .

receive an income from the sale of the co
modities produced by workers. The difference
in these quantities constitutes the exploita :
surplus appropriated by capitalists.

Anticapitalist revolutions attempt to elim
nate the distinctively capitalist form of ex
ploitation, exploitation based on private
ownership of the means of production. Th
nationalizarion of the principal means of
production is, in effect, a radical equal
tion of ownership of capital: everyone own
one citizen-share. Such revolutions, however,
do not eliminate, and indeed may consid
ably strengthen and deepen, inequalities of el
fective control over organization asset
Whereas in capitalism the control over or,
nization assets does not extend beyond
firm, in state bureaucratic socialism the coo
dinated integration of the division of la
extends to the whole society through insti
tions of central state planning. The mec
nism by which this generates exploitany
transfers of surplus involves the centrall
planned bureaucratic appropriation and diss
tribution of the surplus along hierarchic:
principles. The corresponding class relation
therefore berween managers/bureaucrats
people who control organization assets—a
nonmanagers.

The historical task of revolutionary tra
formation of state bureaucratic socialism €
volves around the equalization of effecti

ist technocratic exploiting class will be much
weaker than the class power of exploiting
classes in other class systems. Their owner-
ship rights extend to only a limited part of
the social surplus.

This much more limited basis of domina-
tion implied by skill-based exploitation is
consistent with the spirit, if not the letter, of
Marx’s claim that socialism is the “lower
stage” of “communism,” since classes are al-
ready in a partial state of dissolution in a soci-
ety with only skill-based exploitation. Com-
munism itself, then, would be understood as a
society within which skill-based exploitation
itself had “withered away,” that is, in which
ownership rights in skills had been equalized.
This does not mean, it must be stressed, that
all individuals would actually possess the
same skills in communism, any more than
eliminating property rights in means of pro-
duction implies that all individuals would ac-
tively use the same amount of physical capi-
tal. What is equalized is effective control over
skills as a productive resource and claims to
differential incomes resulting from differential
use of skills.!8 , |

The Middle Classes and
Contradictory Locations

The framework in Table 1 enables us to pose
the problem of middle classes in a new way.
Two different kinds of nonpolarized class lo-



TABLE 2
Basic Typology of Exploitation and Class
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Asseis in the means of production

Owners (%)

Nonowners (wage laborers) (%)

_i. 1 Bourgeoisie 4 Expent manager

7 Semicredentialed

manager manager +
us 1.8 us 39 us 6.2 us 23
Sweden 0.7 Sweden 4.4 Sweden 4.0 Sweden 25

10 Uncredentialed

2 Small employer 5 Expert supervisor

8 Semicredentialed

11 Uncredentialed

supervisor supervisor >0 assets
us 6.0 us i us 6.8 us 6.9
Sweden 4.8 Sweden 3.8 Sweden 3.2 Sweden 3.1

3 Peuty bourgeoisie

6 Expert nonmanager | 9 Semicredentialed

12 Proletarian

worker —
us 6.9 us 34 us 12,2 us 39.9
Sweden 5.4 Sweden 6.8 Sweden  17.8 Sweden  43.5
+ >0 ==
Skill assets

United States: N = 1487
Sweden: N=1179
Nate: Distributions are of people working in the labor force, thus excluding ployed, b ives, pensi ete.

Source: Comparative Project on Class § and Class Consci

cations can be defined in the logic of this
framework:

1. There are class locations that are nei-
ther exploiters nor exploited, that is,
people who have precisely the per
capita level of the relevant asset. A petty
bourgeois, self-employed producer with
average capital stock, for example,
would be neither exploiter nor ex-
ploited within capitalist relations. These
kinds of positions are what can be
called the “traditional” or “old” middle
class of a particular kind of class sys-
tem.

2. Since concrete societies are rarely, if
ever, characterized by a single mode of
production, the actual class structures
of given societies will be characterized
by complex patterns of intersecting ex-
ploitation relations. There will therefore
tend to be some positions thar are ex-
ploiting along one dimension of ex-
ploitation relations and are exploited
along another. Highly skilled wage-
earners (for example, professionals) in

capitalism are a good example: they are
capitalistically exploited because they
lack assets in capital, and yet they are
skill exploiters. Such positions are what
are typically referred to as the “new
middle class” of a given system.

Table 2 presents a schematic typology of
such complex class locations for capitalism.
The typology is divided into two segments:
one for owners of the means of production

and one for nonowners. Within the wage-

earner section of the typology, locations are
distinguished by the two subordinate rela-
tions of exploitation characteristic of capital-
ist society—organization assets and skill/cre-
dential assets. It is thus possible within this
framework to distinguish a whole terrain of
class locations in capitalist society that are
distinct from the polarized classes of the capi-
talist mode of production: expert managers,
nonmanagerial experts, nonexpert managers,
and so on.”®

What 1s the relationship berween this het-
erogeneous exploitation definition of the mid-
dle class and my previous conceprualization

h positions as contradictory locations
hin class relations? There is still a sense in
ch such positions could be characterized
ontradictory locations,” for they will
sically hold contradictory interests with re-
to the primary forms of class struggle in
iralist society, the struggle between labor
: .nwm:mw. On the one hand, they are like
orkers, in being excluded from ownership of
means of production. On the other hand,
- have interests opposed to workers be-
1se of their effective control of organization
d skill assets. Within the struggles of capi-
ism, therefore, these new middle classes do
stirute contradicrory locarions, or more
sely, contradictory locations within ex-
sloitation relations.
This conceptualization of the middle classes
0 suggests that historically the principal
orms of contradictory locations will vary de-
ding upon the particular combinations of
ploitation relations in a given society. These
incipal contradictory locations are pre-
ented in Table 3. In feudalism, the critical
ntradictory location is constituted by the
ourgeoisie, the rising class of the successor
mode of production. Within capitalism, the
entral contradictory location within ex-
loitation relations is constituted by man-
ers and state bureaucrats. They embody a
principle of class organization that is gquite
istinct from capitalism and that potentially
oses an alternative to capitalist relations.
is is particularly true for state managers
‘who, unlike corporate managers, are less
likely to have their careers tightly integrated
ith the interests of the capiralist class. Fi-
ally, in state bureaucratic socialism, the “in-

telligentsia” broadly defined constitutes the

pivotal contradictory location.

One of the upshots of this reconceptualiza-
tion of the middle class is that it is no longer
axiomatic that the proletariat is the unique, or
perhaps even the central, rival to the capitalist
class for class power in capitalist society. That
classical Marxist assumption depended upon
the thesis thar there were no other classes
within capiralism that could be viewed as the
“bearers” of an hisrorical altzrnative ro capi-
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TABLE 3
Basic Classes and Contradictory Locations
in Successive Modes of Production

Principal contradiciory
Mode of production Baric clagses location
Feudalism Lords and serfs Bourgeoisie
Capitalism Bourgeoisie and Managers/ bureaucrats
profetariat
State bureaucratic Bureaucrats and Intelligenisia/ experts
socialism workers

ralism. Socialism (as the transition to commu-
nism) was the only possible future for capital-
ism. What Table 3 suggests is that there are
other class forces within capitalism that poten-
tially pose an alternative to capitalism. This
does not imply that there is any inevitability to
the sequence feudalism-capitalism-state bu-
reaucratic socialism-socialism-communism;
state bureaucrats are not inevitably destined
to be the future ruling class of present-day
capitalisms. But it does suggest that the pro-
cess of class formation and class struggle is
considerably more complex and indetermi-
nate than the traditional Marxist story has
allowed.
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understood in this way, is quite similar to Frank
Parkin’s characterization of Weber’s concepr of
social closure as “the process by which social col-
lectivities seek to maximize rewards by restricting
access to resources and opportunities to a limited
circle of eligibles.” E Parkin, Marxism and Class
Theory: A Bourgeois Critigue (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1979). While Parkin’s
central concern is with the kinds of attributes that
serve as the basis for closure—race, religion, lan-
guage—Roemer’s is with the nature of the re-
sources (productive assets) over which closure is
organized.

13. Roemer’s conceptualization of the relation-
ship between class and exploitation is similar in
certain aspects to Alvin Gouldner’s, although Roe-
mer 15 unaware of Gouldner’s work. Gouldner de-
fines the “New Class™ as a cultural bourgeaisie de-
fined by its control over “cultural capital,” where
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“capiral” is defined as “any produced object y
to make saleable utilities, thus providing its poss
sor with incomes, or claims to incomes defined 4
legitimate because of their impurted contribution
cconomic productivity.” (Future of Intellectuals, o

; UEL WALLERSTEIN
21}, While Gouldner does not characterize this ; AN
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come allocation process in terms of exploitati
Roemer’s exploitation concept would fit comfg,
ably within Gouldner’s general approach.

14. E.O. Wright, “The Status of the Political ;
the Concept of Class Strucrure,” Politics and So¢
ety, vol. 11, no. 3 (1982).

15. See G.A. Cohen, Karl Marx’s Theory of H;
tary: A Defense (Princeton: Princeton University .
Press, 1978), pp. 40-41, for a discussion of why 2~
bor power should be considered part of the forces:
of production (that is, a productive asset).

16. Roemer, A General Theory, p. 243.

17. This “control of the surplus,” it must b
noted, is not the equivalent of the actual personal’
consumption income of managers and bureaucra
any more than capitalist profits or feudal rents are
the equivalent of the personally consumed income -
of capitalists and feudal lords. It is historically van.+
able both within and between types of societ
what fraction of the surplus effectively controlled
exploiting classes is used for personal consumption
and what portion 1s used for other purposes (feud
military expenditures, capitalist accuamulation, o
nization growth). The claim that managers-bureau
crats would be “worse off” under conditions of
redistribution of organization assets refers to th
amount of income they effectively control, which i
therefore potentially available for personal appro-
priation, not simply the amount they personall
consume. ]

18. It may be utopian to imagine a sociery with
out skill-based exploitarion, or even a society with
out organization-asset exploitation, particularly if
we reject the claim that a future society will ever
exist in a state of absolute abundance. In the ab-
sence of absolure abundance, all societies will face .
dilemmas and trade-offs around the problem of
distribution of consumption, and such dilemmas
may pose intractable incentive problems in the ab-
sence of exploitation. For a careful exposition of
the problem of utopian fantasies in Marxist theory,
see A. Nove, The Economics of Feasible Socialism
{Hemel Hempsread: George Allen and Unwin, '8
1983).

19. The labor-force data in this table come from -
the comparative project on class structure and class
consciousness, University of Wisconsin. Details of
the coding of categories and the operationalization %
of variables can be found in E.O. Wright, Classes
{London: Verso, 1985), appendix 2.

t is capitalism as a mode of production?
is not an easy question, and for that rea-
; not in fact a widely discussed one. It
ms to me that there are several elements
combine to constitute the ‘model’. Capi-
is the only mode of production in
ch the maximization of surplus creation is
arded per se. In every historical system,
e has been some production for use, and
e production for exchange, but only in
pitalism are all producers rewarded primar-
“in terms of the exchange value they pro-
e and penalized to the extent they neglect
The ‘rewards’ and ‘penalties’ are mediated
ough a structure called the ‘market’. It is a
cture but not an institution. It is a struc-
e molded by many institutions (political,
onomic, social, even cultural), and it is the
incipal arena of economic struggle.

Not only is surplus maximizad for its own
ake, but those who use the surplus to accu-
wlate more capiral to produce still more sur-
lus are further rewarded. Thus the pressure
for constant expansion, although the indi-
dualistic premise of the system simultane-
ously renders constant expansion impossible.

- How does the search for profit operate? It
operates by creating legal protections for indi-
“vidual firms (which can range in size from in-
dividuals to quite large organizations, includ-
ng parastaral agencies) to appropriate the

Originally published in 1979. Please sce complete

source information beginning on page 891.

surplus value created by the labor of the pri-
mary producers. Were all or most of this sur-
plus value however consumed by the few who
owned or controlled the ‘irms’, we would not
have capitalism. This is in fact approximately
what had happened in various pre-capitalist
systems.

Capitalism involves in addition structures
and institutions which reward primarily that
subsegment of the owners and controllers
who use the surplus value only in part for
their own consumption, and in another {usu-
ally larger) part for further investment. The
structure of the marker ensures that those
who do not accumulate capital (but merely
consume surplus value) lose out economi-
cally over time to those who do accumulate
capital.

We may thereupon designate as the bour-
geoisie those who receive a part of the surplus
value they do not themselves create and use
some of it to accumulate capital. What defines
the bourgeois is not a particular profession
and not even the legal status of proprictor (al-
though this was historically important) but
the fact that the bourgeois obtains, either as
an individual or a member of some collecriv-
ity, a part of the surplus that he did not create
and is in the position to invest (again either
individually or as part of a collectivity) some
of this surplus in capital goods.

There is a very large gamur of organiza-
tional arrangements which can permit this, of
which the classic model of the ‘free en-
trepreneur’ is only one. Which organizational
arrangements prevail at particular moments
of time in particular states (for these arrange-
ments are dependent on the legal framework)
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is a function of the state of development of
the world-economy as a whole (and the role
of a particular state in that world-economy)
on the one hand, and the consequent forms of
class struggle in the world-economy (and
within the particular state) on the other.
Hence, like all other social constructs, the
*bourgeoisie’ is not a static phenomenon. It is
the designation of a class in the process of
perpetual re-creation and hence of constant
change of form and composition. . . .

The fundamental role of the state as an in-
stitution in the capitalist world-economy is to
augment the advantage of some against others
in the market—that is, to reduce the ‘freedom’
of the market. Everyone is in favor of this, as
long as one is the beneficiary of the ‘distor-
tion’, and everyone opposed to the extent thar
one loses. Tt is all a matter of whose ox is be-
ing gored.

The modes of augmenting advantage are
many. The state can transfer income by raking
it from some and giving it to others. The state
can restrict access to the market (of commodi-
ties or of labor) which favor those who
thereby share in the oligopoly or oligopsony.
The state can restrain persons from organiz-
ing to change the actions of the state. And, of
course, the state can act not only within its ju-
risdiction but beyond it. This may be licit (the
rules concerning transit over boundaries) or
illicit (interference in the internal affairs of an-
other state). Warfare is of course one of the
mechanisms used.

What is crucial to perceive is that the state
is a special kind of organization. lts ‘sov-
ereignty’, a notion of the modern world, is the
claim to the monopolization (regulation) of
the legirimate use of force within its bound-
aries, and it s in a relatively strong position to
interfere effectively with the flow of factors of
production. Obviously also it is possible for
particular social groups to alter advanrage by
altering state boundaries; hence both move-
ments for secession (or autonomy) and move-
ments for annexation (or federation).

It is this realistic ability of states to interfere
with the flow of factors of production that
provides the political underpinnings of the

,...«rwcam._.mm in the Capitalist World Feononmy
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structural division of labor in the capitalis
world-economy as a whole. Normal market
considerations may account for recurring inj- 3
tial thrusts to specialization (natural or socig
historical advantages in the production of o;
or another commodity), but it is the state sys
tem which encrusts, enforces, and exaggerates
the patterns, and it has regularly required th
use of state machinery to revise the pattern of |
the world-wide division of labor. .

Furthermore, the ability of states to inter
fere with flows becomes differentiated. Th
is, core states become stronger than periph-
eral states, and use this differential power
maintain a differential degree of interstate
freedom of flow. Specifically, core states hav
historically arranged that world-wide and’
over time, money and goods have flowed}
more ‘freely’ than labor. The reason for doing
this is that core states have thereby receiv
the advantages of ‘unequal exchange’.

_om bourgeois and proletarians located in
__...o zones. For example, the percentage of
. earning proletarians is systematically
in core states.
ce states are the primary arena of politi-
xo.u_.mwﬂ in a capitalist world-economy, and
the functioning of the world-economy is
thar national class composition varies
y, it is easy to perceive why the politics
tates differentially located in relation to
orld-economy should be so dissimilar. It
o then easy to perceive that using the po-
al machinery of a given state to change the
al composition and world-economic func-
of national production does not per se
nge the capitalist world-system as such.
Obviously, however, these various national
rusts to a change in structural position
ich we misleadingly often call ‘develop-
mn.ﬁ._ do in facrt affect, indeed over the long
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run do in fact transform, the world-system.
But they do so via the intervening variable of
their impact on world-wide class conscious-
ness of the proletariat.

Core and periphery then are simply phrases
to locate one crucial part of the system of sur-
plus appropriation by the bourgeoisie. To
oversimplify, capitalism is a system in which
the surplus value of the proletarian is appro-
priated by the bourgeois. When this proletar-
ian is located in a different country from this
bourgeois, one of the mechanisms that has af-
fected the process of appropriation is the ma-
nipulation of controlling flows over state
boundaries. This results in patterns of ‘uneven
development’ which are summarized in the
concepts of core, semiperiphery, and periph-
ery. This is an intellectual tool to help analyze
the multiple forms of class conflict in the capi-
talist world-economy.

In effect, unequal exchange is simply a pa
of the world-wide process of the appropria-
tion of surplus. We analyze falsely if we try to
take literally the model of one proletarian re-
lating to one bourgeois. In fact, the surplus
value that the producer creates passes through
a series of persons and firms. It is therefore
the case that many bourgeois share the sur-
plus value of one proletarian. The exact share -
of different groups in the chain (property
owner, merchants, intermediate consumers) is-:
subject to much historical change and is itsel
a principal analytical variable in the function-
ing of the capirtalist world-economy. .

This chain of the transfer of surplus value ©
frequently (often? almost always?) traverses
national boundaries and, when it does, state
operations intervene to tilt the sharing among
bourgeois towards those bourgeois locared in
core states. This is unequal exchange, a mech-
anism in the overall process of the appropria-
tion of surplus value.

One of the socio-geographic consequences
of this system is the uneven distribution of the
bourgeoisie and proletariat in different states,
core states containing a higher percenrage na-
tionally of bourgeois than peripheral states. In &
addition, there are systemartic differences in
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P WEBER AND POST-WEBERIANS

MAX WEBER

Class, Status, Party

Economically Determined
Power and the Social Order

Law exists when there is a probability that an
order will be upheld by a specific staff of men
who will use physical or psychical compulsion
with the intention of obraining conformity
with the order, or of inflicting sanctions for
infringement of it.7 The structure of every le-
gal order directly influences the distribution
of power, economic or otherwise, within irs
respective community. This is true of all legal
orders and not only that of the state. In gen-
eral, we understand by ‘power’ the chance of
a man or of a number of men to realize their
own will in a communal action even against
the resistance of others who are participating
in the action.

‘Economically conditioned’ power is not, of
course, identical with ‘power’ as such. On the
contrary, the emergence of economic power
may be the consequence of power existing on
other grounds. Man does not strive for power
only in order to enrich himself economically.
Power, including economic power, may be
valued “for its own sake.” Very frequently the
striving for power is also conditioned by the
social ‘honor’ it enrails. Nort all power, how-
ever, entails social honor: The typical Ameri-
can Boss, as well as the typical big speculator,

Originally published in 1946 & 1958. Please see
complete source information beginning on page
891.
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deliberately relinquishes social honor, Quire
generally, ‘mere economic’” power, and espe-
cially ‘naked’ money power, is by no means a
recognized basis of social honor. Nor is power
the only basis of social honor. Indeed, social
honor, or prestige, may even be the basis of
political or economic power, and very fre-
quently has been. Power, as well as honor,
may be guaranteed by the legal order, but, at
least normally, it is not their primary source.
The legal order is rather an additional factor
that enhances the chance to hold power or
honor; but it cannot always secure them.

The way in which social honor is dis-
tributed in a community between typical
groups participating in this distribution we
may call the ‘social order.” The social order
and the economic order are, of course, simi-
larly related to the ‘legal order.” However, the
social and the economic order are not identi-
cal. The economic order is for us merely the
way in which economic goods and services
are distributed and used. The social order is
of course conditioned by the economic order
to a high degree, and in its turn reacts upon it.

Now: ‘classes,’ ‘status groups,’ and ‘parties’
are phenomena of the distribution of power
within a communiry.

Determination of Class-Situation
by Market-Situation

In our terminology, ‘classes’ are not commu-
nities; they merely represent possible, and fre-
quent, bases for communal action. We may

gss, Status, Party
e
of a “‘class’ when (1) a number of people
in common a specific causal component
Leir life chances, in so far as (2) this com-
¢ is represented exclusively by economic
ests in the possession of goods and op-
ities for income, and (3) is represented
the conditions of the commodity or la-
markets. [These points refer to ‘class situ-
,” which we may express more briefly as
typical chance for a supply of goods, ex-
al living conditions, and personal life ex-
iences, in so far as this chance is deter-
ved by the amount and kind of power, or
of such, to dispose of goods or skills for
sake of income in a given economic order.
he term ‘class’ refers to any group of people
is found in the same class situation. |
t is the most elemental economic fact that
way in which the disposition over mate-
_property is distributed among a plurality
people, meeting competitively in the mar-
t for the purpose of exchange, in itself cre-
es specific life chances. According to the law
marginal utility this mode of distribution
ludes the non-owners from competing for
ighly valued goods; it favors the owners and,
fact, gives to them a monopoly to acquire
ch goods. Other things being equal, this
ode of distribution monopolizes the oppor-
ities for profitable deals for all those who,
ovided with goods, do not necessarily have
o exchange them. It increases, at least gener-
ly, their power in price wars with those
: ho, being propertyless, have nothing to offer
= but their services in native form or goods in a
orm constituted through their own labor, and
who above all are compelled to get rid of
* these products in order barely to subsist. This
- mode of distribution gives to the propertied a
‘monopoly on the possibility of transferring
property from the sphere of use as a “fortune,’
‘to the sphere of ‘capital goods’; thar is, ir
- gives them the entrepreneurial funcrion and
all chances to share directly or indirectly in re-
turns on capital. All this holds true within the
area in which pure market conditions prevail.
‘Property’ and ‘lack of property’ are, there-
-~ fore, the basic categories of all class situa-
tions. Tt does not matter whether these two
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categories become effective in price wars or in
competitive struggles.

Within these categories, however, class situ-
ations are further differentiated: on the one
hand, according to the kind of property thar is
usable for returns; and, on the other hand, ac-
cording to the kind of services that can be of-
fered in the market. Ownership of domestic
buildings; productive establishments; ware-
houses; stores; agriculturally usable land, large
and small holdings—quantitative differences
with possibly qualitative consequences—;
ownership of mines; cattle; men (slaves); dis-
position over mobile instruments of produc-
tion, or capital goods of all sorts, especially
money or objects that can be exchanged for
money easily and at any time; disposition over
products of one’s own labor or of others’ la-
bor differing according to their various dis-
rances from consumability; disposition over
transferable monopolies of any kind—all these
distinctions differentiate the class situations of
the propertied just as does the ‘meaning’
which they can and do give to the utilization
of property, especially to property which has
money equivalence. Accordingly, the proper-
tied, for instance, may belong to the class of
rentiers or to the class of entrepreneurs.

Those who have no property but who offer
services are differentiated just as much ac-
cording to their kinds of services as according
to the way in which they make use of these
services, in a continuous or discontinuous re-
lation to a recipient. Bur always this is the
generic connotation of the concept of class:
that the kind of chance in the market is the
decisive moment which presents a common
condition for the individual’s fate. ‘Class situ-
ation’ is, in this sense, ulumately ‘marker situ-
ation.” The effect of naked possession per se,
which among cattle breeders gives the
nonowning slave or serf into the power of the
cattle owner, is only a forerunner of real
‘class’ formation. However, in the cartle loan
and in the naked severity of the law of debts
in such communities, for the first time mere
‘possession’ as such emerges as decisive for
the fate of the individual. This is very much in
contrast to the agricultural communities
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based on labor. The creditor-debror relation
becomes the basis of ‘class situations’ only in
those cities where a ‘credit market,” however
primitive, with rates of interest increasing ac-
cording to the extent of dearth and a factual
monopolization of credits, is developed by a
plutocracy. Therewith ‘class struggles’ begin.

Those men whose fate is not determined by
the chance of using goods or services for
themselves on the market, e.g. slaves, are not,
however, a ‘class’ in the technical sense of the
term. They are, rather, a ‘status group.’

Communal Action Flowing
from Class Interest

According to our terminology, the factor that
creates ‘class’ is unambiguously economic in-
terest, and indeed, only those interests in-
volved in the existence of the ‘market.” Nev-
ertheless, the concept of ‘class-interest’ is an
ambiguous one: even as an empirical concept
it is ambiguous as soon as one understands
by it something other than the factual direc-
tion of interests following with a certain
probability from the class situation for a cer-
tain ‘average’ of those people subjected to the
class situation. The class situation and other
circumstances remaining the same, the direc-
tion in which the individual worker, for in-
stance, is likely to pursue his interests may
vary widely, according to whether he is con-
stitutionally qualified for the task at hand to
a high, to an average, or to a low degree. In
the same way, the direction of interests may
vary according to whether or not a commu-
nal action of a larger or smaller portion of
those commonly affected by the ‘class situa-
tion,” or even an association among them,
e.g. a ‘trade union,’ has grown out of the
class situation from which the individual may
or may not expect promising results. [Com-
munal action refers to that action which is
oriented to the feeling of the actors thart they
belong together. Societal action, on the other
hand, is oriented to a rationally motivated
adjustment of interests.] The rise of societal
or even of communal action from a common
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class situation is by no means a universal :
phenomenon. 1
“The class situation may be restricted in its
effects to the generation of essentially similar
reactions, that is to say, within our terminol-
ogy, of ‘mass actions.” However, it may not
have even this result. Furthermore, often
merely an amorphous communal action
emerges. For example, the ‘murmuring’ of the
workers known in ancient oriental ethics: the
moral disapproval of the work-master’s con-
duct, which in its practical significance was -
probably equivalent to an increasingly typical
phenomenon of precisely the latest industrial
development, namely, the ‘slow down’ (the
deliberate limiting of work effort) of laborers
by virtue of tacit agreement. The degree in _
which ‘communal action’ and possibly ‘soci-
etal action,” emerges from the ‘mass actions’ |
of the members of a class is linked to general -
cultural conditions, especially to those of an
intellectual sort. It is also linked to the extent |
of the contrasts that have already evolved,
and is especially linked to the transparency of
the connections between the causes and the
consequences of the ‘class situation.” For
however different life chances may be, this |
fact in itself, according to all experience, by
no means gives birth to ‘class action’ (commu-
nal action by the members of a class). The fact
of being conditioned and the results of the
class situation must be distinctly recognizable.
For only then the contrast of life chances can
be felt not as an absolutely given fact to be ac- |
cepted, but as a resultant from either (1) the
given distribution of property, or (2) the
structure of the concrete economic order. It is
only then that people may react against the
class structure not only through acts of an in-
termittent and irrational protest, but in the
form of rational association. There have been
‘class situations’ of the first category (1), of 2
specifically naked and transparent sort, in the
urban centers of Antiquity and during the
Middle Ages; especially then, when great for-
tunes were accumulated by factually monopo-
lized trading in industrial products of these
localities or in foodstuffs. Furthermore, undet
certain circumstances, in the rural economy of

o most diverse periods, when agriculture
increasingly exploited in a profit-making
aner. The most important historical exam-
mn_n of the second category (2] is the class situ-
tion of the modern ‘proletariat.’

pes of 'Class Strugyle’

Thus every class may be the carrier of any
e of the possibly innumerable forms of
ass action,’ but this is not necessarily so: In
1y case, a class does not in itself constitute a
mmunity. To treat “class’ conceptually as
ving the same value as ‘community’ leads
‘distortion. That men in the same class situ-
on regularly react in mass actions to such
rangible situations as economic ones in the
rection of those interests that are most ade-
guate to their average number is an impor-
nt and after all simple fact for the under-
anding of historical events. Above all, this
¢t must not lead to that kind of pseudo-
ientific operation with the concepts of
“class’ and ‘class interests’ so frequently
ound these days, and which has found its
ost classic expression in the statement of a
ented author, that the individual may be in
ror concerning his interests but that the
lass’ is “infallible’ about its interests. Ye, if
lasses as such are not communities, never-
theless class situations emerge only on the ba-
s of communalization. The communal ac-
on that brings forth class situations,
owever, is not basically action between
members of the identical class; it is an action
between members of different classes. Com-
- munal actions that directly determine the
class situation of the worker and the en-
trepreneur are: the labor market, the com-
- modities marker, and the capiralistic enter-
prise. Bur, in its turn, the existence of a
capitalistic enterprise presupposes that a very
specific communal action exists and that it is
specifically strucrured to protect the posses-
sion of goods per se, and especially the power
of individuals to dispose, in principle freely,
over the means of production. The existence
of a capitalistic enterprise is preconditioned
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by a specific kind of ‘legal order.” Each kind
of class situation, and above all when it rests
upon the power of property per se, will be-
come most clearly efficacious when all other
determinants of reciprocal relations are, as
far as possible, eliminated in their signifi-
cance. It is in this way that the utilization
of the power of property in the market ob-
tains 1ts most sovereign importance.

Now ‘status groups” hinder the strict carry-
ing through of the sheer market principle. In
the present context they are of interest to us
only from this one point of view. Before we
briefly consider them, note that not much of
a general nature can be said about the more
specific kinds of antagonism between ‘classes’
(in our meaning of the term). The great shift,
which has been going on continuously in the
past, and up to our times, may be summa-
rized, although at the cost of some precision:
the struggle in which class sitnations are ef-
fective has progressively shifted from con-
sumption credit toward, first, competitive
struggles in the commodity market and, then,
toward price wars on the labor market. The
‘class struggles’ of antiquity—to the extent
that they were genuine class struggles and not
struggles berween status groups—were ini-
tially carried on by indebted peasants, and
perhaps also by artisans threatened by debt
bondage and struggling against urban credi-
tors. For debt bondage is the normal result of
the differentiation of wealth in commercial
cities, especially in seaport cities. A similar
situation has existed among cattle breeders.
Debt relationships as such produced class ac-
tion up to the time of Cataline. Along with
this, and with an increase in provision of
grain for the city by transporting it from the
outside, the struggle over the means of suste-
nance emerged. It centered in the first place
around the provision of bread and the deter-
mination of the price of bread. It lasted
throughout antiquity and the entire Middle
Ages. The propertyless as such flocked to-
gether against those who actually and sup-
posedly were interested in the dearth of
bread. This fight spread until it involved all
those commodities essential to the way of life
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and to handicraft production. There were
only incipient discussions of wage disputes in
antiquity and in the Middle Ages. But they
have been slowly increasing up into modern
times, In the earlier periods they were com-
pletely secondary to slave rebellions as well
as to fights in the commodity marker.

The propertyless of antiquity and of the
Middle Ages protested against monopolies,
pre-emption, forestalling, and the withhold-
ing of goods from the market in order to raise
prices. Today the central issue is the derermi-
nation of the price of labor.

This transition is represented by the fight
for access to the market and for the determi-
narion of the price of products. Such fights
went on between merchants and workers in
the purting-out system of domestic handicraft
during the transition to modern times. Since it
is quite a general phenomenon we must men-
tion here that the class antagonisms that are
conditioned through the market situation are
usually most bitter between those who actu-
ally and directly participate as opponents in
price wars. It is not the rentier, the share-
holder, and the banker who suffer the ill will
of the worker, but almost exclusively the
manufacturer and the business executives
who are the direct opponents of workers in
price wars. This is so in spite of the fact that it
1s precisely the cash boxes of the rentier, the
share-holder, and the banker into which the
more or less ‘unearned’ gains flow, rather
than into the pockets of the manufacturers or
of the business executives. This simple state of
affairs has very frequently been decisive for
the role the class situation has played in the
formation of political parties. For example, it
has made possible the varieties of patriarchal
socialism and the frequent attempts—for-
merly, at least—of threatened status groups to
form alliances with the proletariat against the
‘bourgeoisie.”

Status Honor

In contrast to classes, status groups are nor-
mally communities. They are, however, often
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of an amorphous kind. In contrast to the
purely economically determined ‘class situa-
tion’ we wish to designate as ‘status situation’
every typical component of the life fate of
men that is determined by a specific, positive
or negative, social estimation of konor. This
honor may be connected with any quality
shared by a plurality, and, of course, it can be
knit to a class situation: class distinctions are
linked in the most varied ways with status dis-
rincrions. Property as such is not always rec-
ognized as a status qualification, but in the
long run it is, and with extraordinary regular-
ity. In the subsistence economy of the orga-
nized neighborhood, very often the richest
man is simply the chieftain. However, this of-
ten means only an honorific preference. For
example, in the so-called pure modern
‘democracy,’ that is, one devoid of any ex-
pressly ordered status privileges for individu-
als, it may be that only the families coming
under approximately the same tax class dance
with one another. This example is reported of
certain smaller Swiss cities. But status honor
need not necessarily be linked with a ‘class sit-
uation.” On the contrary, it normally stands in
sharp opposition to the pretensions of sheer

property.

Both propertied and propertyless people

can belong to the same status group, and fre-
quently they do with very tangible conse-
quences. This ‘equality’ of social esteem may,
however, in the long run become quite precar-
ious. The ‘equality’ of status among the
American ‘gentlemen,” for instance, is ex-
pressed by the fact that outside the subordina-

tion determined by the different funcrions of =

‘business,’ it would be considered strictly re-
pugnant—wherever the old tradition still pre-
vails—if even the richest ‘chief,” while playing
billiards or cards in his club in the evening,
would not treat his ‘clerk’ as in every sense
fully his equal in birthright. Tt would be re-
pugnant if the American ‘chief’ would bestow
upon his ‘clerk’ the condescending ‘benevo-
lence’ marking a distinction of ‘position,’
which the German chief can never dissever
from his attitude. This is one of the most im-
portant reasons why in America the German
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hhy-ness’ has never been able to attain the
sction that the American clubs have.

arantees of Status Stratification

o content, status honor is normally expressed
he fact that above all else a specific style of
% can be expected from all those who wish
belong to the circle. Linked with this expec-
jon are restrictions on ‘social’ intercourse
at is, intercourse which is not subservient to
onomic or any other of businesss “func-
al’ purposes). These restrictions may con-
e normal marriages to within the starus cir-
¢ and may lead to complete endogamous
sure. As soon as there is not a mere individ-
al and socially irrelevant imitation of another
le of life, bur an agreed-upon communal ac-
on of this closing character, the ‘status’ devel-
pment is under way.

In its characteristic form, stratification by
tus groups’ on the basis of conventional
/les of life evolves at the present time in the
United States out of the traditional democ-
acy. For example, only the resident of a cer-
in street (‘the street’) is considered as be-
longing to ‘society,” is qualified for social
tercourse, and is visited and invited. Above
1], this differentiation evolves in such a way
to make for strict submission to the fashion
t is dominant ar a given time in society.
This submission to fashion also exists among
en in America to a degree unknown in Ger-
any. Such submission is considered to be an
dication of the fact thar a given man pre-
ds to qualify as a gentleman. This submis-
- sion decides, ar least prima facie, that he will
be treated as such. And this recognition be-
omes just as important for his employment
chances in ‘swank’ establishments, and above
all, for social intercourse and marriage with
esteemed” families, as the gualification for
‘dueling among Germans in the Kaiser's day.
As for the rest: certain families resident for a
ong time, and, of course, correspondingly
‘Wealthy, e.g. °F. E. V., i.e. First Families of Vir-
. 8inia,’ or the actual or alleged descendants of
‘the “Indian Princess’ Pocahontas, of the Pil-
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grim fathers, or of the Knickerbockers, the
members of almost inaccessible sects and all
sorts of circles setting themselves apart by
means of any other characteristics and badges
... all these elements usurp ‘status’ honor.
The development of status is essentially a
question of stratification resting upon usurpa-
tion. Such usurpation is the normal origin of
almost all status honor. But the road from this
purely conventional situation to legal privi-
lege, positive or negative, is easily traveled as
s00n as a certain stratification of the social or-
der has in fact been ‘lived in’ and has achieved
stability by virtue of a stable distribution of
economic power.

‘Ethnic’ Segregation and ‘Caste’

Where the consequences have been realized to
their full extent, the status group evolves into
a closed ‘caste.” Status distincrions are then
guaranteed not merely by conventions and
laws, but also by rituals. This occurs in such a
way that every physical contact with a mem-
ber of any caste that is considered to be
‘lower” by the members of a ‘higher’ caste is
considered as making for a ritualistic impurity
and to be a stigma which must be expiated by
a religious act. Individual castes develop quite
distinct cults and gods.

In general, however, the status structure
reaches such extreme consequences only
where there are underlying differences which
are held to be ‘ethnic.’ The ‘caste’ is, indeed,
the normal form in which ethnic communities
usually live side by side in a ‘societalized’
manner. These ethnic communities believe in
blood relationship and exclude exogamous
marriage and social intercourse. Such a caste
situation is part of the phenomenon of
‘pariah’ peoples and is found all over the
world. These people form communities, ac-
quire specific occupational traditions of hand-
icrafts or of other arts, and cultivate a belief
in rheir ethnic community. They live in a ‘di-
aspora’ strictly segregated from all personal
intercourse, except that of an unavoidable
sort, and rheir situation is legally precarious.
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Yet, by virtue of their economic indispensabil-
ity, they are tolerated, indeed, frequently priv-
ileged, and they live in interspersed political
communities. The Jews are the most impres-
sive historical example.
A ‘status’ segregation grown into a ‘caste’
differs in its structure from a mere ‘ethnic’
segregation: the caste structure transforms the
horizontal and unconnected coexistences of
ethnically segregated groups into a vertical so-
cial system of super- and subordination. Cor-
rectly formulated: a comprehensive societal-
ization integrates the ethnically divided
communities into specific political and com-
munal action. In their consequences they dif-
fer precisely in this way: ethnic coexistences
condition a mutual repulsion and disdain but
allow each ethnic community to consider its
own honor as the highest one; the caste struc-
ture brings about a social subordination and
an acknowledgment of ‘more honor’ in favor
of the privileged caste and status groups. This
is due to the fact that in the caste structure
ethnic distinctions as such have become “func-
tional® distinctions within the political soci-
etalization {warriors, priests, artisans that are
politically important for war and for building,
and so on). But even pariah people who are
most despised are usually apt to continue cul-
tivating in some manner that which is equally
peculiar to ethnic and to status communities:
the belief in their own specific ‘honor.” This is
the case with the Jews.

Only with the negatively privileged status
groups does the ‘sense of dignity’ take a spe-
cific deviation. A sense of dignity is the pre-
cipitation in individuals of social honor and
of conventional demands which a positively
privileged status group raises for the deport-
ment of its members. The sense of dignity that
characterizes positively privileged status
groups is naturally related to their ‘being’
which does not transcend itself, that is, it is to
their “beauty and excellence.” Their kingdom
is *of this world.’ They live for the present and
by exploiting their great past. The sense of
dignity of the negatively privileged strata nat-
urally refers to a future lying beyond the pres-
ent, whether it is of this life or of another. In
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other words, it must be nurtured by the belief
in a providential ‘mission’ and by a belief ina
specific honor before God. The ‘chosen peo-
ple’s’ dignity is nurtured by a belief either that 8
in the beyond ‘the last will be the first,” or that
in this life a Messiah will appear to bring
forth into the light of the world which has
cast them out the hidden honor of the pariah
people. This simple state of affairs, and not
the ‘resentment’ which is so strongly empha-
sized in Nietzsche’s much admired construc-
tion in the Genealogy of Morals, is the source
of the religiosity cultivated by pariah status
groups. In passing, we may note that resent-
ment may be accurately applied only to a lim-
ited extent; for one of Nietzsche’s main exam-
ples, Buddhism, it is not at all applicable.
Incidentally, the development of status
groups from ethnic segregations is by no
means the normal phenomenon. On the con-
trary, since objective ‘racial differences’ are by
no means basic to every subjective sentiment
of an ethnic community, the ultimately racial
foundation of status structure is rightly and
absolutely a question of the concrete individ-4
ual case. Very frequently a status group is in-
strumental in the production of a thorough-
bred anthropological type. Certainly a status
group is to a high degree effective in produc-
ing extreme types, for they select personally
qualified individuals (e.g. the Knighthood se
lects those who are fit for warfare, physicallys
and psychically). But selection is far from be-
ing the only, or the predominant, way 1n
which status groups are formed: Political
membership or class situation has at all times
been at least as frequently decisive. And toda
the class situation is by far the predominani
factor, for of course the possibility of a style
of life expected for members of a status grou
is usually conditioned economically.

ical. Besides the specific status honor,
hich always rests upon distance and exclu-
-ness, we find all sorts of material monop-
ies. Such honorific preferences may consist
the privilege of wearing special costumes,
“eating special dishes taboo to others, of
rrying arms—which is most obvious in its
onsequences—the right to pursue certain
n-professional dilettante artistic practices,
. to play certain musical instruments. Of
rse, material monopolies provide the most
tive motives for the exclusiveness of a
tus group; although, in themselves, they
e rarely sufficient, almost always they come
o play to some extent. Within a status cir-
there is the question of intermarriage: the
rest of the families in the monopolization
potential bridegrooms is at least of equal
mportance and is parallel to the interest in
e monopolization of daughters. The daugh-
of the circle must be provided for. With
increased inclosure of the status group,
conventional preferential opportunities
.mvmn_m_ employment grow into a legal
nopoly of special offices for the members.
tain goods become objects for monopo-
on by status groups. In the typical fash-
n these include ‘entailed estates’ and fre-
,num_w also the possessions of serfs or
ndsmen and, finally, special trades. This
onopolization occurs positively when the
atus group is exclusively entitled to own and
manage them; and negatively when, in or-
’F to maintain its specific way of life, the sta-
group must not own and manage them.
e decisive role of a *style of life’ in status
nor’ means that status groups are the spe-
._unuam. of all ‘conventions.” In whatever
it may be manifest, all ‘stylization’ of life
cither originates in status groups or is at least
onserved by them. Even if the principles of
tus conventions differ greatly, they reveal
typical traits, especially among those
: which are most privileged. Quite gener-
M.F among privileged status groups rhere is a
& mEm p__.,.bzm:_.;nmso: that operates against
3 nnq,?:dm:om of common physical labor.
1s n_m@zm___mnm:o: 1s now .,mmanm m’ in
merica against the old rradition of esteem

rata

Status Privileges

For all practical purposes, stratification b

status goes hand in hand with a monopoliza
tion of ideal and marerial goods or opportun
ties, in a manner we have come 1o know as
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for _mvo_.. Very frequently every rational eco-
nomic pursuit, and especially ‘entrepreneurial
acuvity,’ is looked upon as a disqualification
of status. Artistic and literary activity is also
considered as degrading work as soon as ir is
exploited for income, or at least when it is
connected with hard physical exertion. An ex-
m:,dﬁ_n is the sculptor working like a mason in
Em dusty smock as over against the painter in
T_a salon-like ‘studio’ and those forms of mu-
sical practice that are acceptable to the srarus
group.

Economic Conditions and Eifects
of Status Stratification

The frequent disqualification of the gainfully
ﬂ.:Eowna as such is a direct result of the prin-
ciple of status stratification peculiar to the so-
cial order, and of course, of this principle’s
opposition to a distribution of power which is
regulated exclusively through the Ewﬂrmn,.
.,:unmn two factors operate along with various
individual ones, which will be touched upon
below.

We have scen above that the market and its
processes ‘knows no personal distinctions’:
‘functional’ interests dominate it. It knows
zo"r,mum. of *honor.” The status order means
precisely the reverse, viz.: stratification in
terms of ‘honor” and of styles of life peculiar
to status groups as such. If mere economic ac-
quisition and naked economic power still
bearing the stigma of its extra-status origin
could bestow upon anyone who has won it
the same honor as those who are interested in
status by virtue of style of life claim for them-
mm_ ves, the status order would be threatened at
its very root. This is the more so as, given
equality of status honor, property per wn rep-
resents an addition even if it is not overtly ac-
r:cé_nmw& to be such. Yet if such economic
acquisition and power gave the agent any
rn:ﬂ_. at all, his wealth would result in his at-
taining more honor than those who success-
fully claim honor by virtue of style of _:Ms
Therefore all groups having interests in the
status order react with special sharpness pre-
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cisely against the pretensions of purely eco-
nomic acquisition. In most cases they react
the more vigorously the more they feel them-
selves threatened. Calderon’s respectful treat-
ment of the peasant, for instance, as opposed
to Shakespeare’s simultaneous and ostensible
disdain of the canaille illustrates the different
way in which a firmly structured status order
reacts as compared with a status order that
has become economically precarious. This is
an example of a state of affairs that recurs ev-
erywhere. Precisely because of the rigorous re-
actions against the claims of property per se,
the ‘parvenu’ is never accepted, personally
and without reservation, by the privileged sta-
tus groups, no matter how completely his
style of life has been adjusted to theirs. They
will only accept his descendants who have
been educated in the conventions of their sta-
tus group and who have never besmirched its
honor by their own economic labor.

As to the general effect of the status order,
only one consequence can be stated, but it is a
very important one: the hindrance of the free
development of the market occurs first for
those goods which status groups directly
withheld from free exchange by monopoliza-
tion. This monopolization may be effected ei-
ther legally or conventionally. For example, in
many Hellenic cities during the epoch of sta-
tus groups, and also originally in Rome, the
inherited estate (as is shown by the old for-
mula for indication against spendthrifts) was
monopolized just as were the estates of
knights, peasants, priests, and especially the
clientele of the craft and merchant guilds. The
market is restricted, and the power of naked
property per se, which gives its stamp to ‘class
formation,’ is pushed into the background.
The results of this process can be most varied.
Of course, they do not necessarily weaken the
contrasts in the economic situation. Fre-
quently they strengthen these contrasts, and in
any case, where stratification by status perme-
ates a community as strongly as was the case
in all political communities of antiquity and of
the Middle Ages, one can never speak of a
genuinely free marketr competition as we un-
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and makes for a resuscitation of the im-
role of social honor.

derstand it today. There are wider effects thap
this direct exclusion of special goods from the®
market. From the contrariery between the sta.
tus order and the purely economic order men-
tioned above, it follows that in most instances -
the notion of honor peculiar to status abso.-
lutely abhors that which is essential to the mar-
ket: higgling. Honor abhors higgling among
peers and occasionally it taboos higgling for:
the members of a status group in general
Therefore, everywhere some status groups, an
usually the most influential, consider almost"
any kind of overt participation in economic |
acquisition as absolutely stigmatizing. _

With some over-simplification, one might
thus say that ‘classes’ are stratified according
to their relations to the production and acqui-
sition of goods; whereas ‘status groups’ are
stratified according to the principles of thei
consumption of goods as represented by spe
cial ‘styles of life.’

An ‘occupational group’ is also a status
group. For normally, it successfully claims so-
cial honor only by virtue of the special style of *
life which may be determined by it. The dif-*
ferences between classes and status groups
frequently overlap. Tt is precisely those status”
communities most strictly segregated in terms
of honor (viz. the Indian castes) who today
show, although within very rigid limits, a rela
tively high degree of indifference to pecuniary
income. However, the Brahmins seek such in
come in many different ways.

As to the general economic conditions mak-*
ing for the predominance of stratification by
‘status,” only very little can be said. When the
bases of the acquisition and distribution o
goods are relauvely stable, stratification by |
status is favored. Every technological reper-
cussion and economic transformation threat-
ens stratification by status and pushes the
class situation into the foreground. Epochs
and countries in which the naked class situa- 3
tion is of predominant significance are regu-
larly the periods of technical and economic
transformations. And every slowing down of §
the shifting of economic stratifications leads,
in due course, to the growth of status struc-

hin the sphere of the distribution of
or.” From within these spheres, classes
status groups influence one another and
» influence the legal order and are in turn
enced by it. But ‘parties’ live in a house of
wer.

heir action is oriented toward the acquisi-
of social ‘power,” that is to say, toward
uencing a communal action no matter
t its content may be. In principle, parties
y exist in a social ‘club’ as well as in a
ate.” As over against the actions of classes
d status groups, for which this is not neces-
ily the case, the communal actions of ‘par-
* always mean a societalization. For party
ctions are always directed toward a goal
hich is striven for in planned manner. This
al may be a ‘cause’ (the parry may aim at
izing a program for ideal or material pur-
poses), or the goal may be ‘personal’
|sinecures, power, and from these, honor for
¢ leader and the followers of the party).
Usually the party action aims at all these si-
ultaneously. Parties are, therefore, only pos-
Sible within communities that are societalized,
hat is, which have some rational order and a
aff of persons available who are ready to en-
ree it. For parties aim precisely at influenc-
g this staff, and if possible, to recruit it from
- party followers,

In any individual case, parties may repre-
sent interests determined through ‘class situa-
tion” or ‘status situation,’ and they may re-
ruit their following respectively from one or
‘the other. But they need be neither purely
class’ nor purely ‘status’ parties. In most
& Cases they are partly class parties and partly
. Status parties, but sometimes they are neither.
They may represent ephemeral or enduring

M

structures. Their means of attaining power
may be quite varied, ranging from naked vio-
lence of any sort to canvassing for votes with
coarse or subtle means: money, social influ-
ence, the force of speech, suggestion, clumsy
hoax, and so on to the rougher or more arcful
tactics of obstruction in parliamentary bodies.
The sociological structure of parties differs
in a basic way according to the kind of com-
munal action which they struggle to influence.
Parties also differ according to whether or not
the community is stratified by status or by
classes. Above all else, they vary according to
the structure of domination within the com-
munity. For their leaders normally deal with
the conquest of a communiry. They are, in the
general concept which is maintained here, not
only products of specially modern forms of
domination. We shall also designate as parties
the ancient and medieval ‘parties,’ despite the
fact that their structure differs basically from
the structure of modern parties. By virtue of
these structural differences of domination it is
impossible to say anything about the structure
of parties without discussing the structural
forms of social domination per se. Parties,
which are always structures struggling for
domination, are very frequently organized in
a very strict ‘authoritarian’ fashion. .
Concerning ‘classes,” ‘status groups,” and
‘parties,” it must be said in general that they
necessarily presuppose a comprehensive soci-
etalization, and especially a political frame-
work of communal action, within which they
operate. This does not mean that parties
would be confined by the frontiers of any in-
dividual political community. On the con-
trary, at all times it has been the order of the
day thart the societalization (even when it aims
at the use of military force in common)
reaches beyond the frontiers of politics. This
has been the case in the solidarity of interests
among the Oligarchs and among the
democrats in Hellas, among the Guelfs and
among Ghibellines in the Middle Ages, and
within the Calvinist party during the period
of religious struggles. It has been the case up
to the solidarity of the landlords (interna-
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tional congress of agrarian landlords), and
has continued among princes (holy alliance,
Karlsbad decrees), socialist workers, conser-
vatives (the longing of Prussian conservatives
for Russian intervention in 1850). Burt their
aim is not necessarily the establishment of
new international political, ie. territorial, do-
minion. In the main they aim to influence the
existing dominion.?

1l / The Structure of Contemporary Stratificatigy = ¢ Groups and Classes

Notes

1. Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft, part I, chap, 4
pp- 631-40. The first sentence in paragraph ope
and the several definitions in this chapter which a
in brackets do not appear in the original text. They
have been taken from other contexts of Eq:.“n&n_a
und Gesellschaft. ;

2. The posthumously published text breaks of
here. We omit an incomplete sketch of types of
‘warrior estates.’

ation to another vary greatly in fluidity
in the ease with which an individual can
the class. Hence the unity of ‘social’
es is highly relative and variable.

e Significance of Property Classes

primary significance of a positively privi-
.d property class lies in the following

MAX WEBER

: (1) Irs members may be able to monop-
e the purchase of high-priced consumer
5. (il) They may control the opportuni-
s of pursuing a systematic monopoly policy
the sale of economic goods. (iii) They may
opolize opportunities for the accumula-

Status Groups and Classes

The Concepts of Class and
Class Situation

The term “class situation’® will be applied to
the typical probability that a given state of
(a) provision with goods, (b} external condi-
tions of life, and (c) subjective satisfaction or
frustration will be possessed by an individual
or a group. These probabilities define class
situation in so far as they are dependent on
the kind and extent of control or lack of it
which the individual has over goods or ser-
vices and existing possibilities of their ex-
ploitation for the attainment of income or re-
ceipts within a given economic order. .

A ‘class’ is any group of persons occupying
the same class siruation. The following types
of classes may be distinguished: (a) A class is
a ‘property class’ when class situation for its
members is primarily determined by the dif-

Originally published in 1947. Please see complete
source information beginning on page 891

of property through unconsumed sur-
ses. (iv) They may monopolize opportuni-
: to accumulate capital by saving, hence,
possibility of investing property in loans
the related possibility of control over ex-
ve positions in business. (v) They may
opolize the privileges of socially advan-
ous kinds of education so far as these in-
ye expenditures.

ositively privileged property classes typi-
y live from property income. This may be
ived from property rights in human beings,
vith slaveowners, in land, in mining prop-
in fixed equipment such as plant and ap-
s, in ships, and as creditors in loan rela-
hips. Loans may consist of domestic
mals, grain, or money. Finally they may
n income from securities.

lass interests which are negatively privi-
ed with respect to property belong typi-
¢ to one of the following types: (a) They
themselves objects of ownership, that is
y are unfree. (b) They are ‘outcasts,” that
proletarians’ in the sense meant in Antig-
- (c) They are debtor classes and, (d) the

ferentiarion of property holdings; (b) a class
an ‘acquisition class’ when the class situatio
of its members is primarily determined b
their opportunity for the exploitation of ser-=
vices on the market; (c) the ‘social class’ struc- =
ture is composed of the plurality of class situ-=
ations between which an interchange o
individuals on a personal basis or in
course of generations is readily possible an
typically observable. On the basis of any
the three types of class situation, associative
relationships between those sharing the same
class interests, namely, corporate class organi
‘zations may develop. This need not, howeve
necessarily happen. The concepts of class and
class situation as such designate only the fa

of identity or similarity in the typical situation
in which a given individual and many others
find their interests defined. In principle co
trol over different combinations of consumer
goods, means of production, investments
capital funds or marketable abilities constt
tute class situations which are different with
each variation and combination. Only per 3
sons who are completely unskilled, without 2
property and dependent on employment EF:
out regular occupation, are in a strictly ident =
cal class situation. Transitions from one class

-

0 between stand the ‘middle’ classes. This
0 includes groups who have all sorts of
perty, or of marketable abilities through
ning, who are in a position to draw their
pport from these sources. Some of them
y be ‘acquisition’ classes. Entreprencurs
€ in this category by virtue of essentially
Sitive privileges; proletarians, by virtue of
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negative privileges. But many types such as
peasants, craftsmen, and officials do not fall
in this category.

The differentiation of classes on the basis of
property alone is not ‘dynamic,’ that is, it
does not necessarily result in class struggles or
class revolutions. It is not uncommon for very
strongly privileged property classes, such as
slaveowners, to exist side by side with such
far less privileged groups as peasants or even
outcasts without any class struggle. There
may even be ties of solidarity between privi-
leged property classes and unfree elements.
However, such conflicts as that berween land
owners and outcast elements or between cred-
itors and debtors, the latter often being a
question of urban patricians as opposed to ei-
ther rural peasants or urban craftsmen, may
lead to revolutionary conflict. Even this, how-
ever, need not necessarily aim at radical
changes in economic organization. It may, on
the contrary, be concerned in the first instance
only with a redistribution of wealth, These
may be called ‘property revolutions.’

A classic example of the lack of class an-
tagonism has been the relation of the ‘poor
white trash,” originally those not owning
slaves, to the planters in the Southern States
of the United States. The ‘poor whites” have
often been much more hostile to the Negro
than the planters who have frequently had a
large element of patriarchal sentiment. The
conflict of outcast against the property
classes, of creditors and debtors, and of
landowners and outcasts are best illustrated
in the history of Antiquity.

The Significance of Acquisition
and Social Classes

The primary significance of a positively privi-
leged acquisition class is to be found in two
directions. On the one hand it is generally
possible to go far toward atraining a
monopoly of the management of productive
enterprises in favour of the members of the
class and their business interests. On the other
hand, such a class tends to insure the security
of its economic position by exercising influ-
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ence on the economic policy of political bod-
ies and other groups.

The members of positively privileged acqui-
sition classes are typically entreprencurs. The
following are the most important types: mer-
chants, shipowners, industrial and agricul-
tural entrepreneurs, bankers and financiers.
Under certain circumstances two other types
are also members of such classes, namely,
members of the ‘liberal’ professions with a
privileged position by virtue of their abilities
or training, and workers with special skills
commanding a monopolistic position, regard-
less of how far they are hereditary or the re-
sult of training.

Acquisition classes in a negatively privi-
leged situation are workers of the various
principal types. They may be roughly classi-
fied as skilled, semi-skilled and unskilled.

In this connexion as well as the above, in-
dependent peasants and craftsmen are to be
treated as belonging to the ‘middle classes.”
This category often includes in addition offi-
cials, whether they are in public or private
employment, the liberal professions, and
workers with exceptional monopolistic assets
Or positions.

Examples of ‘social classes’ are: (a) The
‘working’ class as a whole. It approaches this
type the more completely mechanized the pro-
ductive process becomes. (b) The petty bour-
geoisie.? (c) The ‘intelligentsia® without inde-
pendent property and the persons whose
social position is primarily dependent on tech-
nical training such as engineers, commercial
and other officials, and civil servants. These
groups may differ greatly among themselves,
in particular according to costs of training.
(d) The classes occupying a privileged posi-
tion through property and education.

The unfinished concluding section of Karl
Marx’s Kapital was evidently intended to deal
with the problem of the class unity of the pro-
letariat, which he held existed in spite of the
high degree of qualitative differentiation. A

decisive factor is the increase in the impor-
tance of semi-skilled workers who have been
trained in a relatively short time directly on
the machines themselves, at the expense of the
older type of ‘skilled” labour and also of un-
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skilled. However, even this type of skill may
often have a monopolistic aspect. Weavers arg$
said to attain the highest level of an;&iq s
only after five years’ experience. ;
At an earlier period every worker could be
said to have been primarily interested in be—
coming an independent small bourgeois, but
the possibility of realizing this goal is becom-'
ing progressively smaller. From one generatig
to another the most readily available path ¢
advancement both for skilled and semi-skill
workers is into the class of technically trained
individuals. In the most highly privileged
classes, at least over the period of more thap
one generation, it is coming more and more
be true that money is overwhelmingly decisive
Through the banks and corporate enterprises
members of the lower middle class and t
salaried groups have certain opportunities tg
rise into the privileged class. :
Organized activity of class groups
favoured by the following circumstanc
(a) The possibility of concentrating on oppo-
nents where the immediate conflict of inter-
ests is vital. Thus workers organize agains
management and not against security holder
who are the ones who really draw incom
without working. Similarly peasants are n
apt to organize against landlords. (b) The e
istence of a class situation which is typica
similar for large masses of people. (c) T
technical possibility of being easily broug
together. This is particularly true where larg:
numbers work together in a small area, as i
the modern factory. (d) Leadership directed &
readily understandable goals. Such goals a
very generally imposed or at least are int
preted by persons, such as intelligentsia, wh
do not belong to the class in question.

Status and Status Group

The term of ‘status’ will be applied to a typ!
cally effective claim to positive or negatl
privilege with respect to social prestige so fa
as it rests on one or more of the followin
bases: (a) mode of living, (b) a formal proc
of education which may consist in empiric3
or rational training and the acquisition of th

s Groups and Classes

responding modes of life, or (c) on the
stige of birth, or of an occupation.

e primary practical manifestations of sta-
~with respect to social stratification are
ubium, commensality, and often monopo-
appropriation of privileged economic
rrunities and also prohibition of certain
es of acquisition. Finally, there are con-
tions or traditions of other types artached
status.

tatus may be based on class situation di-
tly or related to it in complex ways. It is
, however, determined by this alone. Prop-

ilarly, poverty is not as such a disqualifica-
for high status though again it may influ-

Jonversely, status may partly or even
olly determine class situation, without,
ever, being identical with it. The class sit-
on of an officer, a civil servant, and a stu-
t as determined by their income may be
ely different while their status remains the
e, because they adhere to the same mode
life in all relevant respects as a result of
common education.

“status group’ is a plurality of individuals
0, within a larger group, enjoy a particular
and level of prestige by virtue of their
tion and possibly also claim certain spe-
I monopolies.

Ihe following are the most important
urces of the development of distinct status
ups: (a) The most important is by the de-
flopment of a peculiar style of life including,
cularly, the type of occupation pursued.
The second basis is hereditary charisma
sing *_33 the successful claim to a position
prestige by virtue of birth. (¢) The third is
€ appropriation of political or hierocratic
thority as a monopoly by socially distinct
ups.

The .agﬁo_u_.:n:_ of hereditary starus
ups is usually a form of the hereditary ap-

Propriation of privileges by an organized

oup or by individual qualified persons.
Bvery well-established case of appropriation
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of opportunities and abilities, especially of ex-
ercising imperative powers, has a tendency to
lead to the development of distinct status
groups. Conversely, the development of starus
groups has a tendency in turn to lead to the
monopolistic appropriation of governing
powers and of the corresponding economic
advantages.

Acquisition classes are favoured by an eco-
nomic system oriented to market situations,
whereas status groups develop and subsist
most readily where economic organization is
of a monopolistic and liturgical character and
where the economic needs of corporate
groups are met on a feudal or patrimonial ba-
sis. The type of class which is most closely re-
lated to a status group is the ‘social’ class
while the ‘acquisition’ class is the farthest re.
moved. Property classes often constitute the
nucleus of a status group.

mSn”J, society where status groups play a
prominent part is controlled to a large extent
by conventional rules of conduct, It thus cre-
ates economically irrational conditions of
consumption and hinders the development of
free markets by monopolistic appropriation
and by restricting free disposal of the individ-
ual’s own economic ability. This will have to
be discussed further elsewhere.

1. Although Parsons chooses to translate Klasse
as ‘class status’ in this context, to do so is poten-
tially confusing because Weber so carefully distin-
guishes between the concepts of class and status. 1
r.mé therefore followed the lead of Roth and Wit-
tich (Economy and Society, 1968) and opted for the
term ‘class situation” throughout this essay.—Ep.

2.1 have again followed Roth and Witrich
Hmncxciv_ and Society, 1968) in translating the
German term Kleinbiirgertum as ‘petty bour-
m_aca_m.. whereas Parsons opted for the more am-
biguous rerm *lower middle® class.—Fp.

3. For the purposes of consistency with the other
selections, 1 have translated the term stindische
Lage as “status’ (see Roth and Wittich, Econony
and Society, 1968), whereas Parsons opted for the
terms ‘social status,’ ‘stratifactory status,’ and the
like.—ED.
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ps in question; and, insofar as they are
nable, “free” property.

e apparently gratuitous tediousness in-
din the elaborate definition of the above
pts is an example of the fact that we of-

Open and Closed Relationships

Social Relationships

A social relationship, regardless of whether it
is communal or associative in character, will
be spoken of as “open” to outsiders if and in-
sofar as its system of order does not deny
participation to anyone who wishes to join
and is actually in a position to do so. A rela-
tionship will, on the other hand, be called
“closed” against outsiders so far as, accord-
ing to its subjective meaning and its binding
rules, participation of certain persons is ex-
cluded, limited, or subjected ro conditions.
Whether a relationship is open or closed may
be determined traditionally, affectually, or ra-
tionally in terms of values or of expediency. It
is especially likely to be closed, for rational
reasons, in the following type of situation: a
social relationship may provide the parties to
it with opportunities for the satisfaction of
spiritual or material interests, whether abso-
lutely or instrumentally, or whether it is
achieved through co-operative action or by a
compromise of interests. If the participants
expect that the admission of others will lead
to an improvement of their situation, an im-
provement in degree, in kind, in the security
or the value of the satisfaction, their interest
will be in keeping the relationship open. If, on
the other hand, their expectations are of im-
proving their position by monopolistic tactics,
their interest is in a closed relationship.

Originally published in 1968. Please see complete
source information beginning on page 891.

peglect to think out clearly what seems to
bvious, because it is intuitively familiar.

Examples of communal relationships,
L tend to be closed on a traditional basis,
ose in which membership is determined
ily relationship.

Personal emotional relationships are usu-
affectually closed. Examples are erotic re-
nships and, very commonly, relations of
onal loyalty.

Closure on the basis of value-rarional
itment to values is usual in groups
a common system of explicit religious

There are various ways in which it is poss
ble for a closed social relationship to guaran-
tee its monopolized advantages to the parties.
(a) Such advantages may be left free to co
petitive struggle within the group; (b) th
may be regulated or rationed in amount and
kind, or (c) they may be appropriated by i
dividuals or sub-groups on a permanent basis
and become more or less inalienable. The lasts
is a case of closure within, as well as agains
outsiders. Appropriated advantages will b
called “rights.” As determined by the rele
vant order, appropriation may be (1) for th
benefit of the members of particular commu
nal or associative groups (for instance, house=
hold groups), or (2) for the benefit of indiv
uals. In the latter case, the individual may:
enjoy his rights on a purely personal basis o
in such a way that in case of his death one
or more other persons related to the holder o
the right by birth (kinship), or by some ol er
social relationship, may inherit the rights i
question. Or the rights may pass to one of
more individuals specifically designated b
the holder. These are cases of hereditary a
propriation. Finally, (3) it may be that th
holder is more or less fully empowered
alienate his rights by voluntary agreement, eiz

ther to other specific persons or to anyone
chooses. This is alienable appropriatio
A party 1o a closed social relationship W
be called a “member?; in case his particip
tion is regulated in such a way as to guara
tee him appropriated advantages, a pri

leged member (Rechtsgenosse). Appropriates
rights which are enjoyed by individua
through inheritance or by hereditary groups
whether communal or associative, will
called the “property” of the individual or

Typical cases of rational closure on
ds of expediency are economic associ-
s of a monopolistic or a plutocratic
[cter.

few examples may be taken at random.
ther a group of people engaged in con-
tion is open or closed depends on its
nt. General conversation is apt to be
as contrasted with intimate conversa-
r the imparting of official information.
ket relationships are in most, or ar least
any, cases essentially open. In the case of
-relationships, both communal and asso-
ve, there is a tendency to shift from a
of expansion to one of exclusiveness.
ples are the guilds and the democratic
states of Antiquity and the Middle Ages.
imes these groups sought to increase their
.@nar_v in the interest of improving the
curity of their position of power by ade-
e numbers. At other times they restricted
r membership to protect the value of their
mopolistic position. The same phe-
Menon is not uncommon in MENastic or-
and religious sects which have passed
D a stage of religious proselytizing to one
estriction in the interest of the mainte-
e of an ethical standard or for the protec-
N of material interests. There is a similar
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close relationship between the extension of
market relationships in the interest of in-
creased turnover on the one hand, their mo-
nopolistic restriction on the other. The pro-
motion of linguistic uniformity is today a
natural result of the interests of publishers
and writers, as opposed to the earlier, not un-
common, tendency for status groups to main-
rain linguistic peculiarities or even for secret
languages to emerge,

2. Both the extent and the methods of regu-
larion and exclusion in relation to outsiders
may vary widely, so that the transition from a
state of openness to one of regulation and clo-
sure is gradual. Various conditions of partici-
pation may be laid down; qualifying tests, a
period of probation, requirement of posses-
sion of a share which can be purchased under
certain conditions, election of new members
by ballot, membership or eligibility by birth
or by virtue of achievements open to anyone.
Finally, in case of closure and the appropria-
tion of rights within the group, participation
may be dependent on the acquisition of an ap-
propriated right. There is a wide variety of
different degrees of closure and of conditions
of participation. Thus regulation and closure
are relative concepts. There are all manner of
gradual shadings as between an exclusive
club, a theatrical audience the members of
which have purchased tickets, and a party
rally to which the largest possible number has
been urged to come; similarly, from a church
service open to the general public through the
rituals of a limited sect to the mysteries of a
secret cult.

3. Similarly, closure within the group may
also assume the most varied forms. Thus a
caste, a guild, or a group of stock exchange
brokers, which is closed to outsiders, may al-
_@E to its members a perfectly free competi-
tion for all the advantages which the group as
a whole monopolizes for itself. Or it may as-
sign every member strictly to the enjoyment of
certain advantages, such as claims over cus-
tomers or particular business opportunities,
for life or even on a hereditary basis. This is
particularly characteristic of India. Similarly,
a closed group of settlers (Markgenossen-
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schaft) may allow its members free use of the
resources of its area or may restrict them
rigidly to a plot assigned to each individual
household. A closed group of colonists may
allow free use of the land or sanction and
guarantee permanent appropriation of sepa-
rate holdings. In such cases all conceivable
transitional and intermediate forms can be
found. Historically, the closure of eligibility to
fiefs, benefices, and offices within the group,
and rhe appropriation on the part of those en-
joying them, have occurred in the most varied
forms. Similarly, the establishment of rights to
and possession of particular jobs on the part
of workers may develop all the way from the
“closed shop” to a right to a particular job.
The first step in this development may be ro
prohibit the dismissal of a worker without the
consent of the workers’ representatives. The
development of the “works councils” [in Ger-
many after 1918] might be a first step in this
direction, though it need not be. ...

4. The principal motives for closure of a re-
lationship are: (a) The maintenance of qualiry,
which 1s often combined with the interest in
prestige and the consequent opportunities to
enjoy honor, and even profit; examples are
communities of ascetics, monastic orders, es-
pecially, for instance, the Indian mendicant
orders, religious sects like the Puritans, orga-
nized groups of warriors, of ministeriales and
other functionaries, organized citizen bodies
as in the Greek states, craft guilds; (b) the
contraction of advantages in relation to con-
sumption needs (Nabrungsspielraum); exam-
ples are monopolies of consumption, the most
developed form of which is a self-subsistent
village community; (c) the growing scarcity of
opportunities for acquisition (Erwerbsspiel-
rawm). This is found in trade monopolies such
as guilds, the ancient monopolies of fishing
rights, and so on. Usually motive (a) is com-

bined with (b) or (c). . ..

Economic Relationships

One frequent economic determinant [of clo-
sure| is the competition for a livelihood—

M/ The Structure of Contemporary Stratific: artd Closed _NR__QNH.DRMM_;@M
cs: the ministeriales, knights, university
ates and craftsmen of a given region or
ity; ex-soldiers entitled to civil service po-
ns—all these groups first sngage in some
-action (Gemeinschaftshandeln) and later
aps an explicit association. This monopo-
tion is directed against competitors who
e some positive or negative characteris-
- its purpose is always the closure of social
‘economic opportunities to owutsiders. Its
it may vary widely, especially so far as
‘group member shares in the apportion-
ot of monopolistic advanrages. . . .
s monopolistic tendency takes on spe-
sific forms when groups are formed by per-
ms with shared qualities acquired through
ringing, apprenticeship and training.
se characteristics may be economic quali-
tions of some kind, the holding of the
or of similar offices, a knightly or as-
tic way of life, etc. If in such a case an asso-
on results from social action, it tends to-
d the guild. Full members make a
ation out of monopolizing the disposition
piritual, intellectual, social and economic
ods, duties and positions. Only those are
mitted to the unrestricted practice of the
tion who (1) have completed a novitiate
order to acquire the praper training,
‘have proven their qualification, and (3)
ymetimes have passed through further wait-

offices, clients and other remunerative oppor.
runities. When the number of competitors ig
creases in relation to the profit span, the pars
ticipants become interested in curbin
competition. Usually one group of compet;
tors takes some externally identifiable chara,
teristic of another group of (actual or poten-*
tial) competitors—race, language, religion
local or social origin, descent, residence
etc.—as a pretext for attempting their excl
sion. It does not matter which characteristic j
chosen in the individual case: whatever sug
gests itself most easily is seized upon. Su
group action may provoke a correspondi
reaction on the part of those against whom
is directed. .

In spite of their continued competitio
against one another, the jointly acting con
petitors now form an “interest group” towa
outsiders; there is a growing tendency to se
up some kind of association with rational reg=
ulations; if the monopolistic interests persi
the time comes when the competitors, or an
other group whom they can influence (for e
ample, a polirical community), establish a
gal order that limits competition throu
formal monopolies; from then on, certa
persons are available as “organs™ to prot
the monopolistic practices, if need be, wit
force. In such a case, the interest group has
developed into a “legally privileged group
(Rechtsgemeinschaft) and the participan
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ing periods and met additional requirements.
This development follows a typical pattern in
groups ranging from the juvenile student fra-
ternities, through knightly associations and
craft-guilds, to the qualifications required of
the modern officials and employees. It is true
that the interest in guaranteeing an efficient
performance may everywhere have some im-
portance; the participants may desire it for
idealistic or materialistic reasons in spite of
their possibly continuing competition with
one another: local craftsmen may desire it
for the sake of their business reputation,
ministeriales and knights of a given associa-
tion for the sake of their professional reputa-
tion and also their own military security, and
ascetic groups for fear that the gods and
demons may turn their wrath against all
members because of faulty manipulations.
(For example, in almost all primitive tribes,
persons who sang falsely during a rirual
dance were originally slain in expiation of
such an offense.) But normally this concern

for efficient performance recedes behind the

interest in limiting the supply of candidates
for the benefices and honors of a given oceu-
pation. The novitiates, waiting periods, mas-

terpieces and other demands, particularly the
expensive entertainment of group members,
are more often economic than professional
tests of qualification,

have become “privileged members” (Rech
genossen). Such closure, as we want to call ii
is an ever-recurring process; it is the source ol
property in land as well as of all guild and
other group monopolies.

The tendency toward the monopolizatiol
of specific, usually economic opportunities is
always the driving force in such cases as: “c
operative organization,” which always mean
closed monopolistic groups, for example,
fishermen taking their name from a certai
fishing area; the establishment of an assocl
tion of engineering graduates, which seeks
secure a legal, or at least factual, monopoly
over certain positions; the exclusion of ou
siders from sharing in the fields and common$
of a village; “patriotic” associations of shop
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MAX WEBER

The Rationalization of Education
and Training

We cannot here analyze the far-reaching and
general cultural effects that the advance of the
rational bureaucratic structure of domination,
as such, develops quite independently of the
areas in which it takes hold. Naturally, bu-
reaucracy promotes a ‘rationalist’ way of life,
but the concept of rarionalism allows for
widely differing contents. Quite generally, one
can only say that the bureaucratization of all
domination very strongly furthers the devel-
opment of ‘rational matter-of-factness’ and
the personality type of the professional ex-
pert. This has far-reaching ramifications, but
only one important element of the process can
be briefly indicated here: its effect upon the
nature of training and education.

Educational institutions on the European
continent, especially the institutions of higher
learning—the universities, as well as techni-
cal academies, business colleges, gymnasi-
ums, and other middle schools—are domi-
nated and influenced by the need for the kind
of ‘education’ that produces a system of spe-
cial examinations and the trained expertness
that is increasingly indispensable for modern
bureaucracy.

The ‘special examination,” in the present
sense, was and is found also outside of bu-
reaucratic structures proper; thus, today it is
found in the ‘free’ professions of medicine
and law and in the guild-organized trades.
Expert examinations are neither indispensable

tization. The French, English, and America

zations have made up for them.
‘Democracy’ also takes an ambivalen

as it does in the face of all the phenomena o
bureaucracy—although democracy itself pro
motes these developments. Special examina
tions, on the one hand, mean or
mean a ‘selection’ of those who qualify fro
all social strata rather than a rule by notable
On the other hand, democracy fears that
merit system and educational certificates
result in a privileged ‘caste.” Hence, demo
racy fights against the special-examination
system.

The special examination is found even
pre-bureaucratic or semi-bureaucratic epo
Indeed, the regular and earliest locus of spe

nized dominions. Expectancies of prebend
first of church prebends—as in the Islami
Orient and in the Occidental Middle Age

ular prebends, are the typical prizes for whic
people study and are examined. These examt

tially specialized and expert character.

The modern development of full bureaucra
tization brings the system of rational,
ized, and expert examinations irresistibly ¢
the fore. The civil-service reform graduall

Originally published in 1946 8 1958. Please see
complete source mformation beginning on page

891.

inations into the United States. In all oth
countries this system also advances, stemmin

to nor concomitant phenomena of bureaucra-

bureaucracies have for a long nme foregone’
such examinations entirely or to a large ex-
tent, for training and service in party organi- .

stand in the face of specialized examinations,

appear to

cial examinations is among prebendally orga=

then, as was especially the case in China, sec-§
nations, however, have in truth only a pac
special

imports expert training and specialized exam-+

Rationalization of Education and Training

its main breeding place, Germany. The
-asing bureaucratization of administra-
ephances the importance of the special-
examination in England. In China, the
mpt to replace the semi-patrimonial and
ent bureaucracy by a modern bureau-
- brought the expert examination; it took
ace of a former and quite differently
ctured system of examinations. The bu-
qcratization of capitalism, with its demand
; expertly trained technicians, clerks, et
1a, carries such examinations all over the
1d. Above all, the development is greatly
iered by the social prestige of the educa-
| certificates acquired through such spe-
ed examinations. This is zll the more the
e as the educational patent is turned to
nomic advantage. Today, the certificate of
tion becomes what the test for ancestors
been in the past, at least where the nobil-
as remained powerful: a prerequisite for
ality of birth, a qualification for a canon-
ship, and for state office.

‘The development of the diploma from uni-
ities, and business and engineering col-
s, and the universal clamor for the cre-
of educational certificates in all fields
for the formation of a privileged stra-
n bureaus and in offices. Such certificates
port their holders’ claims for intermar-
ges with notable families (in business of-
es people naturally hope for preferment
h regard to the chief’s daughter), claims to
admitted into the circles that adhere to
des of honor,” claims for a ‘respectable’ re-
eration rather than remuneration for
done, claims for assured advancement
oold-age insurance, and, above all, claims
nonopolize socially and economically ad-
tageous positions. When we hear from all
es the demand for an introduction of regu-
curricula and special examinations, the
on behind it is, of course, not a suddenly
kened ‘thirst for education’ but the desire
restricting the supply for these positions
their monopolization by the owners of
ucational certificates. Today, the ‘examina-
N’ is the universal means of this monopo-
tion, and therefore examinations irre-
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sistibly advance. As the education prerequisite
to the acquisition of the educarional certifi-
cate requires considerable expense and a pe-
riod of waiting for full remuneration, this
striving means a setback for talent (charisma)
in favor of property. For the ‘intellectual’
costs of educational certificates are always
low, and with the increasing volume of such
certificates, their intellectual costs do not in-
crease, but rather decrease. . . .

Social prestige based upon the advantage of
special education and training as such is by no
means specific to bureaucracy. On the con-
trary! But educational prestige in other struc-
tures of domination rests upon substantially
different foundations.

Expressed in slogan-like fashion, the ‘culti-
vated man,’ rather than the ‘specialist,” has
been the end sought by education and has
formed the basis of social esteem in such vari-
ous systems as the feudal, theocratic, and pat-
rimonial structures of dominion: in the En-
glish notable administration, in the old
Chinese patrimonial bureaucracy, as well as
under the rule of demagogues in the so-called
Hellenic democracy.

The term ‘cultivated man’ is used here in a
completely value-neutral sense; it is under-
stood to mean solely that the goal of educa-
tion consists in the quality of a man’s bearing
in life which was considered ‘cultivated,’
rather than in a specialized training for expert-
ness. The ‘cultivated” personality formed the
educational ideal, which was stamped by the
structure of domination and by the social con-
dition for membership in the ruling stratum.
Such education aimed at a chivalrous or an as-
cetic type; o, at a literary type, as in China; a
gymnastic-humanist type, as in Hellas; or it
aimed at a conventional type, as in the case of
the Anglo-Saxon gentleman. The qualification
of the ruling stratum as such rested upon the
possession of ‘more’ cultural quality (in the
absolutely changeable, value-neutral sense in
which we use the term here), rather than upon
‘more’ expert knowledge. Special military, the-
ological, and juridical ability was of course in-
tensely practiced; but the point of gravity in
Hellenic, in medieval, as well as in Chinese ed-
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ucation, has rested upon educational elements
that were entirely different from what was
‘useful’ in one’s specialty.

Behind all the present discussions of the
foundartions of the educational system, the
struggle of the ‘specialist type of man’
against the older type of ‘cultivated man” is
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c’s lifetime, and since Weber himself set
o question this determinism, the rrue
of similarity and difference between his
Marx’'s analysis of classes are difficult to
tangle.. .

he two versions of ‘Class, status and
...EEnr have been embodied in Econ-
nd Society,* Weber provides what is

hidden at some decisive point. This fight
determined by the irresistibly expanding b
reaucratization of all public and private re|
tions of authority and by the ever-increasin,
importance of expert and nvmnirnnn_ know}
edge. This fight intrudes into a
tural questions.

ANTHONY GIDDENS

g in Marx: an explicit discussion of the
t of class. There are two principal re-
in which this analysis differs from
o’s ‘abstract model” of classes. One is that
h is familiar from most secondary ac-
ints—the differentiation of ‘class’ from

The Class Structure of the Advanced Societies

The Weberian Gritigue

For the most significant developments in the
theory of classes since Marx, we have to look
to those forms of social thought whose au-
thors, while being directly influenced by
Marx’s ideas, have attempted at the same time
to criticise or to reformulate them. This ten-
dency has been strongest, for a combination
of historical and intellectual reasons, in Ger-
man sociology, where a series of attempts
have been made to provide a fruitful critique
of Marx—beginning with Max Weber, and
continuing through such authors as Geiger,
Renner and Dahrendorf.! Weber’s critique of
Marx here has been of particular importance.
But, especially in the English-speaking world,
the real import of Weber’s analysis has fre-
quently been misrepresented. The customary
procedure has been ro contrast ad.m_um_.,m.mmm-
cussion of ‘Class, status and party’, a frag-
ment of FEconomy and Society, with the con-

Originally published in 1973. Please see complete
source information beginning on page 891.

and ‘party’. The second, however, as
be argued below, is equally important:
is that, although Weber employs for
purposes a dichotomous model which
rtain general respects resembles that of
x, his viewpoint strongly emphasises a
listic conception of classes. Thus We-
distinction between ‘ownership classes’
tzklassen) and ‘acquisition classes’ (Er-
bsklassen) is based upon a fusion of two
eria: ‘on the one hand ... the kind of
erty that is usable for returns; and, on
other hand . . . the kind of services that
be offered on the market, thus produc-
a complex typology. The sorts of property
ch may be used to obtain market returns,
hough dividing generally into two types—
ing ownership (rentier) and acquisition
itrepreneurial) classes—are highly variable,
d may produce many differential interests
thin dominant classes:

ception of class supposedly taken by Marx, tg
the detriment of the latter. Marx, so it is ar=
gued, treated ‘class’ as a purely economic phe.
nomenon and, moreover, regarded class con
flicts as in some way the ‘inevitable’ outco
of clashes of material interest. He failed
realise, according to this argument, that the d
visions of economic interest which crea
classes do not necessarily correspond to senti
ments of communal identity which constitute
differential ‘status’. Thus, status, which d
pends upon subjective evaluation, is a separa
*dimension of stratification’ from class, ant
the two may vary independently. There is yet
third dimension, so the argument continues,
which Weber recognised as an independently
variable factor in ‘stratification’, but which
Marx treated as directly contingent upon cla
interests. This is the factor of ‘power’.2
Evaluation of the validity of this interprel
tion is difficult because there is no doubt thats
Weber himself accepted it—or certain elements
of it. What is often portrayed in the seconda
literature as a critique of ‘Marx’s conception
of class’ actually takes a stilted and impov
ished form of crude Marxism as its main fa
get of attack. But this sort of determini
Marxism was already current in Germany 12

mership of dwellings; workshops; warehouses;
Stores; agricultarally usable land in large or small-
dings—a quanritative difference with possibly
€ consequences; ownership of mines; car-
men (slaves); disposition over mobile instru-
nts of production, or capital goods of all SOrts,
ecially money or objects that can easily be ex-
ged for money; disposition over products of
s own labour or of others® labour differing ac-
ording to their various distances from consuma-
bility; disposition over transferable monopolies of

0y kind—all these distinctions differentiate the
flass situations of the propertied . .
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Bur the class situations of the propertyless
are also differentiated, in relation both to the
types and the degree of ‘monopolisation’ of
‘marketable skills’ which they possess. Conse-
quently, there are various types of ‘middle
class” which stand between the ‘positively
privileged” classes (the propertied) and the
‘negatively privileged’ classes (those who pos-
sess neither property nor markerable skills).
While these groupings are all nominally prop-
ertyless, those who possess skills which have a
definite ‘marker value’ are certainly in a dif-
ferent class situation from those who have
nothing to offer but their (unskilled) labour.
In acquisition classes—i.c., those associated
particularly with the rise of modern capital-
ism—educational qualifications take on a par-
ticular significance in this respect; but the
monopolisation of trade skills by manual
workers is also important.

Weber insists that a clear-cut distinction
must be made between class ‘in itself’ and
class ‘for itself: ‘class’, in his terminology, al-
ways refers to market interests, which exist in-
dependently of whether men are aware of
them. Class is thus an ‘objective’ characreristic
influencing the life-chances of men. But only
under certain conditions do those sharing a
common class situation become conscious of,
and act upon, their mutual economic interests.
In making this emphasis, Weber undoubtedly
intends to separate his position from that
adopred by many Marxists, involving what he
calls a ‘psendo-scientific operation® whereby
the link between class and class consciousness
is treated as direct and immediate.® Such a
consideration evidently also underlies the em-
phasis which Weber places upon ‘status
groups’ (Stdnde) as contrasted to classes. The
contrast between class and status group, how-
ever, is not, as often seems to be assumed,
merely, nor perhaps even primarily, a distinc-
tion between subjective and objective aspects
of differentiation. While class is founded
upon differentials of economic interest in
market relationships, Weber nowhere denies
that, under certain given circumstances, a
class may be a subjectively aware ‘commu-
nity’. The importance of status groups—
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which are normally ‘communities’ in this
sense—derives from the fact thar they are
built upon criteria of grouping other than
those stemming from market situarion. The
contrast between classes and status groups is
sometimes portrayed by Weber as one be-
tween the objective and the subjective; but it
is also one between production and consump-
tion. Whereas class expresses relationships in-
volved in production, status groups express
those involved in consumprtion, in the form of
specific ‘styles of life’.

Status affiliations may cur across the rela-
tionships generated in the market, since mem-
bership of a status group usually carries with
It various sorts of monopolistic privileges.
Nonetheless, classes and status groups tend in
many cases to be closely linked, through
property: possession of property is both a ma-
jor determinant of class situation and also
provides the basis for following a definite
‘style of life’. The point of Weber’s analysis is
not that class and status constitute two “di-
mensions of stratification’, but that classes
and status communities represent two possi-
ble, and competing, modes of group forma-
tion in relation to the distribution of power in
society. Power is not, for Weber, a ‘third di-
mension’ in some sense comparable to the
first two. He is quite explicit about saying
that classes, status groups and parties are all
‘phenomena of the distribution of power’.?
The theorem informing Weber’s position here
is his insistence that power is not to be assim-
ilated to economic domination—again, of
course, a standpoint taken in deliberate con-
trast to that of Marx. The party, oriented to-
wards the acquisition or maintenance of polit-
ical leadership, represents, like the class and
the status group, a major focus of social or-
ganisarion relevant to the distribution of
power in a society. It is, however, only charac-
teristic of the modern rational state. .

In his conceprual discussion of class, be-
sides distinguishing the purely economic Be-
sitzklassen and Erwerbsklassen, Weber also
refers to what he calls “social classes’. A social
class, in Weber’s sense, is formed of a cluster
of class situations which are linked together
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by virtue of the fact that they involve COmmoy
mobility chances, either within the career g
individuals or across the generations. Th
while a worker may fairly readily move frg;
an unskilled to a semi-skilled manual occup;
tion, and the son of an unskilled worker m
become a semi-skilled or perhaps a skille
worker, the chances of either infra- or inte
generational mobility into non-manual ocg
pations are much less. While the conception
the ‘social class’ remains relatively undevels
oped in Weber’s writings, it is of particular
terest in relation to his model of capitalist
velopment. As Weber himself points out, th
notion of ‘social class’ comes much closer o
that of ‘status group® than does the concep-
tion of purely economic class (although, as|
with economic class situation, individu

who are in the same social class are not nece
sarily conscious of the fact). The notion of so
cial class is important because it introduces

unifying theme into the diversity of cross:
cutting class relationships which may ster
from Weber’s identification of ‘class situatio,

with ‘market position™. If the latter is appli d
strictly, it is possible to distinguish an almo!
endless multiplicity of class situations. But
‘social class” exists only when these class situ-
ations cluster together in such a way as to
create a common nexus of social interchang
between individuals. In capitalism, Web

distinguishes four main social class group
ings: the manual working class; the petty
bourgeoisie; propertyless white-collar wor &
ers: ‘technicians, various kinds of white-col-
lar employees, civil servants—possibly with
considerable social differences depending o
the cost of their training’; and those ‘priv
leged through property and education’.8 Of
these social class groupings, the most signifi
cant are the working class, the propertyless
‘middle class® and the propertied ‘upper.
class’. Weber agrees with Marx thar the cate-
gory of small property-owners (Kleinbiirger-
tum) tends to become progressively more re-
stricted with the increasing maturity of
capitalism. The result of this process, how- =
ever, is not normally that they ‘sink into the
proletariat’, but that they become absorbed
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he expanding category of skilled man-
r non-manual salaried workers. o

o cmphasise, therefore, that do._n_u.nnm m_u...
‘model’ of classes is a pluralistic one is
hold thar he failed to recognise unify-
berween the numerous combinations
ss interests made possible by his concep-
of ‘class situation’. But there is no doubt
his viewpoint drastically amends mEﬁ.oT
elements of Marx’s picture of the typical
of development of the capitalist class
e. Even Weber’s simplified (‘social
) model of capitalism diverges signifi-
y from the Marxian conception, in treat-
the propertyless ‘middle class’ as the cate-
v which tends to expand most with the
ance of capitalism. Moreover, the social
s do not necessarily constitute ‘commu-
> and they may be fragmented by inter-
divisions deriving from differentials in
ket position; and finally, as Weber shows
» historical writings, the relationship be-
een class structure and the political sphere
contingent one. . . .

hinking the Theory of Class

e deficiency in Weber’s reinterpretation of
'x’s view is that it is not sufficiently radi-
While Weber recognises the unsatisfac-
character of the Marxian standpoint,
ticularly as regards the undifferentiated
tegory of the ‘propertyless’, he does not
rsue the implications of his own conception
enough. Dahrendorf has suggested that we
nay stand the Marxian concept of properry
its head in terms of its relation to author-
i the implications of the Weberian analy-
is, however, are that the conception of prop-
Ity may be ‘inverted’ or generalised in a
ifferent way, which does not sacrifice the
€conomic foundation of the concept of class.
roperty’ refers, not to any characteristics of
“Physical objects as such, but to rights which
vare associated with them, which in turn con-

& fer certain capacities upon the ‘owner’. ... In

the market, of course, the significance of capi-
tal as private property is that it confers certain
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very definite capacities upon its possessor as
compared to those who are ‘propertyless'—
those who do not own their means of produc-
tion. But we can readily perceive that, even in
the Marxian view, the notion of ‘propertyless-
ness’ is something of a misnomer. For if *prop-
erty’ is conceived of as a set of capacities of
action with reference to the operations of the
market, it is evident that the wage-labourer
does possess such capacities. The ‘property’ of
the wage-labourer is the labour-power which
he brings for sale in entering into the contrac-
tual relation. While this fundamentally disad-
vantages him in the competitive bargaining
situation in relation to the owner of capital,
this is not simply a one-way power relation-
ship: the ‘property” which the wage-labourer
possesses is needed by the employer, and he
must pay at least some minimal attention to
the demands of the worker—providing a basis
for the collective withdrawal of labour as a
possible sanction. It would be departing too
much from usual terminology to refer to capi-
tal and to the labour-power of the worker
both as ‘property’; and, anyway, the poinr is
rather that *property’ (capital) is a particular
case of capacity to determine the bargaining
outcome, rather than vice versa. So I shall
continue to speak below of ‘property’ (in the
means of production) in a conventional sense,
and shall use the term ‘market capacity’ in an
inclusive manner to refer to all forms of rele-
vant attributes which individuals may bring
to the bargaining encounter.

It is an elementary fact that where owner-
ship of property is concentrated in the hands
of a minority and in a society in which the
mass of the population is employed in indus-
trial production, the vast majority conse-
quently offer their labour for sale on the mar-
ket. Because of his general emphasis upon
‘productive labour’, and because of his expec-
tation that it is in the nature of modern tech-
nology to reduce productive operations to a
homogeneous skill-level, Marx failed to
recognise the potential significance of differ-
entiations of market capacity which do not
derive directly from the factor of properry
ownership. Such differentiations, it seems
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clear, are contingent upon the scarcity value
of what the individual ‘owns’ and 1s able to
offer on the market. As Weber indicates, pos-
session of recognised ‘skills’—including edu-
cational qualifications—is the major factor in-
fluencing market capacity. Differentiations in
market capacity may be used, as various re-
cent authors have indicated, to secure eco-
nomic returns other than income as such.
These include, principally, security of employ-
ment, prospects of career advancement, and a
range of ‘fringe benefits’, such as pension
rights, etc.'® In the same way as the capacities
which individuals bring to the bargaining pro-
cess may be regarded as a form of ‘property’
which they exchange on the market, so these
material returns may be regarded as forms of
‘good” which are obtained through the sale of
labour-power.

In the market structure of competitive capi-
talism, all those who participate in the ex-
change process are in a certain sense in (inter-
est) conflict with one another for access to
scarce returns. Conflict of interest may be cre-
ated by the existence of many sorts of differ-
ential market capacities. Moreover, the possi-
ble relationships between property and
‘propertyless’ forms of marker capacity are
various. Speculative investment in property
may, for example, be one of the specific mar-
ker advantages used by those in certain occu-
pations (thus directors are often able to use
‘inside knowledge’ to profit from property
deals). Marx himself, of course, recognised
the existence of persistent conflicts of interest
within property-owning groupings: notably,
berween financial and industrial sectors of the
large bourgeoisie, and between large and
petty bourgeoisie.

The difficulty of identifying ‘class” with
common market capacity has already been
alluded to with reference to Weber. While
Weber’s concept of ‘market situation’ success-
tully moves away from some of the rigidities
of the Marxian scheme, it tends to imply the
recognition of a cumbersome plurality of
classes. There would appear to be as many
‘classes’, and as many ‘class conflicts’, as there
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are differing market positions. The proble
here, however, is not the recognition of th
diversity of the relationships and conflict
created by the capitalist market as such, by

that of making the theoretical transition from
such relationships and conflicts to the identi

fication of classes as structured forms. Th

unsatisfactory and ill-defined characrer of the
connections between ‘class position’, the ty-
pology of Besitzklassen and mwﬁmﬁvmﬁnmﬁi
and ‘social classes’ in Weber’s work has al-

ready been mentioned. But the problem is by

no means confined to Weber’s theoretical
scheme. Marx was certainly conscious of the

problematic character of the links berwee
class as a latent set of characteristics gener
ated by the capitalist system and class as an

historical, dynamic entity, an ‘historical ac-
tor’. But his contrast between class ‘in itself’"
and class ‘for itself’ is primarily one distin-
guishing between class relationships as a clus:
ter of economic connections on the one hand

and class consciousness on the other. This em

phasis was very much dictated by the nature
of Marx’s interests, lying as they did above all |

in understanding and promoting the rise of a
revolutionary class consciousness within capi
ralism. While it would by no means be true to
hold thatr Marx ignored this completely, it can

be said that he gave only little attention to the
modes in which classes, founded in a set of

economic relationships, take on or ‘express’
themselves in definite social forms.
Nor has the matter been adequately %u:

with in the writings of later authors. In mmnﬁu_
one of the leading dilemmas in the theory of

class—which figures prominently, for exam-
ple, in Aron’s discussion—is that of identify-
ing the ‘reality’ of class.!! Not only has there
been some considerable controversy over
whether class is a ‘real’ or ‘nominal’ category;
but many have argued that, since it is difficult
or impossible to draw the ‘boundaries’ be-
tween classes with any degree of clarity,

we should abandon the notion of class as a

useful sociological concept altogether.12 Only
Dahrendorf seems to have attempted to give
attention to the problem within the frame-
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f an overall theory of class, and since
dentification of class with authority divi-
s unacceptable [for reasons outlined
here],13 his analysis does not help
- .

- major problems in the theory of class, I
| suggest, do not so much concern the na-
.and application of the class concept it-
s what, for want of a better word, T shall
the structuration of class relationships.14
T attempts to revise class theory since
x have sought to accomplish such a revi-
rimarily by refining, modifying, or sub-
ng an altogether different notion for the
ian concept of class. While it is useful to
and develop certain of Weber’s insights
“this respect, the most important blank
in the theory of class concern the pro-
es whereby ‘economic classes’ become ‘so-
asses’, and whereby in turn the latter are
ated to other social forms. As Marx was
ous to stress in criticising the premises of
tical economy, all economic relationships,
nd any sort of ‘economy’, presuppose a set
ocial ties between producers. In arguing
‘the necessity of conceptualising the struc-
ration of class relationships, 1 do not in any
iy wish to question the legitimacy of this in-
it, but rather to focus upon the modes in
ich ‘economic’ relationships become trans-
ited into ‘non-economic” social strucrures.
One source of terminological ambiguity
d conceptual confusion in the usage of the
'm ‘class’ is that it has often been employed
refer both to an economic category and to
'specifiable cluster of social groupings. Thus
Weber uses the term in both of these ways, al-
m. 10ugh he seeks terminologically to indicate
- the difference between ‘class’ {as a series of
lass positions’) and ‘social class’. But in or-
er to insist that the study of class and class
onflict must concern irself with the interde-
dence of economy and society, it is not
ecessary to identify the term ‘class” with the
ivisions and interests generated by the mar-
ket as such. Consequently, in the remainder of
- this [essay|, I shall use the term in the sense of
Weber’s ‘social class’™—appropriately expli-
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cated. While there may be an indefinite multi-
plicity of cross-cutting interests created by dif-
ferential market capacities, there are only, in
any given society, a limited number of classes.

It will be useful at this juncrure to state
what class is not. First, a class is not a specific
‘entity’—that is to say, a bounded social form
in the way in which a business firm or a uni-
versity is—and a class has no publicly sanc-
tioned identity. It is extremely important to
stress this, since established linguistic usage
often encourages us to apply active verbs to
the term “class’; but the sense in which a class
‘acts’ in a certain way, or ‘perceives’ elements
in its environment on a par with an individual
actor, is highly elliptical, and this sort of ver-
bal usage is to be avoided wherever possible.
Similarly, it is perhaps misleading to speak of
‘membership’ of a class, since this might be
held to imply participation in a definite
‘group’. This form of expression, however, is
difficult to avoid altogether, and I shall not at-
tempt to do so in what follows. Secondly,
class has to be distinguished from ‘stratum’,
and class theory from the study of ‘stratifica-
tion” as such. The latter, comprising what Os-
sowski terms a gradation scheme, involves a
criterion or set of criteria in terms of which
individuals may be ranked descriptively along
a scale.’’ The distinction between class and
stratum is again a matter of some significance,
and bears directly upon the problem of class
‘boundaries’. For the divisions between strara,
for analytical purposes, may be drawn very
precisely, since they may be set upon a meas-
urement scale—as, for example, with ‘income
strata’. The divisions between classes are
never of this sort; nor, moreover, do they lend
themselves to easy visualisation, in terms of
any ordinal scale of ‘higher” and “lower’, as
strata do—although this sort of imagery can-
not be escaped altogether. Finally we must
distinguish clearly between class and elite.
Elite theory, as formulated by Pareto and
Mosca, developed in part as a conscious and
deliberate repudiation of class analysis.!¢ In
place of the concept of class relationships, the
elite theorists substituted the opposition of
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‘elite’ and ‘mass’; and in place of the Marxian
juxtaposition of class society and classlessness
they subsrituted the idea of the cyclical re-
placement of elites in perpetuo. . . .

The Structuration
of Class Relationships

It is useful, initially, to distinguish the mediate
from the proximate structuration of class re-
lationships. By the former term, [ refer to the
factors which intervene between the existence
of certain given market capacities and the for-
mation of classes as identifiable social group-
ings, that is to say which operate as ‘overall’
connecting links between the market on the
one hand and structured systems of class rela-
tionships on the other. In using the latter
phrase, I refer to ‘localised” factors which
condition or shape class formation. The medi-
ate structuration of class relationships is gov-
erned above all by the distribution of mobility
chances which pertain within a given society.
Mobility has sometimes been treated as if it
were in large part separable from the determi-
nation of class structure. According to
Schumpeter’s famous example, classes may be
conceived of as like conveyances, which may
be constantly carrying different ‘passengers’
without in any way changing their shape. But,
compelling though the analogy is at first sight,
it does not stand up to closer examination, es-
pecially within the framework [ am suggesting
here.!7 In general, the greater the degree of
‘closure’ of mobility chances—both intergen-
erationally and within the career of the indi-
vidual—the more this facilitates the formation
of identifiable classes. For the effect of closure
in terms of intergenerational movement is to
provide for the reproduction of common life
experience over the generations; and this ho-
mogenisation of experience is reinforced to
the degree to which the individual’s move-
ment within the labour market is confined ro
occupations which generate a similar range of
material outcomes. In general we may state
that the structuration of classes is facilitated
to the degree to which mobility closure exists
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in relation to any specified form of market cq
pacity. There are three sorts of market capace
ity which can be said to be normally of im
portance in this respect: ownership of
property in the means of production; posse
sion of educational or technical qualifications;
and possession of manual labour-power. In so
far as it is the case thar these tend to be tied to
closed patterns of inter- and intrageneration
mobility, this yields the foundation of a basic
three-class system in capitalist society: an ‘up-+
per’, ‘middle’, and ‘lower’ or ‘working’ class
But as has been indicated previously, it is an
intrinsic characteristic of the development of
the capitalist market that there exist no legall
sanctioned or formally prescribed limitations
upon mobility, and hence it must be empha-
sised that there is certainly never anythin
even approaching complete closure. In order
to account for the emergence of structured
classes, we must look in addition ar the proxi-
mate Sources Cm MHHEOHEﬂNﬂmO—.—.

There are three, related, sources of proxi

mate structuration of class relationships: the =
division of labour within the productive en- &

terprise; the authority relationships within th
enterprise; and the influence of what I shall
call “distributive groupings’. I have alread
suggested that Marx tended to use the notio

of ‘division of labour’ very broadly, to refer §

both to market relationships and to the allo-
cation of occupational tasks within the pro-
ductive organisation. Here I shall use the rerm
only in this second, more specific, sense. In
capitalism, the division of labour in the enter-
prise is in principle governed by the promo-
tion of productive efficiency in relation to the
maximisation of profit; but while responding
to the same exigencies as the capitalist market
in general, the influence of the division of
labour must be analytically separated as a dis-
tinctive source of structuration (and, as will
be discussed later, as a significant influence

upon class consciousness). The division of
labour, it is clear, may be a basis of the frag-

mentation as well as the consolidation of class
relationships. It furthers the formation of
classes to the degree to which it creates homo-

geneous groupings which cluster along the
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"< lines as those which are fostered by me-
& structuration. Within the modern indus-
order, the most significant influence upon
jcimate structuration in the division of
our is undoubtedly that of technique. The
ot of industrial technique {more recently,
ever, modified by the introduction of cy-
setic systems of control) is to create a deci-
separation berween the conditions of
Lbour of manual and non-manual workers.
achine-minding’, in one form or another,
.rdless of whether it involves a high level
manual skill, tends to create a working en-
nment quite distinct from that of the ad-
nistrative employee, and one which nor-
ally enforces a high degree of physical
,_mmunmaoﬂ_ between the two groupings.18
is effect of the division of labour thus
erlaps closely with the influence of the me-
te structuration of class relationships
ough the differential apportionment of
nobility chances; but it is, in turn, potentially
savily reinforced by the typical authority
tem in the enterprise. In so far as adminis-
tive workers participate in the framing, or
nerely in the enforcement, of authoritartive
mmands, they tend to be separated from
anual workers, who are subject to those
ommands. But the influence of differential
wthority is also basic as a reinforcing agent
the structuration of class relationships at
‘upper’ levels. Ownership of property, in
ther words, confers certain fundamental ca-
cities of command, maximised within the
entrepreneurial’ enterprise in its classical
orm. To the extent to which this serves to un-
erlie a division at ‘the top’, in the control of
e organisation (something which is mani-
stly influenced, but not at all destroyed, if
ertain of the suppositions advanced by the
advocates of the theory of the separation of
ownership and control” are correct) it sup-
ports the differentiation of the ‘upper’ from
the ‘middle’ class.

The third source of the proximate struc-

_turation of class relationships is that originat-

Jing in the sphere of consumption rather than
production, Now according to the traditional
nterpretations of class structure, including
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those of Marx and Weber, “class’ is a phe-
nomenon of production: relationships estab-
lished in consumption are therefore quite dis-
tinct from, and secondary to, those formed in
the context of productive activity. There is no
reason to deviate from this general emphasis.
But without dropping the conception that
classes are founded ultimately in the eco-
nomic structure of the capitalist marker, it is
still possible to regard consumption patterns
as a major influence upon class structurartion.
Weber’s notions of ‘status’ and ‘status group’,
as I previously pointed out, confuse two sepa-
rable elements: the formation of groupings in
consumption, on the one hand, and the for-
mation of types of social differentiation based
upon some sort of non-economic value pro-
viding a scale of ‘honour’ or ‘prestige’ on the
other. While the two may often coincide, they
do not necessarily do so, and it seems worth-
while to distinguish them terminologically.
Thus [ shall call ‘distributive groupings’ those
relationships involving common patterns of
the consumption of economic goods, regard-
less of whether the individuals involved make
any type of conscious evaluation of their hon-
our or prestige relative to others; ‘status’
refers to the existence of such evaluations,
and a ‘status group’ is, then, any set of social
relationships which derives its coherence from
their application.’?

In terms of class structuration, distributive
groupings are important in so far as they in-
terrelate with the other sets of factors distin-
guished above in such a way as to reinforce
the typical separations between forms of mar-
ket capacity. The most significant distributive
groupings in this respect are those formed
through the tendency rowards community or
neighbourhood segregation. Such a tendency
is not normally based only upon differentials
in income, but also upon such factors as ac-
cess to housing mortgages, etc. The creation
of distinctive ‘working-class neighbourhoods’
and ‘middle-class neighbourhoods’, for exam-
ple, is naturally promoted if those in manual
labour are by and large denied mortgages for
house buying, while those in non-manual oc-
cupations experience little difhculty in obtain-
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ing such loans. Where industry is located out-
side of the major urban areas, homogeneous
‘working-class communities’ frequently de-
velop through the dependence of workers
upon housing provided by the company.

In summary, to the extent to which the vari-
ous bases of mediate and proximate class
structuration overlap, classes will exist as dis-
tinguishable formations. T wish to say that the
combination of the sources of mediate and
proximate structuration distinguished here,
creating a threefold class structure, is generic
to capitalist society. But the mode in which
these elements are merged to form a specific
class system, in any given society, differs sig-
nificantly according to variations in economic
and political development. It should be evi-
dent that structuration is never an all-or-noth-
ing matter. The problem of the existence of
distinct class ‘boundaries’, therefore, is not
one which can be settled in abstracto: one of
the specific aims of class analysis in relation to
empirical societies must necessarily be that of
determining how strongly, in any given case,
the ‘class principle’ has become established as
a mode of structuration. Moreover, the opera-
tion of the ‘class principle’ may also involve
the creation of forms of structuration within
the major class divisions. One case in point is
that which Marx called the ‘petty bour-
geoisie’. In terms of the preceding analysis, it
is quite easy to see why ownership of small
property in the means of production might
come to be differentiated both from the upper
class and from the (‘new’) middle class. If it is
the case that the chances of mobility, either in-
ter- or intragenerationally, from small to large
property ownership are slight, this is likely to
isolate the small property-owner from mem-
bership of the upper class as such. But the fact
that he enjoys directive control of an enter-
prise, however minute, acts to distunguish him
from those who are part of a hierarchy of au-
thority in a larger organisation. On the other
hand, the income and other economic returns
of the petty bourgeois are likely to be similar
to the white-collar worker, and hence they
may belong to similar distributive groupings.
A second potentially important influence
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upon class formation is to be traced to the
factor of skill differential within the genera
category of manual labour. The manual’
worker who has undergone apprenticeship, or
a comparable period of training, possesses a.
market capacity which sets him apart from
the unskilled or semi-skilled worker. This case
will be discussed in more derail [elsewhere];2
it is enough merely to indicate at this poing
that there are certain factors promoting struc-
turation on the basis of this differentiation in
market capacity (e.g., that the chances of in-
tergenerational mobility from skilled manua
to white-collar occupations are considerably:
higher than they are from unskilled and semi:
skilled manual occupations). .

So far T have spoken of structuration in a
purely formal way, as though class could be
defined in terms of relationships which have
no ‘“content’. But this obviously will not do: if
classes become social realities, this must b
manifest in the formation of common pat
terns of behaviour and attitude. Since Weber’s:
discussion of classes and status groups, th
notion of ‘style of life’ has normally come t
be identified as solely pertaining to the mod
whereby a status group expresses its claim t
distinctiveness. However, 1n so far as there is .
marked convergence of the sources of struc-=
turation mentioned above, classes will also;
tend to manifest common styles of life.

An initial distinction can be drawn here be-_
tween ‘class awareness’ and ‘class conscious
ness’.21 We may say that, in so far as class is
structurated phenomenon, there will tend t
exist a common awareness and acceptance of
similar attitudes and behefs, linked to a com
mon style of life, among the members of th
class. ‘Class awareness’, as | use the ter
here, does not involve a recognition that these”
attitudes and beliefs signify a particular class:
afhliation, or the recognition that there exi
other classes, characterised by different at
tudes, beliefs, and styles of life; “class con="
sciousness’, by contrast, as I shall use the no-
tion, does imply both of these. The difference =
between class awareness and class conscious-
ness is a fundamental one, because class &
awareness may take the form of a dental of
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existence or reality of classes.2 Thus the
«s awareness of the middle class, in so far
i involves beliefs which place a premium
on individual responsibility and achieve-
it, is of this order.
githin ethnically and culturally homoge-
s societies, the degree of class structura-
will be determined by the interrelation-
berween the sources of strucruration
tified previously. Bur many, if not the ma-
, of capitalist societies are not homoge-
s in these respects. Traditionally, in class
ry, racial or religious divisions have been
ded as just so many ‘obstacles’ to the
rmation of classes as coherent unities. This
often be so, where these foster types of
cturation which deviate from thar estab-
=d by the ‘class principle’ (as typically was
case in the battles fought by the reargnard
udalism against the forces promoting the
ergence of capitalism). The idea that ethnic
ultural divisions serve to dilute or hinder
he formation of classes is also very explicitly
ilt into Weber’s separation of (economic)
s’ and ‘status group’. But this, in part at
t, gains its cogency from the contrast be-
cen estate, as a legally constituted category,
nd class, as an economic category. While it
be agreed, however, that the bases of the
nation of classes and status groups (in the
nse in which T have employed these con-
s) are different, nonetheless the tendency
0 class structuration may receive a consider-
ble impetus where class coincides with the
eria of status group membership—in other
rds, where structuration deriving from
nomic organisation ‘overlaps’ with, or, in
Dahrendorf’s terms, is ‘superimposed’ upon,
1at deriving from evaluative categorisations
ased upon ethnic or cultural differences.2’
Vhere this is so, status group membership it-
..Wn_m becomes a form of market capacity. Such
Sttuation frequently offers the strongest pos-
sible source of class structuration, whereby
there develop clear-cut differences in atti-
fudes, beliefs and style of life between the
.vw_.mmmnm. .A_S:ﬁn ethnic differences serve as a
disqualifying’ market capacity, such that
hose in the category in question are heavily
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concentrated among the lowest-paid occupa-
tions, or are chronically unemployed or semi-
employed, we may speak of the existence of
an underclass.2*
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*he strongest case that could be made out
_u..mmnnz@.wnm the line between manual and
on-manual labour as the focal point of class
ict would be one that treated capiralist
ocicty as the industrial firm writ large. It is
ly within the framework of “factory despo-
+° that the blue-collar/white-collar divide
osely corresponds to the line of social con-
rontation over the distribution of spoils and
e prerogatives of command. And this is par-
slarly the case in rthose industrial settings
where even the lowest grades of white-collar
taff are cast in the role of managerial subal-
erns physically and emotionally removed

Cahiers internationaux de sociologie 2§,

23. Or, to use another terminology, where there

24, Marx’s Lumpenproletariat, according to this.

FRANK PARKIN

m the shop-floor workers. Within the mi-
osm of capitalism represented by the typi-
industrial firm, the sociological model of
has something to recommend it as an al-
native to one constructed around the rights

Marxism and Class Theory:

A Bourgeois Critique

The ‘Boundary Problem’ in Sociology

The persistent attractions of Marxist class the-
ory have almost certainly been boosted by the
less than inspiring alternative offered by aca-
demic sociology. In so far as there is any sort
of tacitly agreed upon model of class among
western social theorists it takes the form of the
familiar distinction between manual and non-
manual labour. No other criterion for identify-
ing the class boundary seems to enjoy such
widespread acceptance among those who con-
duct investigations into family structure, polit-
ical attitudes, social imagery, life-styles, educa-
tional attainment, and similar enquiries that

Originally published in 1979. Please sec complete
source information beginning on page §891.

property.

The drawback is, however, that social rela-
ons within the capitalist firm are a less accu-
ate guide to class relations within capitalist

on for this is that the post-war expansion
the public sector has given rise to an ever-
creasing assortment of non-manual groups
‘local government and welfare services that
not in any real sense be thought of as the
il-end of a broad managerial stratum
ligned against a manual workforce, Fre-
wently, in fact there is no manual workforce
confront in the occupational settings
thin which these white-collar groups are
nployed.! And even where teachers, social
rorkers, nurses, local government clerks,
wer civil servants, and the like do form part
‘an organization that includes janitors, or-
rlies, cleaners, and other workers by hand,
hey do nort usually stand in the same quasi-
anagerial relationship to them as does the
taff employee to the industrial worker in the
Capitalist firm.

~ The usual rationale for treating intermedi-
~ate and lower white-collar groups as a con-
stituent element of a dominant class is that
. these groups traditionally have identified
hemselves with the interests of capital and

keep the wheels of empirical sociology end-
lessly rurning. Paradoxically, however, al
though the manual/non-manual model is fels
to be highly serviceable for research pur
poses, it is not commonly represented as a
model of class cleavage and conflict. That i
to say, the two main social categories distin
guished by sociology for purposes of n._m .
analysis are not invested with antagonistic
properties comparable to those accorded to.
proletariat and bourgeoisie in Marxist the
ory. This would be less cause for comment if
proponents of the manual/non-manual model
normally construed the social order as a E:.
monious and integrated whole; but to con-
strue it instead in terms of conflict, di
chotomy, and cleavage, as most of these
writers now appear to do, seems to reveal an %
awkward contrast berween the empirical
model of class and the general conception of
capitalist society.
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management rather than with the interests of
organized labour. But for various reasons this
identification is easier to accomplish in the
sphere of private industry and commerce than
in the public sector. In the latter, as already
pointed out, not only is there usually no sub-
ordinate manual group physically present to
inspire a sense of white-collar status eleva-
tion, but also the charms of management are
likely to seem less alluring when the chain of
command stretches ever upwards and out of
sight into the amorphous and unlovely body
of the state. Moreover, public sector employ-
ees do not have the same opportunities as
those in the commercial sector for transfer-
ring their special skills and services to differ-
ent and competing employers; all improve-
ments in pay and conditions must be
negotiated with a monopoly employer, and
one who is under close budgetary scrutiny. All
this makes for a relationship of some tension
between white-collar employees and the state
gua employer, a condition more akin to that
found between manual labour and manage-
ment than between white-collar employees
and management in the private sector. Thus,
the validity of the manual/non-manual model
as a representation of class conflict relies
more heavily upon a view of the commercial
employee as the prototypical case of the
white-collar worker than really is justified,
given the enormous growth of public-sector
employment.

What this suggests is that manual and non-
manual groups can usefully be thought of as
entities socially differentiated from each other
in terms of life-chances and opportunities, but
not as groups standing in a relationship of ex-
ploiter and exploited, of dominance and sub-
ordination, in the manner presumably re-
quired of a genuine conflict model. Expressed
differently, the current sociological model does
not fulfil even the minimal Weberian claim
that the relations between classes are to be un-
derstood as ‘aspects of the distribution of
power’. Instead of a theoretical framework or-
ganized around the central ideas of mutual an-
tagonism and the incompatibility of interests
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we find one organized around the recorded
facts of mere social differentiation. . . .

The 'Boundary Problem’ in Marxism

The variety of [Marxist] interpretations on of-
fer make it more than usually difficult to
speak of ‘the’ Marxist theory of class. In some
respects the range of differences within this
camp has tended to blur the simple contrast
between Marxist and bourgeois theories; and
this is particularly so given the tendency
for Marxists to adopt familiar sociological
categories under substitute names. The most
striking example of this is the tacit acknowl-
edgment of the role of authority in the deter-
mination of bourgeois status. This arises from
the need to find some theoretical principle by
which the managerial stratum, in particular,
can be assigned ro the same class as the own-
ers of capital. Although allusions may occa-
sionally be made to the fact that managers are
sometimes shareholders in the companies that
employ them, it is clear that this is a contin-
gent feature of managerial status and could
not be regarded as theorertically decisive.
Managers with and without private company
shares do not appear to be different political
and ideological animals.

The exercise of discipline over the work-
force, on the other hand, is a necessary fea-
ture of the managerial role, not a contingent
one; and as such it recommends itself as a ma-
jor criterion of bourgeois class membership.
Indeed, for some Marxists managerial author-
ity has in certain respects superseded property
ownership as the defining attribute of a capi-
talist class. According to Carchedi, ‘the man-
ager, rather than the capitalist rentier, is the
central figure, he, rather than the capitalist
rentier, is the non-labourer, the non-producer,
the exploiter. He, rather than the capitalist
rentier, is capital personified.”

Interestingly, by proclaiming that the super-
vision and control of subordinates is the new
hallmark of bourgeois starus, Marxist theo-
rists have come surprisingly close to endors-
ing Dahrendorf’s view of the determinate role
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of authority in establishing the class bound-

ary.? Their strict avoidance of this term in &

favour of some synonym or circumlocution
(‘mental labour’, ‘global function of capital’,
‘labour of superintendence’) is perhaps a tacit
admission of this embarrassing affinity with
Dahrendorf’s position. Although none of
these writers would accept Dahrendorf’s
proposition that authority is a general phe-

nomenon that encompasses property, it is nev-

ertheless the case that their treatment of ay-

thority relations, however phrased, takes up -

far more of their analysis than the discussio
of property relations.
To make property the centrepiece of class

analysis would bring with it the duty of ex-:

plaining precisely why the apparatus of mana
gerial authority and control was thought t

ship. Presumably it has come to the attention

of western Marxists that societies that have

done away with property in its private forms
nevertheless have their own interesting littl
ways of seeing to the ‘superintendence o
labour’. The view that class and authority r
lations under capitalism are a unique produ
of private ownership must rest on a belief that
these things are ordered in a very differen
way under the socialist mode of producrion
The fact that this mode of production figure
not at all in any of the class analyses referre
to suggests that Marxists are none too happ
about drawing the very comparisons that ar
so essential to their case. After all, supposing
it was discovered that factory despotism, th
coercive uses of knowledge, and the privile
of mental labour were present not only in s0:
cieties where the manager was ‘capital per
sonified’, but also in societies where he wa
the party personified? Marxists would then
faced with the unwelcome choice of eithe
having to expand the definition of capitalis

to embrace socialist society, or of disowning

the cherished concepts of private proper

and surplus extraction upon which their class’
theory is grounded. The obvious reluctance t0
engage in the comparative analysis of class
under the two ostensibly different modes

of production is therefore understandabl

grow out of the institution of private owner-

1 and Class Theory
gh. As for the credibility of Marxist class
ry, it would seem that the advent of so-
t society 1s about the worst thing that
ld-have happened to it.
_ further difficulty encountered by this
ry is the attempt to arrive at some general
ciples by which to demarcate the estab-
hed professions from routine white-collar
loyees, a distinction required by the evi-
- self-identification of the former with the
neral interests of the bourgeoisie. In place
ny general principles, however, resort is
to an eclectic assortment of descriptive in-
demonstrating that ‘higher’ white-collar
ups are in various ways simply better off
‘lower” white-collar groups. Braverman,
‘example, lists advantages such as higher
security of employment, and the privi-
ed market position of the professions.* In
imilar vein, Westergaard and Resler suggest
ing a line of class demarcation beneath
rofessional and managerial groups on the
ounds that ‘they are not dependent on the
arkets in which they sell their labour in any-
thing like the way that other earners are’.s
heir incomes ‘are determined by market
es and mechanisms over which, in effect,
themselves have considerable influence in
own corners of the marker’.6
'he one notable thing about this kind of
lysis is that despite its avowedly Marxist
ovenance it is indistinguishable from the
pproach of modern bourgeois social theory.
is, after all, Weber rather than Marx who
vides the intellecrual framework for un-
standing class in terms of market opportu-
nities, life-chances, and symbolic rewards.
e focus upon income differences and other
arket factors is difficult to reconcile with the
andard Marxist objection to bourgeois soci-
uFm.v. that it mistakenly operates on the level
&mﬁ_uc:cu instead of on the level of pro-
ctive relations. It might also be said that it
s from Weber rather than Marx thar the pos-
lated link between class position and bu-
Caucratic authority most clearly derives. The
fact that these normally alien concepts of au-
= thority relations, life-chances, and marker re-
ards have now been comfortably absorbed

i
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by contemporary Marxist theory is a hand-
some, if unacknowledged, tribure to the
virtues of bourgeois sociology. Inside every
neo-Marxist there seems to be a Weberian
struggling to ger out. .

Social Closure

By social closure Weber means the process by
which social collectivities seek to maximize
rewards by restricting access to resources and
opportunities to a limited circle of eligibles.
This entails the singling out of certain social
or physical attributes as the justificatory hasis
of exclusion. Weber suggests that virtually
any group attribute—race, language, social
origin, religion—may be seized upon pro-
vided it can be used for ‘the monopolization
of specific, usually economic opportunities’.”
This monopolization is directed against com-
petitors who share some positive or negative
characteristic; its purpose is always the ‘clo-
sure of social and economic opportunities to
outsiders’.® The nature of these exclusionary
practices, and the completeness of social clo-
sure, determine the general character of the
distributive system.

Surprisingly, Weber’s elaboration of the clo-
sure theme is not linked in any immediate
way with his other main contriburions to
stratification theory, despite the fact that pro-
cesses of exclusion can properly be conceived
of as an aspect of the distribution of power,
which for Weber is practically synonymous
with stratification, As a resulr, the usefulness
of the concept for the study of class and simi-
lar forms of structured inequality becomes
conditional on the acceptance of certain re-
finements and enlargements upon the original
usage.

An initial step in this direction is to extend
the notion of closure to encompass other
forms of collective social action designed to
maximize claims to rewards and opportuni-
ties. Closure strategies would thus include not
only those of an exclusionary kind, but also
those adopted by the excluded themselves as a
direct response to their status as outsiders, It
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is in any case hardly possible to consider the
effectiveness of exclusion practices without
due reference to the countervailing actions of
socially defined ineligibles. As Weber ac-
knowledges: “Such group action may provoke
a corresponding reaction on the part of those
against whom it is directed’.? In other words,
collective efforts to resist a pattern of domi-
nance governed by exclusion principles can
properly be regarded as the other half of the
social closure equation. This usage is in fact
employed by Weber in his discussion of ‘com-
munity closure’ which, as Neuwirth has
shown, bears directly upon those forms of
collective action mounted by the excluded—
that is, ‘negatively privileged status groups’.!?
The distinguishing feature of exclusionary
closure is the attempt by one group to secure
for itself a privileged position at the expense
of some other group through a process of sub-
ordination. That is to say, it is a form of col-
lective social action which, intentionally or
otherwise, gives rise to a social category of in-
eligibles or outsiders. Expressed metaphori-
cally, exclusionary closure represents the use
of power in a ‘downward’ direction because it
necessarily entails the creation of a group,
class, or stratum of legally defined inferiors.
Countervailing action by the ‘negatively privi-
leged’, on the other hand, represents the use
of power in an upward direction in the sense
that collective attempts by the excluded to
win a greater share of resources always
threaten to bite into the privileges of legally
defined superiors. It is in other words a form
of action having usurpation as its goal. Exclu-
sion and wsurpation may therefore be re-
garded as the two main generic types of social
closure, the latter always being a consequence
of, and collective response to, the former."!
Strategies of exclusion are the predominant
mode of closure in all stratified systems.
Where the excluded in their turn also succeed
in closing off access to remaining rewards and
opportunities, so multiplying the number of
substrata, the stratification order approaches
the furthest point of contrast to the Marxist
model of class polarization. The traditional
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caste system and the stratification of ethnic &
communities in the United States provide the
clearest illustrations of this closure patrern, =
though similar processes are easily detectable
in societies in which class formation is
paramount. Strategies of usurpation vary in
scale from those designed to bring about
marginal redistribution to those aimed at to-
tal expropriation. But whatever their intended
scale they nearly always contain a potential
challenge to the prevailing system of alloca-
tion and to the authorized version of distribu-
tive justice. 3

All this indicates the ease with which the °
language of closure can be translated into
the language of power. Modes of closure can
be thought of as different means of mobiliz-
ing power for the purpose of engaging in dis-
tributive struggle. To conceive of power as a
built-in attribute of closure is at the very
least to dispense with those fruitless searches .
for its ‘location’ inspired by Weber’s more fa-
miliar but completely unhelpful definition in
terms of the ubiquitous struggle between
contending wills. Moreover, to speak of
power in the light of closure principles is
quite consistent with the analysis of class re- |
lations. Thus, to anticipate the discussion, .
the familiar distinction between bourgeoisie -
and proletariat, in its classic as well as in its
modern guise, may be conceived of as an ex- &
pression of conflict berween classes defined
not specifically in relation to their place in
the productive process but in relation to
their prevalent modes of closure, exclusion
and usurpation, respectively. . ..

In modern capitalist society the two main
exclusionary devices by which the bourgeoisie
constructs and maintains itself as a class are,
first, those surrounding the institutions of
property; and, second, academic or profes-
sional qualifications and credentials. Each
represents a sct of legal arrangements for re-
stricting access to rewards and privileges
property ownership is a form of closure de-
signed to prevent general access to the means 2
of production and its fruits; credentialism is a
form of closure designed to control and moni-

¢ entry to key positions in the division of
bour. The two sets of beneficiaries of these
ste-enforced exclusionary practices may
as be thought of as the core components of
he dominant class under modern capitalism.
<fore taking up the discussion of common
1ss interests fostered by private properry
nd credentials it may be useful to consider
ch of the two principal closure strategies
‘separately.

[t has already been remarked upon how the
oncept of property has been devalued in the
nodern sociology of class as a result of
¢ heavy weighting accorded to the division
abour. This has not always been true of
ourgeois sociology. Weber was in full accord
th Marx in asserting that ““Property” and
ick of property” are . . . the basic character-
cs of all class situarions”.!2 The post-Webe-
in tendency to analyse social relations as if
e propertyless condition had painlessly ar-
ed is perhaps a natural extension of the use
f ‘western’ or ‘industrial’ to denote societies
rmerly referred to as capitalist. The post-
ar impact of functionalist theory certainly
ontributed to this tendency, since the procla-
nation of belief in the ultimate victory of
chievement values and the merit system of
ard naturally cast doubt on the impor-
ce of property as an institution. The inher-
ce of wealth after all requires notably lit-
le expendirure of those talents and efforts
that are said to be the only keys to the gates
of fortune.

The extent to which property has come to
- be regarded as something of an embarrassing
theoretical anomaly is hinted ar in the fact
1at it receives only the most cursory ac-
owledgment in Davis and Moore’s func-
tionalist manifesto, and even then in the
ape of an assertion that ‘strictly legal and
ctionless ownership ... is open to attack’
capitalism develops.!3 To propose that the
position of death duties and estate raxes
_ nstitutes evidence for an assault upon prop-
erty rights is somewhat like suggesting that
the introduction of divorce laws is evidence of
State support for the dissolution of the family.
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Property in this scheme of things can only be
understood as a case of cultural lag—one of
those quaint institutional remnants from an
earlier epoch which survives by the grace of
social inertia.

Several generations earlier Durkheim had
reasoned along similar lines in declaring that
property inheritance was ‘bound up with ar-
chaic concepts and practices that have no part
in our present day ethics’.1* And although he
felt it was not bound to disappear on this ac-
count he was willing to predict that inherited
wealth would ‘lose its importance more and
more’, and if it survived at all it would only
be ‘in a weakened form’.15 Durkheim was not
of course opposed to private property as such,
only its transmission through the family. ‘It is
obvious that inheritance, by creating inequali-
ties amongst men from birth, that are unre-
lated to merit or services, invalidates the
whole contractual system at its very roots’,16
Durkheim wanted society made safe for prop-
erty by removing those legal practices that
could not be squared with conceptions of lib-
eral individualism and which therefore threat-
ened to cause as much moral and social dis-
turbance as the ‘forced’ division of labour.

There was not much likelihood of property
itself declining as an institution because it was
part of the order of things invested with a sa-
cred character, understood in that special
Durkheimian sense of an awesome relation-
ship rooted deeply in the conscience collec-
tive. Although the sacred character of prop-
erty arose originally from its communal
status, the source of all things haoly, the
marked evolutionary trend towards the indi-
vidualization of property would not be ac-
companied by any decline in its divinity. Per-
sonal rights to property were therefore seen
by Durkheim as part of that general line of
social development by which the individual
emerges as a distinct and separate entity from
the shadow of the group. The individual af-
firms himself as such by claiming exclusive
rights to things over and above the rights of
the collectivity. There 1s more than an echo
here of Hegel’s dictum that ‘In his property a
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person exists for the first ime as reason’.!” As
Plamenatz comments:

‘It makes sense to argue, as Hegel does, that it is
partly in the process of coming to own things, and
to be recognised as their owners, that human be-
ings learn to behave rationally and responsibly, ro
lead an ordered life. It is partly in the process of
learning to distinguish mine from thine that a child
comes to recognise itself as a person, as a bearer of
rights and duties, as a member of a community

with a place of its own inside it’.18

As Plamenatz goes on to say, however plausi-
ble as a defence of personal property this may
be, as a defence of capitalist property rela-
tions it is ‘lamentably inadequate’.’?

The reason for this is that Hegel, like
Durkheim, and many contemporary sociolo-
gists, never clearly distinguishes between
property as rights to personal possessions and
property as capital. Parsons is only one of
many who reduces all forms of property to
the status of a possession; this is understood
as ‘a right or a bundle of rights. In other
words it is a set of expectations relative to so-
cial behaviour and attitudes.’?? If property is
simply a specific form of possession, or a cer-
tain bundle of rights, then everyone in society
is a proprietor to some degree. On this reck-
oning there can be no clear social division be-
tween owners and non-owners, only a grad-
ual, descending scale from those with very
much to those with very little. This is well in
line with Parsons’ usual theoretical strategy of
asserting the benign quality of any resource
by reference to its widespread distribution.
The possession of a toothbrush or an oilfield
confers similar rights and obligarions upon
their owners, so that property laws cannot be
interpreted as class laws. As Rose and his col-
leagues have suggested:

‘the ideological significance of such a universalistic
and disinterested legal interpretation of property in
modern capitalist sociery is two-fold. First, as the
law protects and recognises all private property,
and as virtually all members of the sociery can
claim ritle to some such property, it may be claimed

1 / The Steucture of Contemporary Stratification

that all members of society have some vested inter-
est in the status quo. From such a perspective,

therefore, it can be argued that, far from repre-

senting an irreconcilable conflict of interests, the
distribution of property in modern capitalist soc
ety gives rise to a commensurability of interests,
any differences being variations of degree rather
than kind. The office developer, the shareholder,
the factory-owner, the householder and even the
second-hand car owner may thus be represented as.
sharing fundamenrally common interests,
identiries’.?!

What the sociological definition of property
as possessions interestingly fails to ask is why
only cerrain limited forms of possession are
legally admissible. It is patently not the case,
for example, that workers are permitted to
claim legal possession of their jobs; nor can

tenants claim rights of possession to their

homes, nor welfare claimants enforceable
rights to benefits. Possession in all these case
is pre-empted by the conflicting claims of em-
ployers, landlords, and the state respectivel

which are accorded legal priority. Although
the law may treat the rights of ownership in

true universalistic fashion it is silent on th

manner by which only some ‘expectations’

are successfully converted to the status ol
property rights and others not. . ..

The case for restoring the notion of pro
erty into the centre of class analysis is that it
the most important single form of social cl
sure common to industrial societies. That is to
say, rights of ownership can be understood
not as a special case of authority so much as 2
specific form of exclusion. As Durkheim e
presses it, ‘the right of property is the right 0
a given individual to exclude other individu
and collective entities from the usage of
given thing’.2? Property is defined negative
by ‘the exclusion it involves rather than th
prerogatives it confers’.23 Durkheim’s refer
ence to individual rights of exclusion cleatl!
indicates that once again he has possessions
mind, and that, characteristically, he sees n
important distinction between objects of per
sonal ownership, and the control of resource
resulting in the exercise of power.

if not

: ..mna.b: and Class Theory
: It is clearly necessary to distinguish prop-
¢ty as possessions from property as capiral,
nce only the latter is germane to the analysis
‘class systems. Property as capirtal is, to
aphrase Macpherson, that which “confers
right to deny men access to the means of
and labour’.>* This exclusionary right can
bviously be vested in a variety of institu-
onal forms, including the capiralist firm, a
ationalized industry, or a Soviet enterprise.
| these are examples of property that con-
rs legal powers upon a limited few to grant
r deny general access to the means of pro-
action and the distribution of its fruits. Al-
ough personal possessions and capital both
tail rights of exclusion, it is only the exclu-
onary rights embedded in the latter that
e important consequences for the life-
nces and social condition of the excluded.
o speak of property in the context of class
alysis is, ,,&nn. to speak of capital only, and
ﬁ_.ﬁ @Ommnwmmozm.
Once property is conceptualized as a form
xclusionary social closure there is no need
ecome entangled in semantic debates over
thether or not workers in socialist states are
teally’ exploited. The relevant question is not
hether surplus extraction occurs, but
hether the state confers rights upon a lim-
d circle of eligibles to deny access to the
eans of life and labour’ to the rest of the
ommunity. If such exclusionary powers are
gally guaranteed and enforced, an exploita-
ve relationship prevails as a matter of defini-
on. It is not of overriding importance to
ow whether these exclusionary powers are
exercised by the formal owners of property or
their appointed agents, since the social
onsequences of exclusion are not demonstra-
by different in the two cases. Carchedi and
ther neo-Marxists may therefore be quite
ofrect 1n suggesting that ‘the manager is cap-
1 personified’; but all that needs to be added
S first, that this dicrum holds good not only
or monopoly capitalism, but for all, includ-
108 socialism, systems in which access to
Property and its benefices is in the legal gift of
‘a select mnef and, second, that it squares far
ore comfortably with the assumptions of

5
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bourgeois, or at least Weberian, sociology
than with classical Marxist theory,

. Of equal imporrance to the m...xn?mmcumi
H.._m_._nm of properry is that set of closure prac-
tices sometimes referred to as ‘credential-
ism’—that is, the inflated use of educational
certificates as a means of monitoring entry to
key positions in the division of labour. Well
before the onset of mass higher education
Weber had pointed to the growing use of _n_.n.q
dentials as a means of effecting exclusionary
closure.

‘The development of the diploma from universities
and business and engineering colleges, and the E:.,
versal clamour for the creation of educational cer-
tificates in all fields make for the formation of a
privileged stratum in bureaus and offices. Such cer-
tificates support their holders’ claims for intermar-
riages with notable families . . ., claims to be ad-
mitted into the circles thar adhere to “codes of
honour”, claims for a “respectable” remuneration
rather than remuneration for work well done
claims for assured advancement and old-age m:m:nw
ance, and, above all, claims to monopolize social
and economically advantageous positions. When
we hear from all sides the demand for an introduc-
tion of regular curricula and special examinations
the reason behind it is, of course, not a m:n_an:_h
awakened “thirst for education” bur the desire for
restricting the supply of these positions and their
monopolization by the owners of educational cer-
tificates. Today the “examination” is the universal
means of this monopolization, and therefore exam-
nations irresistibly advance’ 23

. The vse of credentials for closure purposes
in the manner elaborared by Weber, has mnu
companied the attempt by an ever-increasing
number of white collar occupations to attain
the status of professions. Professionalization
itself may be understood as a strategy de-
signed, amongst other things, to limit and
n.oﬂa_ the supply of entrants to an occupa-
tion in order to safeguard or enhance its mar-
ket value. Much of the literature on the pro-
fessions has tended to stress their differences
.?03 workaday occupations, usually accept-
ing the professions’ own evaluation of their
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singularity in creating rigorous codes of tech-
nical competence and ethical standards. It is
perfectly possible to accept that the monopo-
lization of skills and services does enable the
professions to exercise close control over the
moral and technical standards of their mem-
bers, whilst also endorsing Weber’s judgment
that ‘normally this concern for efficient per-
formance recedes behind the interest in limit-
ing the supply of candidates for the benefices
and honours of a given occupation’.2®

It would seem to be the professions’ anxiety
to control the supply side of labour that ac-
counts, in part at least, for the qualifications
epidemic referred to by Dore as the ‘diploma
disease’.?” This is the universal tendency
among professions to raise the minimum
standards of entry as increasing numbers of
potential candidates attain the formerly scarce
qualifications. The growing reliance upon cre-
dentials as a precondition of professional can-
didarture is commonly justified by reference to
the greater complexity of the tasks to be per-
formed and the consequent need for more
stringent tests of individual capacity. Yet
Berg’s careful analysis of these claims was
able to turn up no evidence to show that vari-
ations in the level of formal education were
matched by variations in the quality of work
performance.2® Nor was there anything to
suggest that professional tasks were in fact
becoming more complex such as to justify a
more rigorous intellectual screening of poten-
tial entrants. Berg's conclusion, in line with
Weber’s, is that credentials are accorded their
present importance largely because they sim-
plify and legitimate the exclusionary process.
It is on these grounds, among others, that
Jencks suggests that ‘the use of credentials or
tests scores to exclude “have not” groups
from desirable jobs can be viewed in the same
light as any other arbitrary form of discrimi-
nation’.??

Formal qualifications and certificates
would appear to be a handy device for ensur-
ing that those who possess ‘cultural capital’
are given the best opportunity o transmit the
benefits of professional status to their own
children. Credentials are usually supplied on
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y means that a final certificate is a meal
icker for life. In the sporting and entertain-
nt professions, by contrast, the skills and
hilities of the performers are kept under con-
imious open review by the public; those who
onsume the services are themselves the ulti-
te arbiters of an individual’s competence
" hence his market value, as expressed via
aggregate purchasing power. There can
o resort to the umbrella protection of a
fessional licence when sporting prowess
the ability to entertain are felt to be in de-

the basis of tests designed to measure certain
class-related qualities and attributes rather
than those practical skills and aptitudes that
may not so easily be passed on through the
family line. It is illuminating in this respect to 3
contrast the white-collar professions with the @
sporting and entertaining professions. What is
especially remarkable about the latter is how
relatively few of the children of successful;
footballers, boxers, baseball and tennis stars, =
or the celebrities of stage and screen have suc-
ceeded in reproducing their parents’ elevated
status. One reason for this would seem to be =
that the skills called for in these pursuits are
of a kind that must be acquired and cultivated =
by the individual in the actual course of per-3
formance, and which are thus not easily
transferred from parent to child. That is, there
seems to be no equivalent to cultural capita
that can be socially transmitted to the chil-
dren of those gifted in the performing arts
that could give them a head start in the
fiercely competitive world of professional ¥
sport and show business. Presumably, if the®
rewards of professional sport could be mo:
or less guaranteed along conventional caree
or bureaucratic lines serious proposals would
eventually be put forward to limit entry t0%
those candidates able to pass qualifying e
aminations in the theory of sporting science.
This would have the desired effect of giving 2
competitive edge to those endowed with =
amination abilities over those merely ex-:
celling in the activity itself.30
The reason why professional sports, a
the entertainment professions in general, a
likely to be resistant to the ‘diploma disease™8
offers a further instructive comment upon t
nature of the white-collar professions. T
supreme advantage of occupational closufl
based upon credentials is that all those in pos
session of a given qualification are deem
competent to provide the relevant skills an
services for the rest of their professional liv
There is no question of retesting abilities at;
later stage in the professional career. The p
fessional bodies’ careful insistence that mem=g
bers of the lay public are not competent tO S5
in judgement on professional standards effecs

rialism stands out as a doubly effective de-
for protecting the learned professions
m the hazards of the marketplace. Not
rely does it serve the convenient purpose of
toring and restricting the supply of
our, but also effectively masks all bur the
t extreme variations in the level of ability
professional members, thereby shielding
least competent from ruinous economic
iishment. The small irony is that creden-
ist strategies aimed at neutralizing the
petitive effects of the market confer most
iefir upon thar class that is most prone to
mpet the virtues of a free market economy
I the sins of collectivism.
The use of systematic restrictions upon oc-
pational entry has not of course been
y confined to the white-collar profes-
ns. Certain skilled manual trades have
adopted similar techniques designed to regu-
supply, as in the case of the apprentice-
p system or certain forms of the closed
op. Some unskilled occupations such as
work and market-portering have also
ught to restrict entry to the kinsmen of
se already employed, though this does not
nally guarantee control over the actual
lume of labour supply. The crucial differ-
vwﬂs_nn: these attempts at occupational
clusion by manual trades and those
opted by the professions is that the latter
erally seek to establish a legal monopoly
OVer the provision of services through licen-
ire by the state. Whereas the learned profes-

m

sions have been remarkably successful in win-
ning for themselves the status of what Weber
calls *legally privileged groups’, it has been far
less common for the manual trades to secure
the blessing of the state for their exclusionary
tactics. Indeed, the resort to ‘restrictive prac-
tices” on the part of organized labour is com-
monly condemned as a breach of industrial
morality that should be curbed rather than
sanctified by law. Presumably the fact that
governments have usually been relucrant ro
legislate formally against such practices is not
unrelated to the awkwardness that might
arise in drawing legal distinctions between
these practices and the exclusionary devices of
the professions, including the profession of
law itself.

A further point of difference berween pro-
fessional closure and restrictive practices by
trade unions is that the main purpose behind
the latter activity has been the attempt to re-
dress in sorne small part the disadvantages ac-
cruing to labour in its uneven contest with
capital. Closure by skilled workers has been a
strategy embarked upon in the course of
mn,Emm_m against a superior and highly orga-
Esma.cvvczn:r and not primarily with the
conscious intent of reducing the material op-
portunities of other members of the labour
force. Credentialism, on the other hand, can-
not be seen as a response to exploitation by
powerful employers; the learned or free pro-
fessions were never directly subordinate to an
employing class during the period when they
were effecting social closure. Their conflict
concealed beneath the rhetoric of unammmao:mw
ethics was, if anything, with the lay public. It
was the struggle to establish a monopoly of
certain forms of knowledge and practice and
to win legal protection from lay interference.
The aim was to ensure that the professional-
client relationship was one in which the orga-
nized few confronted the disorganized many.
Cmamﬁ modern conditions, where many ?.m.
tessionals are indirectly in the service of the
state and occasionally in conflict with the
government of the day over pay and condi-
tions, a somewhat better case could perhaps
be made for likening the position of profes-
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sions to thar of craft unions, in so far as both
could be said to employ closure for purposes
of bargaining with a more powerful agency.
But however acrimonious relations may be-
come between professional bodies and the
state, it is worth noting thar the state rarely if
ever threatens to take sanctions against pro-
fessions in the way that would most seriously
damage their interests—namely, by rescinding
their legal monopoly.

On all these grounds it is necessary to re-
gard credentialism as a form of exclusionary
social closure comparable in its importance
for class formation to the institution of prop-
erty. Both entail the use of exclusionary rules
that confer benefits and privileges on the few
through denying access to the many, rules
that are enshrined in law and upheld by the
coercive authority of the state. It follows
from this that the dominant class under mod-
ern capitalism can be thought of as compris-
ing those who possess or control productive
capital and those who possess a legal
monopoly of professional services. These
groups represent the core body of the domi-
nant or exploiting class by virrue of their ex-
clusionary powers which necessarily have the
effect of creating a reciprocal class of social
inferiors and subordinates. . ..

Class Reproduction

There is a definite tension berween the com-
mitment to closure by way of property and
credentials on the part of one generation and
the desire to pass on benefits to subsequent
generations of kith and kin. lt is not in the
Jeast necessary to deny that most members of
the exclusionary class will strive to put their
own advantages to the service of their chil-
dren, while asserting at the same time that
bourgeois forms of closure are not exactly
tailor-made for self-recruiting purposes. In
fact exclusionary institutions formed under
capitalism do not seem to be designed first
and foremost to solve the problem of class re-
production through the family line. The kin-
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ship link can only be preserved as a result of

adaptation by the bourgeois family to the de- 3

mands of institutions designed to serve a dif-

ferent purpose; it does not come about as a |

natural consequence of the closure rules
themselves. In systems based on aristocratic
caste, or racial exclusion, families of the
dominant group can expect to pass on their
privileged status to their own descendants as
a direct result of the closure rules in opera
tion, however socially lethargic those families

might be. The bourgeois family, by contrast,

cannot rest comfortably on the assumption o

other words, although the typical bourgeoi
family will certainly be better equipped than
most to cope with the closure system on it
children’s behalf, it must still approach the
task more in the manner of a challenge wi

serious risks attached than as a foregone con-
clusion. Even when it is successful it must
face the prospect of sharing bourgeois status:

with uncomfortably large numbers of par
venus. What kind of system is this to provoki
such anxieties in the breasts of those suppo
edly in command?

The answer must be that it is a system de

signed to promote a class formation biased:

more in the direction of sponsorship and ca
ful selection of successors than of heredita
transmission. Although both aims might be
held desirable, the first takes ideologic
precedence over the second, so that succession
along kinship lines must be accomplished i
conformity with the application of criter
that are ostensibly indifferent to the claims o
blood. There is nothing especially biza

about an arrangement whereby a dominan!
class relinquishes its children’s patrimony
order to ensure that the calibre of its repla

ments is of the highest possible order. .L
would only appear strange to those unable t0

conceive that the attachment to doctrin
could ever take precedence over the claims @
kinship. As Orwell noted in his discussion O
communist party oligarchies:

1

automatic class succession; it must make defi-
nite social exertions of its own or face the’
very real prospect of generational decline. In-
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“essence of oligarchical rule is nor father-to-
5 inheritance, but the persistence of a cerrain
i vorld-view and a certain way of life, imposed by
dead upon the living. A ruling group is a ruling
‘oup so long as it can nominate its successors.
he Party is not concerned with perpetuating irs
d but with perpetuating itself* 31

here are also powerful forces in capiral-
Uist society that are more dedicated ro the
“perpetuation of bourgeois values than bour-
is blood. Ideological commitment to the
ghts of property and the value of creden-
s may be just as fierce as any faith in
Leninist party principles. Each represents a
set of ideals that can be held quite irrespec-
ve of the consequences upon the family
nes of their advocates. The party mili-
nt’s belief in a system of political selection
exclusion that could tell against his own
ogically wayward children has its coun-
tpart in the liberal’s belief in the validity of
eritocratic criteria that would find against
s not too clever offspring. It was perhaps
amples of this kind that Weber had in
ind when referring to patterns of closure
nguished by a ‘rational commitment to
alues’. The same idea is also more than
hinted at in Marx’s well-known assertion
“that the bourgeoisie always puts the inter-
sts of the whole class above the interests of
y of its individual members. These priori-
¢ tles are not, presumably, reversed whenever
the individual members in question happen
0 be someone’s children.
To suggest that predominant forms of clo-
are under modern capitalism are in some
sion with the common desire to transmit
rivileges to one’s own is to point up politi-
lly significant differences of interpretation
t wo.Emaomm ideology. The classical liberal
w_“q__mm of individualism contains a powerful
jection of those principles and practices
at evaluate men on the basis of group or
! FE.E.EH criteria. The political driving force
individualist doctrines arose in part from
¢ opposition of the emergent middle classes
.._u anstocratic pretensions and exclusiveness

5
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centred around the notion of descent. The
emphasis upon lineage was an obvious hin-
a_.m:nn to those who had raised themselves
into the ranks of property by way of industry
and commerce, but who lacked the pedigree
necessary to enter the charmed circles inhab-
ited by those of political power and social
honour. Although non-landed wealth could
,o.nnmm_ozm:w be cleansed through marriage
into the nobility, the new rising class sought
to make property respectable in its own right
_u.w divorcing it from its associations with par-
ticular status groups. Property in all its forms
was to become the hallmark of moral worth
without reference back, as it were, to the
quality of proprietorial blood. In the individ-
ualist credo, property thus assumed the same
characteristic as money in the marketplace

emrman the ability to pay overrides all @cnm._
tions as to the actual source of the buyer’s
cash. ...

One reason for pressing the distinction be-
tween collectivist and individualist criteria
underlying all forms of exclusion is to suggest
thart subordinate classes or strata are likely to
differ in their political character mnnoq&:w o
which of the two sets of criteria is predomi-
nant. Looked at in ideal-typical terms, purely
collectivist types of exclusion, such as those
based on race, religion, ethnicity, and so on
would produce a subordinate group of a nch
munal character—that is, one defined in terms
of a total all-encompassing negative status.
Blacks under apartheid or minority groups
herded into religious and racial ghettoes are
the familiar modern examples. The polar
archetypal case would be that of exclusion
_u.mmna solely on individualist criteria, giving
rise to a subordinate group marked by intense
social frapmentation and inchoateness. The
example here is furnished by the model of a
pure meritocracy in which class is virtually re-
placed by a condition of discrete segmental
statuses never quite reaching the point of coa-
lescence. In non-fctional societies, of course
individualist and collectivist criteria are zm_._._
ally applied in some combination or other, so
producing stratified systems locared ar vari-
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ous points between these two extremes. This
can be depicted in simplified form as follows:

Collectivist Individualist
exclusion \mx clusion
Communal Social Segmental
groups classes status groups

Thus, of the three major types of subordi-
nation, classes are presented as a combination
of both types of exclusionary criteria.
Schematically, a subordinate class could be lo-
cated towards either of the opposite poles ac-
cording to the relative weighting of the two
sets of criteria. The proletariat of early and
mid-nineteenth century Europe, for example,
would approximate to the communal pole by
virtue of its wholesale exclusion from civil so-
ciety arising from the treatment of its mem-
bers as a de facta collectivity. The badge of
proletarian status carried with it the kinds of
stigmata commonly associated with subordi-
nate racial and ethnic groups. It was a toral
condition which permitted little leeway for
the cultivation of those small part-time identi-
ties that bring temporary release from the hu-
milities of servile status. Correspondingly, of
course, the proletarian condition under com-
munal exclusion offered fertile ground for
movements and ideologies which raised large
questions about the nature of the political or-
der and its legitimacy, and not merely about
the fact of unequal shares.

It is the very hallmark of the communal
condition that subordination is experienced
through a myriad of direct personal degrada-
tions and affronts to human dignity, encour-
aged by the submersion of the individual into
the stereotype of his ‘membership’ group. It
is largely as a result of this that the politics of
communal exclusion so frequently stresses
the need for subordinate groups to create an
alternative moral identity to that fashioned
for them by rheir oppressors. Although the
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or has been enhanced by the evolution
+rds individualist exclusion, even though
uhordination to capiral remains a central
 of life.

class subordination becomes increas-
 less communal in character, the political
Is and programmes that flourish among
hembers tend to become less inspired 5
ons of a new moral order and the promise
emancipation, and rather more preoccu-
d with the issues of distributive justice.
se who deplore the apparent flickering of
e energies and passions that produced
eteenth-century socialism might care to re-
ect on the possibility that this has less to do
h the iniquities of working-class leadership
with the system of modern exploitation,
‘hich the engines of political resentment
not so lavishly fuelled by the personal
gradations arising from wholesale collec-
st exclusion.

condition of the early proletariat was neve
completely of a communal kind, it was not sg.;
different from that of a despised ethni¢
group, if only because the visible signs and’
trappings of status were as unmistakably
clear as racial features. Certainly the mixture *
of horror, fear, and revulsion felt by the upper
classes for the great unwashed was not a far
remove from the sentiments usually held by
dominant racial or ethnic groups towards
those whom they simultaneously exploit and
despise.

To speak of a gradual shift in the nature
exclusionary rules, from collectivism to indi-
vidualism, is thus to point to those tendencies’
making for the progressive erosion of the
communal components of proletarian statu
otherwise referred to as working-class inco,
poration into civil society. Ez..o:mw under a
vanced capitalism labour remains an ex-
ploited commodity, the status of the Eo}mw
does not derive to anything like the same ex-
tent from his immersion in a total collective
identity and its accompanying rituals of per-_
sonal degradation. Mills’ portrayal of the pat-—
tern of ‘status cycles® by which the modern ur
ban worker is able to find escape in class
anonymity during leisure periods and vaca
tions may be somewhat overdrawn;3? bu
there is a real sense in which the absence o
clearly visible and unambiguous marks of i
ferior status has made the enforcement of a
all-pervasive deference system almost impos
sible to sustain outside the immediate wor
situation. It would now take an unusually
sharp eye to detect the social class of Saturday
morning shoppers in the High Street, whereas
to any earlier generation it would have been’
the most elementary task. More to the point,
even assuming that a lynx-eyed bourgeois
could accurately spot a worker in mufti, what
real hope could he now entertain of having
any claim to deference actually honoured? A
system of deference can only operate effec
tively when the status of strangers can accu-
rately be judged, and the information re
quired for this is difficult to come by without:
the aid of a collectivist stereotype. In this re
spect the personal dignity of the modemn

=

‘way of concluding this part of the discus-
n, it might be appropriate to offer some
neral remarks on the explanatory status of
- closure model. This model, like any other,
ecommends the use of a particular sociologi-
-vocabulary and an attendant battery of
epts that contain barely disguised moral
ssumptions about the nature of class society.
s not strictly speaking a ‘theory’ of class
ut a way of conceprualizing it that differs
m that proposed by other variants of bour-
is sociology or by Marxism. Most of what
e conventionally call theories of class are in
ct conceprual methods of this kind. They
for the most part, take-it-or-leave-it
ral classifications, not sets of propositions
jat stand or fall under the impact of evi-
nce. What conceivable social facts could de-
troy either the Marxist conception of class as
an exploitative relationship, or the liberal
onception of class as an exchange relation-
Bp? Since conceptual models are ways of
Presenting social reality, it follows that the
preference for one presentation over another
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entails a personal judgement of some kind
about the moral standing of class society.

On this score, the closure model is almost
bound to appear defective by liberal and
Marxist theorists alike. Liberal theory en-
dorses a contractual view of class, in which
the notion of mutual interest and harmony is
the essential ingredient. Marxism, on the
other hand, assumes not merely the absence
of harmony and common class interests, but,
more importantly, the presence of irresolvable
antagonisms that drive the system to ultimate
breakdown. The neo-Weberian position ad-
vanced here is that the relation between
classes is neither one of harmony and mutual
benefit, nor of irresolvable and fatal contra-
diction. Rather, the relationship is understood
as one of mutual antagonism and permanent
tension; that is, a condition of unrelieved dis-
tributive struggle that is not necessarily im-
possible to ‘contain’. Class conflict may be
without cease, but it is not inevitably fought
to a conclusion. The competing notions of
harmony, contradiction, and tension could
thus be thought of as the three broad possible
ways of conceptualizing the relation between
classes, and on which all class models are
grounded.

Since class models are not subject to direct
empirical assault, the case for advancing the
cause of one in preference to another rests
partly on the claim that it draws attention to
a set of problems and issues that are other-
wise obscured. Thus, one of the attractions of
the closure model is that it highlights the fact
of communal cleavage and its relationship to
class, and seeks to analyse both within the
same conceptual framework. More generally,
it proposes that intra-class relations be treated
as conflict phenomena of the same general or-
der as inter-class relations, and not as mere
disturbances or complications within a ‘pure’
class model. Hence the extension of the con-
cept of exploitation to cover both sets of phe-
nomena. There is, in addition, a recommenda-
tion that social classes be defined by reference
to their mode of collective action rather than
to their place in the productve process or the
division of labour. The reason for this 15 thar
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level of organized political sentiment and con-
duct. This serious lack of fit berween all posi-
tional or systemic definitions of class and the
actual behaviour of classes in the course of
distributive struggle, is not due to any lack
othe categories employed, It arises from the
initial theoretical decision to discount the sig-
nificance and effect of variations in the cul-
tural and social make-up of the groups as-
signed to the categories in question. Models
constructed upon such formal, systemic defini-
tions require of their advocates much ingenu-
ity in accounting for the continuous and
wholesale discrepancies between class position
and class behaviour. A good deal of the intel-
lecrual energy of western Marxism has been
dissipated in wrestling with this very problem
which is of its own conceptual making.
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P DURKHEIM AND POST-DURKHEIMIANS

EMILE DURKHEIM

iision of Labor in Society

ose working in the same industry, assem-
together and organised in a single body.
is what is termed a corporation, or pro-
onal group.

¢ in the economic field the professional
; p 00 more exists than does a professional
-Since the last century when, not with-

The Division of Labor in Society

In The Division of Labor in Society, we em-
phasise the state of legal and moral anomie in
which economic life exists at the present time.
In fact, in this particular sphere of activity,
professional ethics only exist in a very rudi-
mentary state. There are professional ethics
for the lawyer and magistrate, the soldier and
professor, the doctor and priest, etc. Yet if we
attempred to express in somewhat more pre-
cise terms contemporary ideas of what should
be the relationship between employer and
white-collar worker, berween the industrial
worker and the factory boss, between indus-
trialists in competition with one another or
between industrialists and the public, how im-
precise would be the statements that we could
formulate! Some vague generalities about the
loyalty and commitment that employees of
every kind owe to those who employ them, or
about the moderation that employers should
manifest in exercising their economic superi-
ority, a certain condemnation of any competi-
tion that is too blatantly unfair, or of any too
glaring exploitation of the consumer: this is
almost the sum total of what the ethical con-
sciousness of these professions comprises.
Moreover, most of these precepts lack any ju-
ridical character. They are backed only by

Originally published in 1984. Please see complete
source information beginning on page 891.
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reason, the ancient corporations were dis-
d, hardly more than fragmentary and in-
lete attempts have been made to
nstitute them on a different basis. Doubt-
individuals who are busy in the same
de are in contact with one another by the
 fact that their activities are similar. Com-
jon with one another engenders mutual
tionships. But these are in no way regular;
ding upon chance meetings, they are
- often entirely of an individual nature.
¢ industrialist finds himself in contact with
ther, but the body of industrialists in some
ticular speciality do nor meet to act in con-
Exceptionally, we do see all members of
same profession come together at a con-
nce to deal with some problem of com-
n interest. But such conferences last only a
ort while: they do not survive the particular
cumstances that gave rise to them. Conse-
tly the collecrive life for which they pro-
d an opportunity dies more or less en-
y with them.
Can we legitimately believe that corpora-
‘organisation is called upon to play in con-
mporary socicties a more considerable part?
> deem it indispensable it is not because of
e services it might render the economy, but
account of the moral influence it could ex-
cise. What we particularly see in the profes-
onal grouping is a moral force capable of
urbing individual egoism, nurturing among
tkers a more envigorated feeling of their
on solidarity, and preventing the law of
e strongest from being applied too brutally
industrial and commercial relationships.
tet such a grouping is deemed unfit for such a
fole. Because it springs from temporal inter-
s, it can seemingly only serve utilitarian
“ends, and the memories that survive of the
Corporations during the ancien régime only
onfirm this impression. We incline to vizua-

public opinion and not by the law—and it i
well known how indulgent that opinion
shows itself to be about the way in whic
such vague obligations are fulfilled. Those ac-
tions most blameworthy are so often excused
by success that the boundary between the pe
missible and the prohibited, between what
just and what is unjust, is no longer fixed in
any way, but seems capable of being shifte
by individuals in an almost arbitrary fashion
So vague a morality, one so inconsistent, can
not constitute any kind of discipline. The u
shot is that this entire sphere of collective life
is for the most part removed from the mode
ating action of any rules.

It is to this state of anomie that must be mﬁ.
tributed the continually recurring conflic
and disorders of every kind of which the eco-
nomic world affords so sorry a spectacle. For,
since nothing restrains the forces present fro
reacting together, or prescribes limits for them
that they are obliged to respect, they tend
grow beyond all bounds, each clashing with
the other, each warding off and weakening?
the other. .

Political society as a whole, or the state,
clearly cannot draw up the system of rul
that is now lacking. Economic life, because i
is very special and is daily becoming increas
ingly specialised, lies outside their authority =
and sphere of action. Activity within a profes-
sion can only be effectively regulated through
a group close enough to that profession to be
thoroughly cognisant of how ir functions, ca- 3
pable of perceiving all its needs and following:
every fluctuation in them. The sole group that!
meets these conditions is that constituted E?
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lise them in the future as they were towards
the end of their former existence, intent above
all on maintaining or increasing their privi-
leges and monopolies. We fail to see how such
narrow vocational concerns might have any
beneficial effect upon the morality of the cor-
poration or its members,

However, we should refrain from extending
to the entire corporative system what may
have been true of certain corporations during
a very short period in their development. Far
from the system having been, because of its
very constitution, infected by a kind of moral
sickness, during the greater part of its exis-
tence it played above all a moral role. This is
especially evident with the Roman corpora-
tion. ‘Among the Romans,’ declares Walzing,
‘the corporations of artisans were far from
having so pronounced a professional charac-
ter as in the Middle Ages. We come across no
regulations concerning methods, no obliga-
tory apprenticeship, and no monopoly, Nor
was their purpose to accumulate the capital
necessary to exploit an industry.’! Doubtless
their associating together gave them more
power to safeguard the common interest,
when the need arose. But this was only one of
the useful by-products that the institution en-
gendered. It was not the justification for its
existence, nor its main funcrion. Above all
else, the corporation was a collegiate religious
body. Each one possessed its own particular
god, who, when the means were available,
was worshipped in a special temple. Just as
every family had its Lar familiaris and every
city its Genius publicus, so every collegiate
body had its protecting divinity, the Genius
collegii. Naturally this professional form of
worship was not without its festivities, and
sacrifices and banquets were celebrated in
common together. Moreover, all kinds of cir-
cumstances would serve as the occasion for
festive gatherings; distribution of food and
money was often made at the expense of the
community. . . .

The facts cited adequately demonstrate that
a professional grouping is not at all incapable
of exerting a moral effect. The very imporrant
place thar religion held in its life highlights



180

very particularly the true nature of irs func-

tions, for in such times every religious com-

munity constituted a moral environment, just

as every kind of moral discipline necessarily

tended to take on a religious form. Moreover,

this characteristic of corporative organisation

is due to the effect of very general causes

which we can see at work in different circum-

stances. Within a political society, as soon as a

certain number of individuals find they hold

in common ideas, interests, sentiments and

occupations which the rest of the population

does not share in, it is inevitable that, under
the influence of these similarities, they should

be attracted to one another. They will seek
one another out, enter into relationships and
associate together. Thus a restricted group is
gradually formed within society as a whole,
with its own special features. Once such a
group is formed, a moral life evolves within it
which naturally bears the distinguishing
mark of the special conditions in which it has
developed. It is impossible for men to live to-
gether and be in regular contact with one an-
other without their acquiring some feeling for
the group which they constitute through hav-
ing united together, without their becoming
arrached to it, concerning themselves with its
interests and raking it into account in their
behaviour. And this attachment to something
that transcends the individual, this subordi-
nation of the particular to the general inter-
est, is the very well-spring of all moral actiy-
ity. Let this sentiment only crystallise and
grow more determinate, let it be translared
into well-defined formulas by being applied to
the most common circumstances of life, and
we see gradually being constituted a corpus of
moral rules.

Domestic morality did not arise any differ-
ently. Because of the prestige that the family
retains in our eyes, if it appears to us to have
been and continue to be a school of altruism
and abnegarion, the highest seat of morality,
it is through the very special characteristics it
is privileged to possess, ones that could not be
found at any level elsewhere. We like to be-
lieve that in blood kinship there exists an ex-
traordinarily powerful reason for moral iden-
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tification with others. But, as we have ofte;
had occasion to show,? blood kinship has
no way the extraordinary effectiveness

tributed to it. The proof of this is that in
large number of societies relations nort linke
by the blood tie are very numerous in a fap
ily. Thus so-called artificial kinship is entere
into very readily and has all the effects of na
ural kinship. Conversely, very frequen
those closely knit by ties of blood are moral];
and legally strangers to one another. For e
ample, this is true of blood kin in the Rom
family. Thus the family does not derive j
whole strength from unity of descent. Qu
simply, it is a group of individuals who ha
drawn close to one another within the bog
politic through a very specially close comm
nity of ideas, feelings and interests. Blood kin=
ship was able to make such a concentration g
individuals easier, for it naturally tends ¢
have the effect of bringing different co

sciousnesses together. Yet many other facto
have also intervened: physical proximity, soli-
darity of interest, the need to unite to figh
common danger, or simply to unite, have
causes of a different kind which have madg
people come together.

Such causes are not peculiar to the fa
but are to be found, although in differ
forms, within the corporation. Thus if the f
mer group has played so important a role
the moral history of humanity, why sho
not also the latter be capable of so doing? Ui
doubtedly one difference will always exist b
tween them, inasmuch as family members
share in common their entire existenc
whereas the members of a corporation shat
only their professional concerns. The famil
a kind of complere society whose influen
extends to economic activity as well as to
of religion, politics, and science, etc. Ever!
thing of any importance that we do, even out
side the home, has repercussions upon It an
sparks off an appropriate reaction. In
sense the corporation’s sphere of influence
more limited. Yet we must not forger the ev
more important place that our profession 2
sumes in our lives as work becomes incre
ingly segmented. . . .

\(hat past experience demonstrates above
fic that the organisational framework of the
fessional group should always be related
chat of economic life. It is because this con-
ion was not fulfilled that the system of cor-
ions disappeared. Thus, since the mar-
from being municipal as it once was, has
me national and international, the corpo-
rion should assume the same dimensions.
ad of being restricted exclusively to the
ns of one town, it must grow so as to in-
all the members of one profession scat-
over the whole country,? for in whatever
on they may be, whether they live in town
ountryside, they are all linked to one an-
t and share a common life. Since this
mon life is in certain respects independent
y territorial boundaries, a suitable or-
m must be created to give expression to
s life and to regulate its functions. Because
e dimensions that it assumes, such an or-
nism should necessarily be closely in con-
and directly linked with the central or-
iism of the life of the collectivity. Events
rtant enough to affect a whole category
dustrial enterprises within a country nec-
arily have wide repercussions of which the
= cannot fail to be aware. This impels it to
ene. Thus for good reason the royal
ver tended instinctively not to leave large-
seale industry outside its ambit as soon as it
earcd. It could not fail to take an interest
form of activity which by its very nature
ways liable to affect society as a whole.
such regulatory action, although neces-
f, should not degenerate into utter subordi-
on, as happened in the seventeenth and
teenth centuries. The two organisms, al-
ough in contact with each other, should re-
ain distinct and autonomous; each has func-
ns that it alone can perform. If it falls to
litical assemblies to lay down the general
nciples for industrial legislation, they are
capable of diversifying them according to
various types of industry. It is this diversi-
ation that is the corporation’s proper task.
Unitary organisation over a whole country
in no way precludes the formation of sec-
dary organisations which include similar
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workers in the same region or locality. Their
role could be to spell out even more specifi-
cally, in accordance with local or regional
needs, the regulations for a profession. Thus
economic activiry could be regulated and de-
marcated without losing any of its diversity.
Moreover, we must reject the belief that the
corporation’s sole role should consist in lay-
ing down and applying rules. It is undoubt-
edly true that wherever a group is formed, a
moral discipline is also formed. But the insti-
tution of that discipline is only one of the nu-
merous ways in which any collective activity
manifests itself. A group is not only a moral
authority regulating the life of its members,
but also a source of life sui generis. From it
there arises a warmth thar quickens or gives
fresh life to each individual, which makes him
disposed to empathise, causing selfishness to
melt away. Thus in the past the family has
been responsible for legislating a code of law
and morality whose severity has often been
carried to an extreme of harshness. But it has
also been the environment where, for the first
time, men have learnt to appreciate the out-
pouring of feeling. We have likewise seen how
the corporation, both in Rome and during the
Middle Ages, created these same needs and
sought to satisfy them. The corporations of
the future will be assigned even greater and
more complex functions, because of their in-
creased scope. Around their purely profes-
sional functions will be grouped others which
at present are exercised by the communes and
private associations. Among these are func-
tions of mutual assistance which, in order to
be entirely fulfilled, assume between helpers
and helped feelings of solidarity as well as a
certain homogeneity of intellect and morals,
such as that readily engendered by the exer-
cise of the same profession. Many educational
actvities (technical education, adult educa-
tion, etc.) should also, it seems, find in the
corporation their natural habitat. The same is
also true for a certain type of artistic activity,
It would seem in accordance with the narure
of things that such a noble form of diversion
and recreation should develop alongside the
more serious aspects of life, acting as a bal-
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ancing and restorative influence. In fact we
now already see trade unions acting at the
same time as friendly societies, and others are
setting up communal centres where courses
are organised, and concerts and dramatic per-
formances held. Hence the activity of a corpo-
ration can take on the most varied forms.

We may even reasonably suppose that the
corporation will be called upon to become the
foundartion, or one of the essential founda-
tions, of our political organisarion. We have
seen that, although it first began outside the
social system, it tended to become more and
more closely involved in it as economic life
developed. We have therefore every reason to
anticipate that, if progress continues on the
same lines, the corporation is destined to as-
sume an ever more central and preponderant
place in society. It was once the elementary di-
vision of communal organisation. Now that
the commune, from being the autonomous
unit that it once was, has been absorbed into
the state just as the municipal market was ab-
sorbed into the national market, may we not
legitimately think that the corporation should
also undergo a corresponding transformation
and become the elementary division of the
state, the basic political unit? Society, instead
of remaining what it is today—a conglomer-
ate of land masses juxtaposed together—
would become a vast system of national cor-
porations. The demand is raised in various
quarters for electoral colleges to be consti-
tuted by professions and not by territorial
constituencies. Certainly in this way political
assemblies would more accurately reflect the
diversity of social interests and their intercon-
nections. They would more exactly epitomise
social life as a whole. Yer if we state that the
country, in order to become conscious of it-
self, should be grouped by professions, is not
this to acknowledge that the organised profes-
sion or the corporation should become the es-
sential organ of public life?

In this way a serious gap in the structure of
European societies, and in our own in partic-
ular, would be filled. We shall see how, as his-
tory unfolds, an organisation based on terri-
torial groupings (village, town, district or
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province, etc.) becomes progressively we
There is no doubrt that we each belong
commune or a département, but the ties bing
ing us to them become daily more loose 44
tenuous. These geographical divisions are s
the main artificial, and no longer arouse
emotions within us. The provincial spirit hy
vanished beyond recall. ‘Parish pump’ patri
tism has become an anachronism that canp '
be restored at will. Strictly local or dépa
ment marters hardly affect or enthrall us
ther any longer, save in so far as they g0 h:
in hand with matters relating to our prof
sion. Our activity extends much beyond th
groups, which are too narrow for it; mg
over, much of what happens within theg
leaves us indifferent. Thus what might be det
scribed as the spontaneous collapse of the o
social structure has occurred. Bur this intern
organisation cannot disappear without som
thing taking its place. A society made up o
extremely large mass of unorganised indivi
als, which an overgrown state attempts rg
limit and restrain, constitutes a veritable so¢
ological monstrosity. For collective activity.
always too complex to be capable of findin
expression in the one single organ of the sta
Moreover, the state is too remote from in
viduals, its connections with them too superfis
cial and irregular, to be able to penetrate th
depths of their consciousness and sociali
them from within. This is why, when the sta
constitutes the sole environment in whic
men can fit themselves for the business of li
ing in common, they inevitably ‘contract out’,
detaching themselves from one another, an
thus society disintegrates to a correspondin
extent. A nation cannot be maintained unless,
between the state and individuals, a whole
range of secondary groups are interposed.
These must be close enough to the individual
to attract him strongly to their activities and,
in so doing, to absorb him into the main-
stream of social life. We have just demon-
strated how professional groupings are fitted
to perform this role, and how indeed every-
thing marks them out for it. Hence we can
comprehend how important it is, particularly
in the economic sphere, that they should
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respective importance attributed by public opinion
to these two factors of production. Bur if it is nec-

essary for both sides to meet on the governing
ofessions of this kind today m_u.molu councils of the corporation it is no less indispens-
tor part of the energies of society.” able for them rto constitute distinct and indepen-
g dent groups at the lower level of corporative or-
ganisation, because too often their interests vie
with one another and are opposing. To feel that
they exist freely, they must be aware of their sepa-
rate existence. The two bodies so constituted can
then appoint their representatives to the common
assemblies.

5. Moreover, we do not mean that territorial
constitutencies are destined to disappear com-
pletely, but only that they will fade into the back-
ground. Old institutions never vanish in the face of
new ones to such an extent that they leave no trace
of themselves. They persist not only by the mere
fact of survival, but also because there persists
some trace of the needs to which they corre-
sponded. Marerial proxamity will always constitute
a link between men. Consequently the political and
social organisation based on territory will certainly
subsist. But it will no longer enjoy its present pre-
dominance, precisely because that link is losing
some of its force. What is more, we have shown
above that, even at the base of the corporation will
still be found geographical divisions. Moreover, be-
tween the various corporations from a same local-
ity or region there will necessarily be special rela-
tionships of solidarity which will, from time to
time, demand an appropriate organisation.

Sm that inchoate and disorganised
ich they have lain for a century,

lezing, Etude historique sur les corpora-
fzssion chez les Romains, vol. 1, p. 194,
. especially Année sociologigue, vol. 1, pp.

need not discuss the mternational organi-
hich, because of the international charac-
the market, would necessarily develop at a
hove that of the national organisation. For
t the latter alone can constitute a legal en-
he present state of European law the for-
 only result from arrangements freely con-
hetween national corporations.

his specialisation could not occur without
Ip of elected assemblies charged with repre-
the corporation. In the present state of in-
these assemblies, as well as those tribunals
ted with the task of applying the regulations
sceupation, should clearly include represen-
es of employees and employers, as is already
se with the industrial arbitration tribunals.
roportion of each should correspond ro the

VID B. GRUSKY AND JESPER B. SORENSEN

e study of social class has a volatile history
which waves of creative class analytic
holarship are interspersed with periods of
icism about the class analytic enterprise.
the present cynical phase, criticisms of both
‘Marxian and non-Marxian class analysis con-
lnue to escalare, with many commentators
ow feeling bold enough ro argue that the

Originally published in 1998. Please see complete
source information beginning on page 891.

i There Big Social Classes?

concept of class is “ceasing to do any useful
work for sociology” (Pahl 1989, p. 710; also,
Pakulski and Waters 1996; Clark and Lipset
1991). By way of response, the most ardent
defenders of class models have simply reaf-
firmed the class analytic starus quo, albeit
sometimes with the concession that class-
based formulations now apply in rather
weakened form (e.g., Wright 1996; Hout,
Brooks, and Manza 1993; Goldthorpe and
Marshall 1992). The debate between these
two camps has proceeded along stylized lines.
Indeed, although the literature is well stocked
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with all manner of defense and critique of
conventional class analysis, there have been
few, if any, truly constructive efforts to refash-
ion class analysis.

Against this intellectual backdrop, we have
recently suggested that critics of class analysis
have too quickly dismissed the power of class
analytic language, whereas defenders of class
analysis have not appreciated that such lan-
guage, for all its power, yields little insight
when applied to conventional, highly aggre-
gate social classes (see Grusky and Serensen
1998; Grusky 1999; Grusky and Weeden
forthcoming). This formulation leads to the
prescription that class analysis should be
ratcheted down to an analytic level where real
social groupings (i.e., “occupations”) form
around functional niches in the division of la-
bor. The great virtue of disaggregating is that
the nominal categories of conventional class
analysis can be replaced by Gememschaftlich
groupings that are embedded in the very fab-
ric of society and are thereby meaningful not
merely to sociologists but to the lay public as
well.

The foregoing line of argument is not en-
tirely without precedent. Indeed, whenever
sociologists have turned their attention to the
professions (e.g., Abbott 1988), the long-
standing tendency has been to emphasize the
great hererogeneity and sectional divisiveness
within this (putative) new class. The recent
commentary of Freidson (1986) is illustrative
here: “The range of education, income, and
prestige of the professional occupations in
question ... [makes] it hard to imagine them
sharing a common culture of any significance,
a common set of material interests, or a com-
mon inclination to act politically in the same
fashion and direction” (p. 57). Although this
critique is surely of interest, it falls shorr of
our own position insofar as it pertains only to
the professional sector and fails to engage
more broadly with contemporary anticlass
critiques. In similar fashion, stratification
scholars are currently quite interested in “un-
packing” conventional class categories (Mar-
shall et al. 1988), yet the ultimarte objective
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has invariably been to argue for some g
and preferred form of reaggregation.

We would be hard-pressed, then, to locay
direct line of intellectual heritage. If forced
identify a partial and approximate one, tha
principal inspiration would have to be sch
ars such as Durkheim ([1893] 1933), Bo
dieu (1984), and their intellectual desc
dants (e.g., Lamont 1992; also, Freids
1994; Van Maanen and Barley 1984). U
the Durkheimian developmental model, occyd
pational associations come to serve as im
tant intermediaries between the modern s
and individual, yet they play a largely inte
tive role and eschew the more partisan beh;
ior of “maintaining or increasing privile
and monopolies” (Durkheim [1893] 1933
10). Likewise, Bourdieu (1984) has argu
that sociologists should “rethink Weber’s o
position between class and Stand” (p.
but his recent empirical work emphasizes t
cultural rather than economic implications g
occupational closure. This work is noneth
less distinguished by its relatively detaile
analyses; that is, Bourdieu resorts to disa
gregate data in characterizing the habirus a
the lifestyles it generates, because the con
tions of existence of conventional aggrega
classes are assumed to be unacceptably he
erogeneous. In our own analysis, we shall
similarly insist on extreme disaggregation
yet we regard the resulting occupations
economic and cultural groupings that cons
tute precisely that unification of “class an
Stand™ that Bourdieu (1984) so ambitiousl
sought. :

ssen 1998; Grusky 1999; Grusky and
en forthcoming).

s Identification

usefully begin by considering the sub-
e domain of stratification as revealed in
.rns of class identification and awareness.
though some sociologists remain convinced
contemporary identities are strongly
ned by aggregate affiliations (e.g., Mar-
et al. 1988), the prevailing post-Marxist
ion is that conventional classes now have
a weak hold over workers. For example,
ison and Western (1990) report that
7 percent of all Australians regard their
ial class as a “very important” identity,
ereas other commentators (e.g., Saunders
9) have stressed that open-ended queries
out class identification tend to yield con-
ed responses, refusals to answer, and even
licit denials that classes exist. This evi-
ce has led many sociologists to conclude
t class is now a “passive identity” (Bradley
6, p. 72} and that the realm of production
no longer the principal locus of identity for-
ation.
We regard such accounts as overreactive to
ncerns that, although legitimate, surely do
ot require abandoning class analysis alto-
ther. The Emmison-Western results are
ain revealing on this point, because they in-
icate that detailed occupations continue to
one of the main social identities for con-
emporary workers (see Emmison and West-
rn 1990, pp. 247-48). This result should
ome as no surprise; after all, occupational
ategories are deeply embedded in the institu-
ions of advanced industrialism, whereas ag-
gregate classes are highly abstract constructs
that are evidently more appealing to aca-
emics than to workers, employers, or the
state. As Treiman (1977) notes, workers in-
Variably represent their career aspirations in
Occupational terms, while professional and
- vocartional schools train workers for occupa-
tionally defined skills, and employers con-
struct and advertise jobs in terms of corre-

The Case for Disaggregation

The following discussion summarizes th
main virtues of disaggregation in understand
ing patrerns of class identification, social clo
sure, collective action, and lifestyles and atti-
tudes. For each of these topics, our summary
of the conceprual rationale for disaggregatio
will be bricf, as more comprehensive analyse
can be found elsewhere (see Grusky E.E..

185

sponding occupational designations. The class
analytic fallacy thus amounts to insisting on
aggregate categories even when disaggregate
ones are more deeply institutionalized and
hence subjectively more salient.

Social Closure

If subjectivist models of class were once domi-
nant in sociology (e.g., Warner, Meeker, and
Eells 1949), they have now been superseded
by analytic approaches that focus on the so-
cial processes by which class membership is
restricted to qualified eligibles (Freidson
1994, pp. 80-84; Murphy 1988; Collins
1979; Parkin 1979; Weber [1922] 1968).
These models emphasize not only the institu-
tionalized means by which closure is secured
(e.g., private property, credentials, licenses)
but also the efforts of excluded parties to
challenge these institutions and the inequality
that they maintain. Although closure theory
provides, then, a new sociological language
for understanding interclass relations, the ac-
tual class mappings posited by closure theo-
rists have proven to be standard aggregate
fare. The two-class solution proposed, for ex-
ample, by Parkin (1979, p. 58) features an ex-
clusionary class comprising those who control
productive capital and professional services
and a subordinate class comprising all those
who are excluded from these positions of con-
trol.

We might usefully ask whether an aggre-
gate formulation is fundamental to closure
theory or merely superfluous adjunct. The lat-
ter interpretation strikes us as more plausible;
that is, if closure theory could somehow be
reinvented without the coloration of class
analytic convention, its authors would likely
emphasize thar the real working institutions
of closure (i.e., professional associations, craft
unions) are largely local associations “repre-
senting the credential-holders themselves”
(Murphy 1988, p. 174). These associations
establish and enforce local jurisdictional set-
tlements that prevent other occupations from
providing competing services. In most cases,
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the associated closure devices (e.g., licensing,
credentialling, apprenticeships) do not govern
entry to aggregate classes, but instead serve
only to control entry (and exit) at the more
detailed occupational level. By contrast, there
are no analogous organizations that represent
aggregate classes, nor are there jurisdictional
settlements or closure devices that are truly
aggregate in scope. This conclusion implies
that conventional aggregate mappings of “ex-
ploitation classes” (e.g., Wright 1985) conceal
the highly disaggregate level ar which rent is
extracted and interests are formed (see
Serensen 1996; 1994). Indeed, given that
unions and associations establish local rather
than classwide restrictions on labor supply,
the “rent” that is thereby generated should
create interests principally at the disaggregare
level.

Collective Action

For most neo-Marxists, social closure is of in-
terest not because it provides a vehicle for
pursuing purely local concerns (i.e., “trade
union consciousness™), but rather because it
allegedly facilitates the development of class-
wide interests and grander forms of interclass
conflict. The aggregate classes identified by
contemporary sociologists have so far shown
a decided reluctance to act in accord with
such theorizing. This quiescence at the aggre-
gate level has led to considerable neo-Marx-
ian handwringing as well as more radical
claims that postmodern interests are increas-
ingly defined and established outside the
realm of production (e.g., Larafa, Johnston,
and Gusfield 1994). The latter form of post-
modernism, popular as it is, overlooks the
simple fact that much collective action flows
unproblematically out of structurally defined
groupings, albeit only when those groupings
are defined in less aggregate terms than is con-
ventionally the case. The three principal types
of collective action at the level of unit occupa-
tions are (a) downwardly directed closure
strategies designed to restrict access to occu-
pational positions, (b) lateral competitive
struggles between occuparional associations
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over functional niches in the division of labat
and (c) upwardly directed collecrive acti
oriented toward securing occupation-speg
benefits (e.g., monopoly protection) from th
state and from employers. We thus cong
with Krause (1971, p. 87) that “there has
torically been more occupation-specific ¢
sciousness and action than cross-occupati
combination™ (also, see Freidson 1994
75-91). .
This is not to suggest that local conflict a
the unit occupational level drives the co
of human history. To the contrary, local as
ciations typically pursue sectional objecti
and the wider systemic effects of such mic
level conflict are neither obvious nor necess:
ily profound (cf. Durkheim [1893] 193:
We might conclude, then, that our disaggrel
gate class analysis is an intellectually modesg
project, but it bears noting that aggrega
class analysts have likewise scaled back the
ambitions and effectively discarded compr
hensive class-based theories of history (e.
Goldthorpe and Marshall 1992, p. 385).
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Class Outcomes

In this sense, the class analytic project is be:
coming gradually more limited in its objec
tives, with many contemporary scholars no
satisfied to merely document that class mem
bership conditions individual-level outcomes
of all kinds (e.g., attitudes, voting behavio
lifestyles). The resulting analyses typically ex-
amine either the categorical effects of aggr
gate classes or the gradational effects of vari
ables that represent the many dimensions
(e.g-, socioeconomic status, substantive com
plexity) underlying disaggregate occupations.
Although these approaches have yielded new

and important results, it is nonetheless trou-

bling that they typically conceal or ignore the

Gemeinschaftlich character of (some) disag- .

gregate occupations. If modern closure is
indeed secured principally at the detailed oc-
cupational level, then the reesulting restric-
tion of social interaction will generate and
maintain occupational subcultures that are
correspondingly disaggregate. These local
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e initially forged through intensive
+ socialiation of the kind provided
orenticeships, police and  military
ntes, and graduate and professional
As Caplow (1954) noted _onm,mmo‘
pccupations require _umo_.o:mna rraining
_es to inculcate explicit codes of be-
whereas aggregate classes have no
ble influence or authority over sec-
patterns of socialization. The occupa-
"habitus is further strengthened insofar
arkers choose occupations receptive o
values and employers choose workers
alues that are (putatively) compatible
upational demands. The great failing
ventional analyses of lifestyles, disposi-
nd attitudes is that Gemeinschaftlich
ions are regarded as nominal cate-
s.and are therefore blithely aggregated or
ionalized.
moral to our story, then, is that sociol-
s have searched for structuration art the
& level of analysis. Ironically, class ana-
have sought realist solutions at the ag-
te level when only nominal ones were vi-
whereas occupational analysts have
ed on nominal solutions (e.g., socioeco-
ic scales) when in fact realist ones were
sible. Among Marxian and non-Marxian
olars alike, the division of labor is typi-
ly represented as purely “technical” in
acter (see, esp., Wright 1980; Abercrom-
and Urry 1983, p. 109), even though nom-
1l rask-based groupings are often converted
o real social collectivities with a shared cul-
ire and set of interests. We think that socio-
logical research stands to benefit from taking
- such local organization more explicitly into
~ account.

v

Although disaggregate structuration has been
largely overlooked by contemporary class an-
alysts, it is nonetheless possible that such
Structuration, strong though it may be, is
_growing gradually weaker in ways that are
Consistent with a standard poststructuralist
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vision. The prevailing view, especially among
European commentators, is that the site of
production is indeed of diminishing relevance
in understanding stratification systems, The
virtues of poststructuralism may be “taken
for granted among contemporary social and
cultural analysts™ (Casey 1995, p. 8), bur the
lack of substantiating evidence for this posi-
tion is quite striking; and it is accordingly pre-
mature to foreclose on all further debate
abour the principal forces of change.

The available literature on such marrers can
be readily simplified by classifying theories in
terms of the institutional domains thar they
reference. We shall thus proceed by distin-
guishing between (a) the types of technical
tasks embodied in the division of labor,
(b) the organizational settings in which these
tasks are carried out, and (c) the associational
forms that characteristically develop at the
site of production (e.g., trade unions, profes-
sional associations). As shall be evident, the
foregoing domains do not evolve in isolation
from one another, but it is still analytically
useful to distinguish between them.

Sociotechnical Change

The current fashion is to approach longstand-
ing debates about sociotechnical change from
a post-Fordist perspective (Piore and Sabel
1984). As Amin (1994) notes, post-Fordists
suggest that early industrialism brought abour
much craft deskilling and homogenization,
yet this process is alleged to be reversing itself
as “Fordist™ factories are gradually sup-
planted by small-scale production, flexible
specialization, and a rejuvenated artisanal
sector, all of which serve to reintroduce those
distinctions of manual labor that Marx
([1894] 1964) promised would ultimately dis-
appear. This account may therefore be seen as
a freshened form of postindustrial theory in
which the forces of upgrading and reskilling
are presumed to play out not merely in the
professional, technical, and service categories
but in the craft sector as well. In this context,
one might expect postmodernists to view
post-Fordism with some antipathy, yet in fact
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these two accounts are often conflated in the
literature. For example, the “new times” post-
Fordism of Hall (1988) and his colleagues
(e.g., Hall and Jacques 1989) becomes virtu-
ally indistinguishable from conventional post-
modernism, as it emphasizes that sociotechni-
cal changes weaken aggregate solidarities and
generate a new stratification order based on
“lifestyle, taste, and culture rather than cate-
gories of social class™ (Hall 1988, p. 24). This
account rests on the characteristic postmod-
ernist assumption that an “increasingly frag-
mented” productive realm (Hall 1988, p. 24)
necessarily weakens all forms of solidarity
within the division of labor.

The pathbreaking work of Piore and Sabel
(1984) clearly has merit, but we would neces-
sarily rake issue with these more elaborated
accounts that attempt to smuggle in post-
structuralism under a post-Fordist banner. If
one accepts the core post-Fordist claim that
flexible specialization breathes new life into
artisanal production (e.g., Piore and Sabel
1984), the appropriate implication is not that
all production-based solidarities shall wither
away but rather that such solidarities are in-
creasingly localistic. In any standard post-
Fordist account, the new and emerging forms
of craft production are assumed to require
worker “solidarity and communitarianism”
(Piore and Sabel 1984, p. 278), and the reju-
venated artisanal sector therefore brings
early-industrial “craft communities into
the twenty-first century on the basis of a
newly decentralized production process”
(Aronowitz and DiFazio 1994, p. 98). The
end result, then, is a manifestly prostructural-
ist account whereby modern craftworkers are
increasingly “bound to an often familial com-
munity [that] promotes both greater control
and a sense of belonging™ (Aronowitz and Di-
Fazio 1994, p. 97).

The same conclusion holds with respect to
older sociotechnical models of differentiation
(e.g., Parsons 1970; Dahrendorf 1959). When
such models were initially formularted, there
was little interest in elaborating a positive
theory of local structuration, because the
principal objective was merely to counter
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Marxian approaches by calling attention ¢ ganizational Change
the class-decomposing effects of differentis
tion. 1f a positive theory of local solidaritieg
were atrempted, it would likely emphas;
thar (a) the process of differentiation gene
ates local collective action as emergent oce
pational groupings vie with one another for
jurisdiction over new functional niches, and’
(b) the resulting occupations become mean.
ingful communities not only because of th
“mechanical solidarity” spawned by fune
tional similarities (Durkheim [1893] 1933,
16) bur also because of the affiliative ti
forged in the originating jurisdictional stry;
gles (see Abbotr 1988).

The above considerations suggest that dif-
ferentiation creates solidarities that are i
creasingly localistic. At the same time, on
must bear in mind that the newly differen
ated occupations are, by virtue of their ne
ness, hampered in developing stereotypi
behavioral expectations thar can then be en-
forced by the outside public. The subcultur
of these occupations may therefore be le
binding; for instance, the occupations of “sys
tems analyst,” “day trader,” or “Web site
signer™ may not evoke stereotypical expecta
tions that are as well formed as thos
characterizing more established occupatio
such as professor (absentminded), cook (e
citable), or reporter (cynical). In his semina
work, Caplow (1954, pp. 134-35) make
much of this liability of newness, as he =
garded the “public stereotype as itself th
most important agent for the conditioning o
roles.” The latter argument fails, however,
appreciate that newness can itself be an ass
indeed, just as religious cults generate solida
ity by capitalizing on missionary zeal, so to
one suspects that new occupations can impo
behavioral expectations on incumbents with=2
ourt these expectations being well known or
appreciated by outsiders. Under this formula
tion, rapid differentiation prevents the publi
from understanding the increasingly comple:
mosaic of occupational subcultures and com
munities, but it may nor greatly weaken th
hold of these local communities over theify
members.

sociologists so frequently point out, the di-
ion of labor is not intrinsic to the structure
asks, bur rather is a social construction
t reflects organizational constraints as well
he interests of relevant parties (e.g., Ed-
ds 1979). The rise of industrialism in the
teenth century can be attributed, for ex-
ple, to the spread of vertical strategies of
rdination that fragmented tasks into in-
singly simple jobs and thus rendered them
nable to purely administrative or bureau-
ic oversight (Weber [1922] 1968). By con-
t, preindustrial craft workers defined and
anized the production process themselves,
the division of labor was accordingly
trolled by self-regulating occupational ex-
s rather than organizationally empowered
inistrators (Zabusky and Barley 1996,
88-92). The obvious question that then
es is whether vertical methods of control
ill continue to encroach on occupationally
ined labor as postindustrialism evolves.

is question cannot be as easily answered
ome postmodernists seemingly suggest. In
, one can identify incipient organizational
ries on either side of this debate, with the
temporary literature thus encompassing
th (a) postoccupational theories describing
gradual withering away of functionally
ned positions, and (b) revisionist theories
pgesting that a new occupationally oriented
c of production is on the rise. The former
ature, which is clearly dominant, rests on
claim that contemporary organizations
relying increasingly on reamwork, cross-
ming, and multiacrivity jobs that break
n conventional skill-based distinctions
, Casey 1995). These new polyvalent jobs
e created either by combining formerly dis-
ct skills or by appending managerial and
bordinative functions to production posi-
ns. The resulting story thus privileges the
ces of integration over those of differentia-
n; that is, whereas many early industrial
ft occupations (e.g., shoemaker) were dis-
ived through rtask simplification, the
Ostindustrial organizations described by
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Casey (1995] putatively eliminate occupa-
tions through task fusion, elaboration, and
complication.

The preceding account, popular though it
may be, is not without its crirics, some of
whom have argued that “pressures for an oc-
cupational logic of organizing may in fact be
rising” (Barley 1995, p. 40). This revisionist
argument rests on the twofold claim that (a)
the occupationally organized sectors of the la-
bor force (e.g., professionals) are rapidly ex-
panding in size, and (b) the remaining verti-
cally organized sectors of the labor force (e.g.,
management) are increasingly differentiating
into functional areas and therefore becoming
“occupationalized” (Freidson 1994). In devel-
oping these claims, Barley (1995) suggests
thar the seeds of the future have been sown in
the burgeoning technical sector, where the
work process is dominated by experts who
have so far rigorously defended their occupa-
tional jurisdictions and have accordingly re-
sisted cross-training, job mergers, and all
forms of hierarchy. The resulting “technicist
archetype” (Barley 1995) thus rests on the
collaboration of experts who control knowl-
edge through extended training within a com-
munity of practice. Under the latter formula-
tion, teams and work groups figure no less
prominently than in the postoccupationalist
archetype (e.g., Casey 1995}, but of course
the constituent experts now control mutually
exclusive bodies of knowledge. The resulting
team solidarity may be seen, then, as organic
rather than mechanical.

Although most expert teams are presently
formed within the confines of firms, one
might anticipate that production will increas-
ingly be contracted out to independent work-
ers who are brought together by managers or
brokers. The construction industry serves as
the conventional exemplar here both because
of its extreme occupationalism and character-
istic reliance on outsourcing. In fact, the
emerging fashion among organizational theo-
rists is to represent the construction industry
not as a historical remnant that “God forgot
and the industrial revolution overlooked”
(Lawrence and Dyer 1983, p. 599), but rather
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as a heroic survivor that will in the end super-
sede mass production, thereby shaping the fu-
ture of work more generally. For our pur-
poses, it suffices to stress that these revisionist
theories are inconsistent with those of postoc-
cupationalism, and not merely because they
rest explicitly on a well-developed (and inten-
sifying) division of labor. We would further
emphasize that the concomitant growth of
outsourcing and externalization increases
pressures to identify and affiliate with occupa-
tions rather than organizations.

Associational Change

The final institutions of interest to us are the
various intermediary associations (e.g., trade
unions, professional associations) that charac-
teristically develop at the site of production.
Within the Marxian framework, the long-
standing concern has been that “trade union
consciousness”™ is intrinsically sectional, thus
requiring intellectuals and party functionaries
to carry out supplementary ideological work
that presumably cultivates more encompass-
ing class-based interests (esp. Lenin 1927).
This Marxian concern appears now to have
been well founded. If the history of guilds,
unions, and related production-based associa-
tions is reevaluated from the long view, it is
evident that true classwide organization
emerged for only a brief historical moment
and that postmodern forms are reverting back
to localism and sectionalism. The widely doc-
umented difficulties facing contemporary
unions should be interpreted accordingly;
namely, despite an evident weakening in the
“encompassiveness of union movements”
(Visser 1988, p. 167), there is much evidence
suggesting that purely local unions and asso-
ciations have by no means lost their hold over
workers (e.g., the American Federation of
Teachers). In many countries, centralized bar-
gaining between national unions and employ-
ers is indeed on the decline, yet decentralized
negotiations have taken their place as “in-
strumental collectivism, based on sectional
self-interest, becomes the order of the day”
(Marshall et al. 1988, p. 7). This interpreta-
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attention on local forms of structura-
thin the division of labor.
.Hmw:..:m out this case for disaggregation,
ve largely ignored cross-national vari-
in local structuration, but not because
ieve such variability to be either trivial
iconsequential. To the contrary, we sus-
that convergence theories (e.g., Erikson
Goldthorpe 1992) may be rather less ap-
g when disaggregate analyses are at-
ted, because national idiosyncrasies are
essarily concealed through the abstracting
goregating operations of class analysis.
ase of Germany, for example, provides
ealing example of the extent to which
‘institutional forms can support and sus-
disaggregate structuration. As class ana-
ave long stressed, Germany has a well-
oped system of vocational training and
nriceship, both of which serve to en-
rage occupation-specific investments and
ote professional commitment and crafts-
ip (e.g., Blossfeld 1992). In systems of
sort, workers must invest in a single trade
in their careers, and the correspondingly
costs of retraining produce relatively
d occupational groupings.
he German system reveals, then, the lim-
of disaggregate structuration, the case of
conversely reveals the extent to which
structuration can be institutionally sup-
ed. The standard characterization of
emphasizes such distinguishing features
a) an educational curriculum that is gener-
in orientation rather than functionally
crentiated, (b) a vocational training system
- cultivates firm-specific “nenko skills”
re 1973) through teamwork and continu-
job rotation, (c) an erganizational com-
tment to “lifetime employment” that fur-
strengthens firm-specific ties at the
pense of more purely occupational ones,
(d) a weakly developed system of enter-
€ unions that cuts across functional spe-
ations and thereby eliminares any resid-
craft-based loyalties. This conjunction of
orces produces a postoccupational system
At some commentators might well regard as
Prototy pically postmodern.

tion, if borne out, does not speak to dest
turation per se but rather to increasing dis
gregation and differentiation of associatig
forms.

The professional sector has given rise to
ganizational forms that are yet more locy
tic. As Parkin (1979) points out, professio
eschew all types of interoccupational con
eration, whereas they typically seek out g
tional associations that can defend juris
tional claims and thereby protect aga
incursions by neighboring occupations. In g
sessing the future of professionalization, o
must consider not only the ongoing growth |
traditional professional occupations (e
lawyer) and the consequent increase in
number of workers who find themselve:
classlike groupings, but also the emergence.
new high-skill sectors that may allow furtl
occupations to undertake professionaliza
projects. To be sure, oppositional moveme
may possibly emerge and stall these clos
projects, yet there is relatively lictle in the con;
temporary political arena that might now
interpreted as incipient m:zﬁnamnﬂm_o:mrw
This conclusion serves to emphasize ous
Hm_‘mn_. point that the future of local solidari
ties is more ambiguous than standard po
structuralist formulas allow.

Conclusions

In his celebrated preface to The Division
Labor, Durkheim ([1893] 1933, p. 28) pt
dicred that occupational associations wou
gradually become “intercalated berween ¢
state and the individual,” thereby providin
an organizational counterbalance to the th
of class formation on one hand and sta
tyranny on the other. This account is ritual
rehearsed by Durkheimian scholars but h
never been treated as a credible developmental
model. As the Marxian project falls our of fas
vor, scholars have therefore settled into some
version of Weberianism or postmodernisn
neither of which pays much attention to oc
pation-level structuration. We have outlinet
above a quasi-Durkheimian third road thatr
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Although further cross-national compar-
isons of the preceding sort would surely be in-
structive, we think that comparative analysis
becomes especially powerful when local and
aggregate forms of structuration are consid-
ered in tandem. In the past, structuration has
been treated as a unidimensional concept, and
scholars accordingly sought to characterize
countries on a simple continuum representing
the extent to which their stratification systems
were well formed (cf. Giddens 1973). The
two cases discussed above suggest that such
practice may not be altogether misleading; af-
ter all, Japan is well known for its attenuated
class structure as well as its postoccupational-
ism (Nakane 1970), while Germany likewise
combines strong vocationalism with a deeply
class-based labor market and political system.
We would nonetheless caution against assum-
ing that such cross-level consistency is the
norm. In fact, low-level structuration is often
assumed to undermine the development of
class-based organization, with the United
States serving as the typical case in point. The
scholarly literature on American exceprional-
ism is obviously wide ranging, but one of the
continuing themes is that class formation was
inhibired in the American case not so much by
simple individualism as by low-level struc-
turation in the form of craft unions and pro-
fessionalism (e.g., Dahrendorf 1959). The
zero-sum imagery underlying such analyses
suggests that aggregate and disapgregate
structuration may sometimes work at cross-
purposes.

It is also worth considering the obverse case
in which class-based organization flourishes
in the absence of competing local structura-
tion. This is clearly the stuff of texthook
Marxism, yert ironically it comes closest to
empirical realization within countries, such as
Sweden, that opted for the social democratic
road quite early. In standard analyses of
Swedish exceptionalism (e.g., Therborn
1988), the well-known solidarism of labor is
attribured not merely to the historic weakness
of guild organization and craft unionism, but
also to party negotiating tactics that privi-
leged classwide collective bargaining over
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purely sectional wage demands. At the same
time, the “active labor market” programs
embodied in the Rehn-Meidner model (Esp-
ing-Andersen 1988, pp. 47-53) provide ex-
tensive state assistance for worker retraining
and relocation, thereby blurring interoccupa-
tional boundaries and further undermining
local sectionalism and closure. In this con-
text, unit-level occupations are still defined
by funcrional positions in the Swedish divi-
sion of labor, but the social trappings (e.g.,
associations, closure) that usually emerge
around such technical distinctions have been
partly repressed. Although Sweden appears,
then, to be properly characterized by the neo-
Marxian formula that “technical features do
not entail social features” (Abercrombie and
Urry 1983, p. 109), it is unclear whether this
form of structuration extends much beyond
Sweden and Scandinavia more generally. If it
is more widespread than we suspect, then our
preferred line of argumentation is admittedly
weakened.

The larger conclusion to be drawn is thar
sociologists in all countries have typically
been too quick to fall back on purely nominal
categories and the descriptive models that
they imply. The longstanding Marxian dis-
tinction between klasse an sich and klasse
fiir sich only reinforces such nominalist ten-
dencies, as it legitimates the claim thar con-
ventional aggregate categories, although
presently latent or quiescent, may someday
become meaningful and activated. This ap-
proach is of course peculiarly modern. In
characterizing stratification systems of the
past, sociologists have typically relied on cate-
gories that were embedded in the fabric of so-
ciety (e.g., estates, castes), thereby rendering
them sensible and meaningful to intellectuals
and the lay public alike.

The modern analogues to such realist cate-
gories are the unit occupational groups that
emerge around functional positions in the di-
vision of labor. Tf analyses are ratcheted down
to this level, we can construct models that rely
on real insttutional forces and assume more
nearly structural form. The proof of our ap-
proach rests, then, on the additional explana-
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AETANO MOSCA

po THE RULING CLASS AND ELITES

"he Ruling Class

Among the constant facts and tendencies
at are to be found in all political organisms,
ine is so obvious that it is apparent to the
ost casual eye. In all societies—from soci-
ies that are very meagerly developed and
ve barely artained the dawnings of civiliza-
on, down to the most advanced and power-
societies—two classes of people appear—a
ss that rules and a class thar is ruled. The
t class, always the less numerous, performs
I political functions, monopolizes power
d enjoys the advantages that power brings,
1ereas the second, the more numerous class,
directed and controlled by the first, in a
nner that is now more or less legal, now
e or less arbitrary and violent, and sup-
lies the first, in appearance at least, with ma-
ial means of subsistence and with the in-
entalities that are essential to the vitality
e political organism.

practical life we all recognize the exis-
ce of this ruling class (or political class, as
‘have elsewhere chosen to define it).! We all
ow that, in our own country, whichever it
y be, the management of public affairs is in
> hands of a minority of influential persons,
which management, willingly or unwill-
y, the majority defer. We know that the
Same thing goes on in neighboring countries,

figinally published in 1939, Please sce complete
1ce information beginning on page 891.

and in fact we should be put to it to conceive
of a real world otherwise organized—a world
in which all men would be directly subject to
a single person without relationships of supe-
riority or subordination, or in which all men
would share equally in the direction of politi-
cal affairs. If we reason otherwise in theory,
that is due partly to inveterate habits that we
follow in our thinking and partly to the exag-
gerated importance that we attach to two po-
litical facts that loom far larger in appearance
than they are in reality.

The first of these facts—and one has only to
Open one’s eyes to see it—is that in every po-
litical organism there is one individual who is
chief among the leaders of the ruling class as a
whole and stands, as we say, at the helm of
the state. That person is not always the per-
son who holds supreme power according
to law. At times, alongside of the hereditary
king or emperor there is a prime minister or a
major-domo who wields an actual power that
is greater than the sovereign’s. At other times,
in place of the elected president the influential
politician who has procured the president’s
election will govern. Under special circum-
stances there may be, instead of a single per-
son, two or three who discharge the functions
of supreme control.

The second fact, too, is readily discernible.
Whatever the type of political organization,
pressures arising from the discontent of the
masses who are governed, from the passions
by which they are swayed, exert a certain
amount of influence on the policies of the rul-
ing, the political, class.
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Burt the man who is at the head of the state
would certainly not be able to govern without
the support of a numerous class to enforce re-
spect for his orders and to have them carried
out; and granting that he can make one indi-
vidual, or indeed many individuals, in the rul-
ing class feel the weight of his power, he cer-
rainly cannot be at odds with the class as a
whole or do away with it. Even if that were
possible, he would at once be forced to create
another class, without the support of which
action on his part would be completely para-
lyzed. On the other hand, granting that the
discontent of the masses might succeed in de-
posing a ruling class, inevitably, as we shall
later show, there would have to be another or-
ganized minority within the masses them-
selves to discharge the functions of a ruling
class. Otherwise all organization, and the
whole social structure, would be destroyed.

2. From the point of view of scientific re-
search the real superiority of the concepr of
the ruling, or political, class lies in the fact
that the varying structure of ruling classes has
a preponderant importance in determining
the political type, and also the level of civiliza-
ton, of the different peoples. According to a
manner of classifying forms of government
that is still in vogue, Turkey and Russia were
both, up to a few years ago, absolute monar-
chies, England and Italy were constitutional,
or limited, monarchies, and France and the
Unired States were classed as republics. The
classification was based on the fact that,
the first two countries mentioned, headship in
the state was hereditary and the chief was
nominally omnipotent; in the second two, his
office is hereditary but his powers and prerog-
atives are limited; in the last two, he is elected.

That classification is obviously superficial.
Absolurisms though they were, there was little
in common between the manners in which
Russia and Turkey were managed politically,
the levels of civilization in the two countries
and the organization of their ruling classes be-
ing vastly different. On the same basis, the
regime in Italy, a monarchy, is much more
similar to the regime in France, a republic,
than it i1s to the regime in England, also a
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monarchy; and there are imporrant differ-8
ences between the political organizarions ¢
the United States and France, though both
countries are republics.

As we have already suggested, ingrained
habits of thinking have long stood, as they !
still stand, in the way of scientific progress in
this matter, The classification mentioned |
above, which divides governments into abso- |
lute monarchies, limited monarchies and r
publics, was devised by Montesquieu and was
intended to replace the classical categories of ¥
Aristotle, who divided governments int
monarchies, aristocracies and democracie
Whart Aristotle called a democracy was simp
an aristocracy of fairly broad membership;?
Aristotle himself was in a position to observe |
that in every Greek state, whether aristocratic
or democratic, there was always one perso
or more who had a preponderant influence
Between the day of Polybius and the day of
Montesquieu, many writers perfected Aristo
tle’s classificarion by introducing into it the:
concept of “mixed” governments. Later o
the modern democratic theory, which had it
source in Rousseau, rook its stand upon th
concept that the majority of the citizens
any state can participate, and in fact ought to
participate, in its political life, and the do
trine of popular sovereignty still holds sw
over many minds in spite of the fact that mo
ern scholarship is making it increasingly cle
that democratic, monarchical and aristocra
principles function side by side in every poli
cal organism. We shall not stop to refute th
democratic theory here, since that is the ta
of this work as a whole. Besides, it would
hard to destroy in a few pages a whole syste
of ideas that has become firmly rooted in
human mind. As Las Casas aptly wrote in hi
life of Christopher Columbus, it is often mu
harder to unlearn than to learn.

3. We think it may be desirable, neverth
less, to reply at this point to an object
which might very readily be made to ou
point of view. If it is easy to understand thata
single individual cannot command a gro
without finding within the group a minori
to support him, it is rather difficult ro grants

constant and natural fact, that minorities
. majorities, rather than majorities minori-
But that is one of the points—so numer-
in all the other sciences—where the first
ession one has of things is contrary to
ot they are in reality. In reality the domin-
of an organized minority, obeying a single
ulse, over the unorganized majority is in-
ble. The power of any minority is irre-
le as against each single individual in the
rity, who stands alone before the totaliry
e organized minority. At the same time,
‘minority is organized for the very reason
it is a minority. A hundred men acting
formly in concert, with a common under-
ing, will triumph over a thousand men
are not in accord and can therefore be
t with one by one. Meanwhile it will be
er for the former to act in concerr and
ve a mutual understanding simply because
y-are a hundred and not a thousand. It fol-
“thar the larger the political community,
smaller will the proportion of the govern-
o minority to the governed majority be, and
more difficult will it be for the majority to
nize for reaction against the minority.
dowever, in addition to the great advan-
accruing to them from the fact of being
inized, ruling minorities are usually so
tituted thar the individuals who make
up are distinguished from the mass of
moﬁu.:na by qualities that give them a cer-
n material, intellectual or even moral supe-
ty; or else they are the heirs of individuals
0 possessed such qualities. In other words,
bers of a ruling minority regularly have
me attribure, real or apparent, which is
ghly esteemed and very influential in the so-
in which they live.

In primitive societies thar are still in the
Y stages of organization, military valor is
= quality that most readily opens access to
uling, or political, class. In societies of
dvanced civilization, war is the exceptional
ondition. It may be regarded as virtually nor-
. in societies that are in the initial stages of
development; and the individuals who
Ow the preatest ability in war easily gain
premacy over their fellows—the bravest be-
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come chiefs. The fact is consrant, but the
forms it may assume, in one set of circum-
stances or another, vary considerably.

As a rule the dominance of a warrior class
over a peaceful multitude is attributed to a su-
perposition of races, to the conquest of a rela-
tively unwarlike group by an aggressive one.
Sometimes that is actually the case—we have
examples in India after the Aryan invasions,
in the Roman Empire after the Germanic in-
vasions and in Mexico after the Aztec con-
quest. But more often, under certain social
conditions, we note the rise of a warlike rul-
ing class in places where there.is absolutely no
trace of a foreign conquest. As long as a
horde lives exclusively by the chase, all indi-
viduals can easily become warriors. There will
of course be leaders who will rule over the
tribe, but we will not find a warrior class ris-
ing to exploit, and at the same time to protect,
another class that is devoted to peaceful pur-
suits. As the tribe emerges from the hunting
stage and enters the agricultural and pastoral
stage, then, along with an enormous increase
in population and a greater stability in the
means of exerting social influence, a more or
less clean-cut division into two classes will
take place, one class being devoted exclusively
to agriculture, the other class to war. In this
event, it is inevitable that the warrior class
should little by little acquire such ascendancy
over the other as to be able to oppress it with
impunity. . ..

5. Everywhere—in Russia and Poland, in
India and medieval Europe—the ruling war-
rior classes acquire almost exclusive owner-
ship of the land. Land, as we have seen, is the
chief source of production and wealth in
countries that are not very far advanced in
civilization. But as civilization progresses, rev-
enue from land increases proportionately.
With the growth of population there is, at
least in certain periods, an increase in rent, in
the Ricardian sense of the term, largely be-
cause great centers of consumption arise—
such at all times have been the great capitals
and other large cities, ancient and modern.
Eventually, if other circumstances permir, a
very important social transformation occurs.




Wealth rather than military valor comes to be
the characteristic feature of the dominant
class: the people who rule are the rich rather
than the brave.

The condition that in the main is required
for this transformation is thar social organiza-
tion shall have concentrated and become per-
fected ro such an extent that the protection
offered by public authority is considerably
more effective than the protection offered by
private force. In other words, private property
must be so well protected by the pracrical and
real efficacy of the laws as to render the
power of the proprietor himself superfluous.
This comes about through a series of gradual
alterations in the social structure whereby a
type of political organization, which we shall
call the “feudal state,” is transformed into an
essentially different type, which we shall term
the “bureaucratic state.” We are to discuss
these types at some length hereafter, bur we
may say at once that the evolution here re-
ferred to is as a rule greatly facilitated by
progress in pacific manners and customs and
by certain moral habits which socieries con-
tract as civilization advances.

Once this transformation has taken place,
wealth produces political power just as politi-
cal power has been producing wealth. In a so-
ciety already somewhat mature—where,
therefore, individual power is curbed by the
collective power—if the powerful are as a rule
the rich, to be rich is to become powerful.
And, in truth, when fighting with the mailed
fist is prohibited whereas fighting with
pounds and pence is sanctioned, the betrer
posts are inevitably won by those who are
better supplied with pounds and pence.

There are, to be sure, states of a very high
level of civilization which in theory are orga-
nized on the basis of moral principles of such
a character that they seem to preclude this
overbearing assertiveness on the part of
wealth. But this is a case—and there are many
such—where theoretical principles can have
no more than a limited application in real life.
In the United States all powers flow directly
or indirectly from popular elections, and suf-
frage is equal for all men and women in all
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the states of the Union. Whart is more, demge
racy prevails not only in institutions but ¢
certain extent also in morals. The rich oa»
narily feel a certain aversion to entering pu
lic life, and the poor a certain aversion g
choosing the rich for elective office. But
does not prevent a rich man from being mo
influential than a poor man, since he can
pressure upon the politicians who contrg]
public administration. It does not preveng
elections from being carried on to the mus
of clinking dollars. It does not prevent whole
legislatures and considerable numbers of na:
tional congressmen from feeling the influen
of powerful corporations and great
nanciers.2. . . ;
6. In societies in which religious beliefs a
strong and ministers of the faith form a sp
cial class a priestly aristocracy almost alway
arises and gains possession of a more or le
important share of the wealth and the polit
cal power. Conspicuous examples of that si
ation would be ancient Egypt (during certain
periods), Brahman India and medieval E
rope. Oftentimes the priests not only perfo
religious functions. They possess legal and s
entific knowledge and constitute the class o
highest intellectual culture. Consciously o
unconsciously, priestly hierarchies often sho
a tendency to monopolize learning and ha
per the dissemination of the methods and pro-
cedures that make the acquisition of knowl
edge possible and easy. To that tendency ma
have been due, in part at least, the painfull
slow diffusion of the demotic alphaber in an
cient Egypt, though that alphabet was i
finitely more simple than the :_Q.cw_%_ur._
script. The Druids in Gaul were acquainted
with the Greek alphabet but would not pe
mir their rich store of sacred literature to b
written down, requiring their pupils to com-=
mit it to memory at the cost of untold effort-
To the same outlook may be attributed the
stubborn and frequent use of dead languages
that we find in ancient Chaldea, in India, and
in medieval Europe. Sometimes, as was th
case in India, lower classes have been explic-
itly forbidden to acquire knowledge of sacred’
books.

pecialized knowledge and really scientific
ire, purged of any sacred or religious
, become important political forces only
highly advanced stage of civilization, and
then do they give access to membership
he ruling class to those who possess them.
n this case too, it is not so much learning
itself that has political value as the practical
Solications that may be made of learning to
Eomﬂ of the u:E_n or the state. Sometimes
ar is required is mere possession of the
hanical processes that are indispensable
e acquisition of a higher culture. This
be due to the fact that on such a basis it
easier to ascertain and measure the skill
ch a candidate has been able to acquire—
asier to “mark” or grade him. So in cer-
periods in ancient Egypt the profession
scribe was a road to public office and
wer, perhaps because to have learned the
croglyphic script was proof of long and pa-
t study. In modern China, again, learning
numberless characters in Chinese script
formed the basis of the mandarin’s educa-
n.* In present-day Europe and America the
ss that applies the findings of modern sci-
ce to war, public administration, public
orks and public sanitation holds a fairly im-
ant pesition, both socially and politically,
d in our western world, as in ancient
me, an altogether privileged position is
d by lawyers. They know the complicated
cgislation thar arises in all peoples of long-
nding civilization, and they become espe-
illy powerful if their knowledge of law is
upled with the type of eloquence that
hances to have a strong appeal to the taste
their contemporaries,
There are examples in abundance where we
that longstanding practice in directing the
ttary and civil organization of a2 commu-
ity creates and develops in the higher reaches
;m the ruling class a real art of goverr ing
which is something better than crude empiri-
.m_.: and berter than anything thar mere indi-
dual experience could suggest. In such cir-
umstances aristocracies of functionaries
arise, such as the Roman senate, the Venetian
Bobility and to a cerrain extent the English
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aristocracy. Those bodies all stirred John Sru-
art Mill to admiration and certainly they all
three developed governments that were distin-
guished for carefully considered policies and
for great steadfastness and sagacity in carry-
ing them out. This art of governing is not po-
litical science, though it has, at one time or
another, anticipated applications of a number
of the postulates of political science. How-
ever, even if the art of governing has now and
again enjoyed prestige with certain classes of
persons who have long held possession of po-
litical functions, knowledge of it has never
served as an ordinary criterion for admitting
to public offices persons who were barred
from them by social station. The degree of
mastery of the art of governing that a person
possesses is, moreover, apart from exceptional
cases, a very difficult thing to determine if the
person has given no practical demonstration
that he possesses it.

7. In some countries we find hereditary
castes. In such cases the governing class is ex-
plicitly restricted to a given number of fami-
lies, and birth is the one criterion that derer-
mines entry into the class or exclusion from it.
Examples are exceedingly common. There is
practically no country of long-standing civi-
lization that has not had a hereditary aristoe-
racy at one period or another in its history.
We find hereditary nobilities during certain
periods in China and ancient Egypt, in India,
in Greece before the wars with the Medes, in
ancient Rome, among the Slavs, among the
Latins and Germans of the Middle Ages, in
Mexico at the time of the Discovery and in
Japan down to a few years ago.

In this connection two preliminary observa-
tions are in point. In the first place, all ruling
classes tend to become heredirary in fact if not
in law. All political forces seem to possess a
quality that in physics used to be called the
force of inertia. They have a tendency, that is,
to remain at the point and in the state in
which they find themselves. Wealth and mili-
tary valor are easily maintained in cerrain
families by moral tradition and by heredity.
Qualification for important office—the habir
of, and to an extent the capacity for, dealing
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with affairs of consequence—is much more
readily acquired when one has had a certain
familiarity with them from childhood. Even
when academic degrees, scientific training,
special aptitudes as tested by examinations
and competitions, open the way to public of-
fice, there is no eliminating thar special ad-
vantage in favor of certain individuals which
the French call the advantage of positions
déja prises. In actual fact, though examina-
tions and competitions may theoretically be
open to all, the majority never have the re-
sources for meeting the expense of long
preparation, and many others are without the
connections and kinships that set an individ-
ual promptly on the right road, enabling him
to avoid the gropings and blunders that are
inevitable when one enters an unfamiliar envi-
ronment without any guidance or support.

The democratic principle of election by
broadbased suffrage would seem at first
glance to be in conflict with the tendency rto-
ward stability which, according to our theory,
ruling classes show. Bur it must be noted that
candidates who are successful in democratic
elections are almost always the ones who pos-
sess the political forces above enumerared,
which are very often hereditary. In the En-
glish, French and Italian parliaments we fre-
quently see the sons, grandsons, brothers,
nephews and sons-in-law of members and
deputies, ex-members and ex-deputies.

In the second place, when we see a heredi-
tary caste established in a country and mo-
nopolizing political power, we may be sure
thar such a status de jure was preceded by a
similar status de facto. Before proclaiming
their exclusive and hereditary right to power
the families or castes in question must have
held the scepter of command in a firm grasp,
completely monopolizing all the political
forces of that country at that period. Other-
wise such a claim on their part would only
have aroused the bitterest protests and pro-
voked the bitterest struggles.

Hereditary aristocracies often come to
vaunt supernatural origins, or at least origins
different from, and superior to, those of the
governed classes. Such claims are explained
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and, as generation succeeds genera-
_are ﬁncmammm?n_w accentuated. The de-
ants of rulers, therefore, ought to be-
hetrer and better fitted to rule, and the
classes ought to see their chances of
enging or supplanting them become
nd more remote. Now the most com-
nplace experience suffices to assure one
 things do not go in that way at all.
at we see is that as soon as there is a
the balance of political forces—when,
,a need is felt thar capacities different
the old should assert themselves in the
ement of the state, when the old capac-
. werefore, lose some of their importance
5t changes in their distribution occur—then
nner in which the ruling class is consti-
changes also. If a new source of wealth
ops in a society, if the practical impor-
of knowledge grows, if an old religion
es or a new one is born, if a new cur-
of ideas spreads, then, simultaneously,
ching dislocations occur in the ruling
One might say, indeed, that the whole
ry of civilized mankind comes down to a
ct berween the tendency of dominant el-
ts to monopolize political power and
it possession of it by imheritance, and
endency toward a dislocation of old
rces and an insurgence of new forces; and
onflict produces an unending ferment
ndosmosis and exosmosis berween the
t classes and certain portions of the
er. Ruling classes decline inevitably when
“cease to find scope for the capacities
ough which they rose to power, when they
000 longer render the social services which
once rendered, or when their talents and

by a highly significant social fact, namely th
every governing class tends to justify its ae
tual exercise of power by resting it on som
universal moral principle. This same sort o
claim has come forward in our time in sciens
tific trappings. A number of writers, develop.
ing and amplifying Darwin’s theories, cog
tend that upper classes represent a highe
level in social evolution and are therefore s
perior to lower classes by organic structure. -
Gumplowicz goes to the point of maintaini
that the divisions of populations into tra
groups and professional classes in mode
civilized countries are based on ethnologic
heterogeneousness.*

Now history very definitely shows the spe-’
cial abilities as well as the special defects
both very marked—which have been dis
played by aristocracies that have eith
remained absolutely closed or have made e
try into their circles difficult. The ancient Ro=#
man patriciate and the English and German
nobilities of modern times give a ready idea of
the type we refer to. Yet in dealing with this.
fact, and with the theories that tend to exag:®
gerate its significance, we can always raise the |
same objection—that the individuals who be-
long to the aristocracies in question owe the
special qualities not so much to the blood tha
flows in their veins as to their very particula
upbringing, which has brought out certain -
tellectual and moral tendencies in them in
preference to others. . . .

8. Finally, if we were to keep to the idea o
those who maintain the exclusive influence
of the hereditary principle in the formation of &
ruling classes, we should be carried to a con
clusion somewhat like the one to which we
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the services they render lose in importance in
the social environment in which they live. So
the Roman aristocracy declined when it was
no longer the exclusive source of higher offi-
cers for the army, of administrators for
the commonwealth, of governors for the
provinces. So the Venetian aristocracy de-
clined when its nobles ceased to command
the galleys and no longer passed the greater
part of their lives in sailing the seas and in
trading and fighting.

In inorganic nature we have the example of
our air, in which a tendency to immobility
produced by the force of inertia is continu-
ously in conflict with a tendency to shift
about as the result of inequalities in the distri-
bution of heat. The two tendencies, prevailing
by turn in various regions on our planet, pro-
duce now calm, now wind and storm. In
much the same way in human societies there
prevails now the tendency thar produces
closed, stationary, crystallized ruling classes,
now the tendency that results in a more or
less rapid renovation of ruling classes.

Notes

1. Mosca, Teorica dei governi e governo parla-
mentare, chap. L.

2. Jannet, Le istituzioni politiche e sociali degli
Stati Uniti d’America, part 11, chap. X.

3. This was true up to a few years ago, the ex-
amination of a mandarin covering only literary and
historical studies—as the Chinese understood such
studies, of course.

4. Der Rassenkampf. This notion transpires
from Gumplowicz’s whole volume. It is explicitly
formulated in book I, chap, XXXIII.

were carried by the evolutionary principl
The political history of mankind ought to be
much simpler than it is. If the ruling class
really belonged to a different race, or if the ™
qualities that fit it for dominion were trans-
mitted primarily by organic heredity, it is dif-
ficult to see how, once the class was formed, it
could decline and lose its power. The peculiar
qualities of a race are exceedingly tenacious. |
Keeping to the evolutionary theory, acquired
capacities in the parents are inborn in their




202

C. WRIGHT MILLS

Il / The Structure ol Contemporary Strati 2 Elite
, or, more directly, to gain the ear of
ho do occupy positions of direct
More or less unattached, as critics of
and technicians of power, as spokes-
f God and creators of mass sensibility,

The Power Elite

The powers of ordinary men are circum-
scribed by the everyday worlds in which they
live, yet even in these rounds of job, family,
and neighborhood they often seem driven by
forces they can neither understand nor gov-
ern. ‘Great changes’ are beyond their control,
but affect their conduct and outlook none the
less. The very framework of modern society
confines them to projects not their own, but
from every side, such changes now press upon
the men and women of the mass society, who
accordingly feel that they are without purpose
in an epoch in which they are without power.
But not all men are in this sense ordinary.
As the means of information and of power are
centralized, some men come to occupy posi-
tions in American society from which they
can look down upon, so to speak, and by
their decisions mightily affect, the everyday
worlds of ordinary men and women. They are
not made by their jobs; they set up and break
down jobs for thousands of others; they are
not confined by simple family responsibilities;
they can escape. They may live in many hotels
and houses, but they are bound by no one
community. They need not merely ‘meet the
demands of the day and hour’; in some part,
they create these demands, and cause others
to meet them. Whether or not they profess
their power, their technical and political expe-
rience of it far transcends that of the underly-
ing population. What Jacob Burckhardr said

Originally published in 1956. Please see complete
source information beginning on page 891.

clebrities and consultants are parr of
nediate scene in which the drama of
ite is enacted. But that drama itself is
ed in the command posts of the major
tutional hierarchies.

of ‘great men,” most Americans might we]
of their elite: “They are all that we are noj

The power elite is composed of men w
positions enable them to transcend the
nary environments of ordinary men
women; they are in positions to make
sions having major consequences. Wh
they do or do not make such decisions is
important than the fact that they do oc
such pivotal positions: their failure tg
their failure to make decisions, is itself ar
that is often of greater consequence th
decisions they do make. For they are in ¢
mand of the major hierarchies and org
tions of modern society. They rule the bj
porations. They run the machinery ol
state and claim its prerogatives. They d
the military establishment. They occup
strategic command posts of the social
ture, in which are now centered the efl
means of the power and the wealth an
celebrity which they enjoy.

The power elite are not solitary rulers.
visers and consultants, spokesmen and op
ion-makers are often the captains of
higher thought and decision. Immediatel
low the elite are the professional politicians
the middle levels of power, in the Cong
and in the pressure groups, as well as 2 2
the new and old upper classes of tow
city and region. Mingling with them in_
ous ways are those professional celebril
who live by being continually displayed.
are never, so long as they remain celebrit
displayed enough. If such celebrities are n0
the head of any dominating hierarchy, they
often have the power to distract the atrent
of the public or afford sensations to

uth about the nature and the power of
e is not some secret which men of af-
ow burt will not tell. Such men hold
various theories about their own roles in
quence of event and decision. Often
re uncertain about their roles, and even
often they allow their fears and their
to affecr their assessment of their own
No martter how great their actual
er, they rend to be less acutely aware of it
of the resistances of others to its use.
ver, most American men of affairs have
d well the rhetoric of public relations,
e cases even to the point of using it
hey are alone, and thus coming to be-
. The personal awareness of the actors
ly one of the several sources one must ex-
e in order to understand the higher cir-
Yet many who believe thar rthere is no
Or at any rate none of any consequence,
eir argument upon what men of affairs
je about themselves, or at least assert in

e is, however, another view: those who
en if vaguely, that a compact and pow-
elite of great importance does now pre-
0 America often base that feeling upon
historical trend of our time. They have
example, the domination of the mili-
ent, and from this they infer that gener-
d admirals, as well as other men of deci-
influenced by them, must be enormously
ful. They hear that the Congress has
abdicated 1o a handful of men decisions
1Y related to the issue of war or peace.
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They know that the bomb was dropped over
Japan in the name of the United Srates of
America, although they were ar no time con-
sulted about the matter. They feel that they
live in a time of big decisions; they know that
they are not making any, Accordingly, as they
consider the present as history, they infer that
at its center, making decisions or failing to
make them, there must be an elite of power.

On the one hand, those who share this feel-
ing abour big historical events assume that
there is an elite and that its power is great.
On the other hand, those who listen carefully
to the reports of men apparently involved in
the great decisions often do not believe that
there is an elite whose powers are of decisive
consequence.

Both views must be raken into account, but
neither is adequate. The way to understand
the power of the American elite lies neither
solely in recognizing the historic scale of
events nor in accepting the personal aware-
ness reported by men of apparent decision.
Behind such men and behind the events of his-
tory, linking the two, are the major institu-
tions of modern society. These hierarchies of
state and corporation and army constitute the
means of power; as such they are now of a
consequence not before equaled in human his-
tory—and at their summits, there are now
those command posts of modern society
which offer us the sociological key to an un-
derstanding of the role of the higher circles in
America.

Within American society, major national
power now resides in the economic, the polit-
ical, and the military domains. Other institu-
tions seem off to the side of modern history,
and, on occasion, duly subordinated to these.
No family is as directly powerful in national
affairs as any major corporation; no church is
as directly powerful in the external biogra-
phies of young men in America today as the
military establishment; no college is as power-
ful in the shaping of momentous events as the
National Security Council. Religious, educa-
tional, and family institutions are not au-
tonomous centers of national power; on the
contrary, these decentralized areas are in-
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creasingly shaped by the big three, in which
developments of decisive and immediate con-
sequence NOW OCCUL . . .

Within each of the big three, the typical in-
stitutional unit has become enlarged, has be-
come administrative, and, in the power of its
decisions, has become centralized. Behind
these developments there is a fabulous rech-
nology, for as institutions, they have incorpo-
rated this technology and guide it, even as it
shapes and paces their developments.

The economy—once a great scatter of small
productive units in autonomous balance—has
become dominated by two or three hundred
giant corporations, administratively and po-
litically interrelated, which together hold the
keys to economic decisions.

The political order, once a decentralized set
of several dozen states with a weak spinal
cord, has become a centralized, executive es-
tablishment which has taken up into itself
many powers previously scattered, and now
enters into each and every cranny of the social
structure.

The military order, once a slim establish-
ment in a context of distrust fed by state mili-
tia, has become the largest and most expen-
sive fearure of government, and, although
well versed in smiling public relations, now
has all the grim and clumsy efficiency of a
sprawling bureaucratic domain.

In each of these institutional areas, the
means of power at the disposal of decision
makers have increased enormously; their
central executive powers have been en-
hanced; within each of them modern admin-
istrative rourines have been elaborated and
tightened up.

As each of these domains becomes enlarged
and centralized, the consequences of its activi-
ties become greater, and its traffic with the
others increases. The decisions of a handful of
corporations bear upon military and polirical
as well as upon economic developments
around the world. The decisions of the mili-
tary establishment rest upon and grievously
affect political life as well as the very level of
economic actviry. The decisions made within
the political domain determine economic ac-
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one in economic affairs, and as they do
‘¢ontrolling decisions in each order are
d by agents of the other two, and eco-
military, and political structures are
flocked.

the pinnacle of each of the three en-
\..u:a centralized domains, there have
those higher circles which make up the
mic, the political, and the military elites.
top of the economy, among the corpo-
, there are the chief executives; ar the
the political order, the members of the
| directorate; at the top of the military
hment, the elite of soldier-statesmen
red in and around the Joint Chiefs of
d the upper echelon. As each of these
s has coincided with the others, as de-
‘tend to become total in their conse-
he leading men in each of the three
s of power—the warlords, the corpo-
chieftains, the political directorate—
come together, to form the power elite

tivities and military programs. There is pg#
longer, on the one hand, an economy, and, ;
the other hand, a political order containin
military establishment unimportant to pg
tics and to money-making. There is a polig
cal economy linked, in a thousand ways,
military institutions and decisions. On ea,
side of the world-split running through c¢
tral Europe and around the Asiatic rimlan,
there is an ever-increasing interlockin
economic, military, and political structure;
If there is government intervention in the
porate economy, so is there corporate intg
vention in the governmental process. In
structural sense, this triangle of power is
source of the interlocking directorate t
most important for the historical structur
the present.

The fact of the interlocking is clearly
vealed at each of the points of crisis of mo
capitalist society—slump, war, and boo
each, men of decision are led to an awarel
of the interdependence of the major inst
tional orders. In the nineteenth century, w!
the scale of all institutions was smaller,
liberal integration was achieved in the
matic economy, by an auronomous pla;
market forces, and in the automatic poli
domain, by the bargain and the vote. I
then assumed that out of the imbalanc
friction that followed the limited deci
then possible a new equilibrium would in
course emerge. That can no longer be
sumed, and it is not assumed by the men.
top of each of the three dominant hierar

For given the scope of their consequ
decisions—and indecisions—in any o
these ramify into the others, and henc
decisions tend either to become co-ordin
or to lead to a commanding indecision.
not always been like this. When num
small entrepreneurs made up the economy;
example, many of them could fail an
consequences still remain local; politica
military authorities did not intervene:
now, given political expectations and mil
commitments, can they afford to allo
units of the private corporate econof
break down in slump? Increasingly,

her circles in and around these com-
posts are often thought of in terms of
Beir members possess: they have a
r share than other people of the things
criences that are most highly valued.
point of view, the elite are simply
ho have the most of what there is to
which is generally held to include
i, power, and prestige—as well as all the
f life to which these lead.? Bur the elite
not simply those who have the most, for
ould not ‘have the most’ were it not
€ir positions in the great institutions.
Siuch institutions are the necessary bases
er, of wealth, and of prestige, and at
¢ time, the chief means of exercising
‘om acquiring and retaining wealth, and
ng in the higher claims for prestige.

m.ﬁ powerful we mean, of course, those
re wZn to realize their will, even if oth-
Si5t it. No one, accordingly, can be truly
ful unless he has access to the com-
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mand of major institurions, for it is over these
institutional means of power thar the truly
powerful are, in the first instance, powerful.
Higher politicians and key officials of govern-
ment command such institutional power; so
do admirals and generals, and so do the major
owners and executives of the larger corpora-
tions. Nor all power, it is true, is anchored in
and exercised by means of such institutions,
but only within and through them can power
be more or less continuous and important. . . .
If we took the one hundred most powerful
men in America, the one hundred wealthies,
and the one hundred most celebrated away
from the institutional positions they now oc-
cupy, away from their resources of men and
women and money, away from the media of
mass communication that are now focused
upon them—then they would be powerless
and poor and uncelebrated. For power is not
of a man. Wealth does not center in the person
of the wealthy. Celebrity is not inherent in any
personality. To be celebrated, to be wealthy, to
have power requires access to major institu-
tions, for the institutional positions men oc-
cupy determine in large part their chances to
have and to hold these valued experiences.

3

The people of the higher circles may also be
conceived as members of a top social stratum,
as a set of groups whose members know one
another, see one another socially and at busi-
ness, and so, in making decisions, take one
another into account. The elite, according to
this conception, feel themselves to be, and are
felt by others to be, the inner circle of ‘the up-
per social classes.™ They form a more or less
compact social and psychological entity; they
have become self-conscious members of a so-
cial class. People are either accepted into this
class or they are not, and there is a qualitative
split, rather than merely a numerical scale,
separating them from those who are not elite.
They are more or less aware of themselves as
a social class and they behave toward one an-
other differently from the way they do toward
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members of other classes. They accept one an-
other, understand one another, marry one an-
other, tend to work and to think if not to-
gether at least alike.

Now, we do not want by our definition to
prejudge whether the elite of the command
posts are conscious members of such a so-
cially recognized class, or whether consider-
able proportions of the elite derive from such
a clear and distinct class. These are matters to
be investigated. Yet in order to be able to rec-
ognize what we intend to Investigate, we must
note something that all biographies and mem-
oirs of the wealthy and the powerful and the
eminent make clear: no matter what else they
may be, the people of these higher circles are
involved in a set of overlapping ‘crowds’ and
intricately connected ‘cliques.’ There is a kind
of mutual attraction among those who ‘sit on
the same terrace’—although this often be-
comes clear to them, as well as to others, only
at the point at which they feel the need to
draw the line; only when, in their common
defense, they come ro understand what they
have in common, and so close their ranks
against outsiders.

The idea of such ruling stratum implies
that most of its members have similar social
origins, that throughout their lives they main-
tain a network of informal connections, and
thar to some degree there is an interchange-
ability of position between the various hierar-
chies of money and power and celebrity. We
must, of course, note at once that if such an
elite stratum does exist, its social visibility
and its form, for very solid historical reasons,
are quite different from those of the noble
cousinhoods that once ruled various Euro-
pean nations.

That American society has never passed
through a feudal epoch is of decisive impor-
tance to the nature of the American elite, as
well as to American society as a historic
whole. For it means that no nobility or aris-
tocracy, established before the capitalist era,
has stood in tense opposition to the higher
bourgeoisie. It means that this bourgeoisie has
monopolized not only wealth but prestige and
power as well. It means that no ser of noble
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families has commanded the top positiop
and monopolized the values that are genera
held in high esteem; and certainly that no g

has done so explicitly by inherited right. [

means thar no high church dignitaries o
court nobilities, no entrenched landlords wit
honorific accouterments, no monopolists g
high army posts have opposed the enrich
bourgeoisie and in the name of birth and pre
rogative successfully resisted its self-making

But this does not mean that there are p,
upper strata in the United States. That ¢}
emerged from a ‘middle class’ that had no re :
ognized aristocratic superiors does not me:
they remained middle class when enormo
increases in wealth made their own superior:
ity possible. Their origins and their newnes

may have made the upper strata less visible in

America than elsewhere. But in America to
day there are in fact tiers and ranges of wealt]
and power of which people in the middle and

lower ranks know very little and may nog

even dream. There are families who, in thej

well-being, are quite insulated from the eco-.
nomic jolts and lurches felt by the merely -

prosperous and those farther down the scal

There are also men of power who in quite.

small groups make decisions of enormous

consequence for the underlying population.
The American elite entered modern history

as a virtually unopposed bourgeoisie. No na-

tional bourgeoisie, before or since, has had -

such opportunities and advantapes. Having
no military neighbors, they easily occupied an

isolated continent stocked with natural re-

sources and immensely inviting to a willing
labor force. A framework of power and an
ideology for its justification were already at
hand. Against mercantilist restricrion, they in-
herited the principle of laissez-faire; against
Southern planters, they im posed the principle
of industrialism. The Revolutionary War put
an end to colonial pretensions to nobility, as
loyalists fled the country and many estates
were broken up. The Jacksonian upheaval
with its status revolution put an end to pre-
tensions to monopoly of descent by the old
New England families. The Civil War broke
the power, and so in due course the prestige,

antebellum South’s claimants for the
esteem. The tempo of the whole capi-
evelopment made it impossible for an
ed nobility to develop and endure in

.mw.mm ruling class, anchored in agrarian
nd coming to flower in military glory,
contain in America the historic thrust
nmerce and industry, or subordinate to
e capitalist elite—as capitalists were
nated, for example, in Germany and
Nor could such a ruling class any-
¢ in the world contain that of the Unired
‘when industrialized violence came to
, history. Witness the fate of Germany
| Japan in the two world wars of the twen-
century; and indeed the fate of Britain
If and her model ruling class, as New
k became the inevitable economic, and
ington the inevitable political capital of
estern capitalist world.

elite who occupy the command posts may
en as the possessors of power and wealth
celebrity; they may be seen as members of
> upper stratum of a capitalistic society.
ey may also be defined in terms of psycho-
ical and moral criteria, as certain kinds of
ccted individuals. So defined, the elite,
simply, are people of superior character
[0l GDNH.W%.
he humanist, for example, may conceive
the ‘elite’ not as a social level or category,
as a scatter of those individuals who at-
pt to transcend themselves, and accord-
gly, are more noble, more efficient, made
ut of better stuff. It does not matter whether
hey are poor or rich, whether they hold high
osition or low, whether they are acclaimed
or despised; they are elite because of the kind
= of individuals they are. The rest of the popu-

& lation is mass, which, according to this con-
ception, sluggishly relaxes into uncomfortable
mediocrity, s

This is the sort of socially unlocated con-
ception which some American writers with
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conservative yearnings have recently sought
to develop. But most moral and psychological
conceptions of the elite are much less sophisti-
cated, concerning themselves not with indi-
viduals but with the stratum as a whole. Such
ideas, in fact, always arise in a soclety in
which some people possess more than do oth-
ers of what there is to possess. People with
advantages are loath to believe that they just
happen to be people with advantages. They
come readily to define themselves as inher-
ently worthy of what they possess; they come
to believe themselves “naturally’ elite; and, in
fact, to imagine their possessions and their
privileges as natural extensions of their own
elite selves. In this sense, the idea of the elite
as composed of men and women having a
finer moral character is an ideology of the
elite as a privileged ruling stratum, and this is
true whether the ideology is elite-made or
made up for it by others.

In eras of equalitarian rhetoric, the more
intelligent or the more articulate among the
lower and middle classes, as well as guilty
members of the upper, may come to entertain
ideas of a counter-elite. In western society, as
a matter of fact, there is a long tradition and
varied images of the poor, the exploited, and
the oppressed as the truly virtuous, the wise,
and the blessed. Stemming from Christian tra-
dition, this moral idea of a counter-elite com-
posed of essentially higher types condemned
to a lowly station, may be and has been used
by the underlying population to justify harsh
criticism of ruling elites and to celebrate
utopian images of a new elite to come.,

The moral conception of the elite, however,
is not always merely an ideology of the over-
privileged or a counter-ideology of the under-
privileged. It is often a fact: having controlled
experiences and select privileges, many indi-
viduals of the upper stratum do come in due
course to approximate the types of character
they claim to embody. Even when we give
up—as we must—the idea that the elite man
or woman is born with an elite character, we
need not dismiss the idea that their experi-
ences and trainings develop in them charac-
ters of a specific type. .
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These several notions of the elite, when ap-
propriately understood, are intricately bound
up with one another, and we shall use them
all in this examination of American success.
We shall study each of several higher circles as
offering candidates for the elite, and we shall
do so in terms of the major institutions mak-
ing up the total society of America; within
and between each of these institutions, we
shall trace the interrelations of wealth and
power and prestige. But our main concern is
with the power of those who now occupy the
command posts, and with the role which they
are enacting in the history of our epoch.

Such an elite may be conceived as omnipo-
tent, and its powers thought of as a great hid-
den design. Thus, in vulgar Marxism, events
and trends are explained by reference to ‘the
will of the bourgeoisie’; in Nazism, by refer-
ence to ‘the conspiracy of the Jews’; by the
petty right in America today, by reference to
‘the hidden force’ of Communist spies. Ac-
cording to such notions of the omnipotent
elite as historical cause, the elite is never an
entirely visible agency. It is, in fact, a secular
substitute for the will of God, being realized
in a sort of providential design, excepr that
usually non-elite men are thought capable of
opposing it and evenrually overcoming it.

The opposite view—of the elite as impo-
tent—is now quite popular among liberal-
minded observers. Far from being omnipo-
tent, the elites are thoughr to be so scattered
as to lack any coherence as a historical force.
Their invisibility is not the invisibility of se-
crecy but the invisibility of the multitude.
Those who occupy the formal places of au-
thority are so check-mated—by other elites
exerting pressure, or by the public as an elec-
torate, or by constitutional codes—thar, al-
though there may be upper classes, there is no
ruling class; although there may be men of
power, there is no power elite; although there
may be a system of strarification, it has no ef-
fective top. In the extreme, this view of the
elite, as weakened by compromise and dis-
united to the point of nulliry, is a substitute
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for impersonal collective fate; for, in this
the decisions of the visible men of the r._
circles do not count in history,

Internationally, the image of the omp;
tent elite tends to prevail. All good events
pleasing happenings are quickly imputed
the opinion-makers to the leaders of thg
own narion; all bad events and unpleasan
periences are imputed to the enemy abrog
both cases, the omnipotence of evil ruler
of virtuous leaders is assumed. Within the
tion, the use of such rhetoric is rather m;
complicated: when men speak of the powe
their own party or circle, they and their |
ers are, of course, impotent; only ‘the peop
are omnipotent. But, when they speak of the
power of their opponent’s party or circle, they
impute to them omnipotence; ‘the people’
now powerlessly taken in.

More generally, American men of po
tend, by convention, to deny that they
powerful. No American runs for office in of
der to rule or even govern, but only to serve
he does not become a bureaucrat or even -
official, but a public servant. And nowada
as I have already pointed out, such post
have become standard features of the pub
relations programs of all men of power.
firm a part of the style of power-wielding ha:
they become that conservative writers readi
misinterpret them as indicating a trend
ward an ‘amorphous power situation.’ nces. In so far as national events are de-

Bur the ‘power situation’ of America to d, the power elite are those who decide
is less amorphous than is the perspective . . .
those who see it as a romantic confusion. Tt is :
less a flat, momentary ‘situation’ than
graded, durable strucrure. And if those whi
occupy its top grades are not omnipotent, nek
ther are they impotent. It is the form and the
height of the gradation of power that we mu
examine if we would understand the degree
power held and exercised by the elite.

If the power to decide such national issu
as are decided were shared in an absolutely
equal way, there would be no power elite; i 1
fact, there would be no gradation of power,
but only a radical homogeneity. At the oppo-
site extreme as well, if the power ro decide is-
sues were absolutely monopolized by one

.Eu. there would be no gradartion of
there would simply be this small
- command, and below it, the undif-
, dominated masses. American so-
muw represents neither the one nor the
these extremes, but a conception of
one the less useful: it makes us real-
clearly the question of the structure
er in the United States and the position
ower elite within it.

in each of the most powerful institu-
orders of modern society there is a gra-
1 of power. The owner of a roadside
tand does not have as much power in
irea of social or economic or political de-
the head of a multi-million-dollar
orporation; no lieutenant on the line is
ful as the Chief of Staff in the Pen-
o deputy sheriff carries as much au-
_as the President of the United States.
dingly, the problem of defining the
- elite concerns the level at which we
ito draw the line. By lowering the line,
could define the elite out of existence; by
g it, we could make the elite a very small
e indeed. In a preliminary and minimum
we draw the line crudely, in charcoal as
re: By the power elite, we refer to those
cal, economic, and military circles which
intricate set of overlapping cliques share
sions having at least national conse-

not my thesis thar for all epochs of hu-
an history and in all nations, a creative mi-
ority, a ruling class, an omnipotent elite,
ape all historical events. Such statements,
on careful examination, usually turn out to
e mere tautologies,® and even when they are
ot, they are so entirely general as to be use-
5 in the attempt to understand the history
f the present. The minimum definition of the
Power elite as those who decide whatever is
ecided of major consequence, does not imply

that the members of this elite are always and
necessarily the history-makers; neither does it
imply that they never are. We must not con-
fuse the conception of the elite, which we wish
to define, with one theory about their role:
that they are the history-makers of our time.
To define the elite, for example, as ‘those who
rule America’ is less to define a conception
than to state one hypothesis about the role
and power of that elite. No matter how we
might define the elite, the extent of its mem-
bers” power is subject to historical variation.
If, in a dogmatic way, we try to include that
variation in our generic definition, we fool-
ishly limit the use of a needed conception. If
we insist that the elite be defined as a strictly
coordinated class that continually and abso-
lutely rules, we are closing off from our view
much to which the term more modestly de-
fined might open to our observation, In short,
our definition of the power elite cannot prop-
erly contain dogma concerning the degree and
kind of power that ruling groups everywhere
have. Much less should it permit us to smuggle
into our discussion a theory of history.

During most of human history, historical
change has not been visible to the people who
were involved in it, or even to those enacting
it. Ancient Egypt and Mesopotamia, for ex-
ample, endured for some four hundred gener-
ations with but slight changes in their basic
structure. That is six and a half times as long
as the entire Christian era, which has only
prevailed some sixty generations; it is about
eighty times as long as the five generations of
the United States’ existence. But now the
tempo of change is so rapid, and the means of
observation so accessible, that the interplay of
event and decision seems often to be quite his-
torically visible, if we will only look carefully
and from an adequate vantage point,

When knowledgeable journalists tell us that
‘events, not men, shape the big decisions,’
they are echoing the theory of history as For-
tune, Chance, Fate, or the work of The Un-
seen Hand. For ‘events’ is merely a modern
word for these older ideas, all of which sepa-
rate men from history-making, because all of
them lead us to believe that history goes on
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behind men’s backs. History is drift with no
mastery; within it there is action but no deed;
history is mere happening and the event in-
tended by no one.”

The course of events in our time depends
more on a series of human decisions than on
any inevitable fate. The sociological meaning
of “fate’ is simply this: that, when the deci-
sions are innumerable and each one is of
small consequence, all of them add up in a
way no man intended—to history as fate. But
not all epochs are equally fateful. As the circle
of those who decide is narrowed, as the
means of decision are centralized and the con-
sequences of decisions become enormous,
then the course of great events often rests
upon the decisions of determinable circles.
This does not necessarily mean that the same
circle of men follow through from one event
to another in such a way that all of history 1s
merely their plot. The power of the elite does
not necessarily mean that history is not also
shaped by a series of small decisions, none of
which are thought out. It does not mean that
a hundred small arrangements and compro-
mises and adaprations may not be built into
the going policy and the living event. The idea
of the power elite implies nothing abourt the
process of decision-making as such: it is an at-
tempt to delimit the social areas within which
that process, whatever its character, goes on.
It is a conception of who is involved in the
process.

The degree of foresight and control of those
who are involved in decisions that count may
also vary. The idea of the power elite does not
mean that the estimations and calculated risks
upon which decisions are made are not often
wrong and that the consequences are some-
times, indeed often, not those intended. Often
those who make decisions are trapped by
their own inadequacies and blinded by their
OWN errors.

Yet in our time the pivotal moment does
arise, and at that moment, small circles do de-
cide or fail to decide. In either case, they are
an elite of power. The dropping of the A-
bombs over Japan was such a moment; the
decision on Korea was such a moment; the
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confusion about Quemoy and Matsu, as v
as before Dienbienphu were such momep;
the sequence of maneuvers which involved
United States in World War Il was such a *m
ment.’ Is it not true that much of the histgry:
of our times is composed of such moment
And is not that what is meant when it is g
that we live in a time of big decisions, of degj
sively centralized power? e
Most of us do not try to make sense of oy
age by believing in a Greek-like, eternal recy,
rence, nor by a Christian belief in a salvatj
to come, nor by any steady march of h
progress. Even though we do not reflect u
such matters, the chances are we believe w
Burckhardt that we live in a mere success
of events; that sheer continuity is the o
principle of history. History is merely o
thing after another; history is meaningless
that it is not the realization of any determ
nate plot. It is true, of course, that our sens
of continuity, our feeling for the history of oy
time, is affected by crisis. But we seldom log
beyond the immediate crisis or the crisis felg
to be just ahead. We believe neither in fate nor
providence; and we assume, without talkin
abourt it, that ‘we’—as a nation—can dei
sively shape the furure but that ‘we’ as in
viduals somehow cannot do so. :
Any meaning history has, ‘we’ shall have to:
give to it by our actions. Yet the fact is thata
though we are all of us within history we d
not all possess equal powers to make histo
To pretend that we do is sociological non
sense and political irresponsibility. It is non:
sense because any group or any individual i
limited, first of all, by the technical and ins
tutional means of power ar its command;
do not all have equal access to the means of
power that now exist, nor equal influence
over their use. To pretend rhar ‘we’ are all'§
history-makers is politically irresponsible be==
cause it obfuscates any attempt to locate re<
sponsibility for the consequential decisions of =
men who do have access to the means of |

ced by the level of technique, by the
power and violence and organiza-
- prevail in a given society. In this con-
we also learn that there is a fairly
line running upward through the his-
‘he West; that the means of oppression
Jloitation, of violence and destruction,
the means of production and recon-
n, have been progressively enlarged
easingly centralized.

institutional means of power and the
of communications that tie them to-
have become steadily more efficient,
ow in command of them have come
amand of instruments of rule quite un-
d in the history of mankind. And we
yet at the climax of their development.
no longer lean upon or take soft com-
m the historical ups and downs of rul-
ups of previous epochs. In that sense,
is correct: we learn from history that
ot learn from it.

Jacob Burckhardr, Force and Freedom (New
Pantheon Books, 1943), pp. 303 ff.

Cf. Hans Gerth and C. Wright Mills, Charac-
d Social Structure (New York: Harcourt,
1953), pp. 457 £,

The starisrical idea of choosing some value
“calling those who have the most of it an elite
ts, in modern rimes, from rthe Italian
omist, Pareto, who puts the central point in
y: ‘Let us assume that in every branch of hu-
.activity each individual is given an index
h stands as a sign of his capacity, very much
ay grades are given in the various subjects in
mations in school. The highest type of lawyer,
nstance, will be given 10. The man who does
get a client will be given 1—reserving zero for
m..Emz who is an out-and-out idiot. To the man
10 has made his millions—honestly or dishon-
' as the case may be—we will give 10. To the
1 who has earned his thousands we will give 6;
such as just manage to keep out of the poor-
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house, 1, keeping zero for those who get in. . . . So
let us make a class of people who have the highest
indices in their branch of activity, and to thar class
give the name of elite.’ Vilfredo Pareto, The Mind
and Society (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1935),
par. 2027 and 2031. Those who follow this ap-
proach end up not with one elite, but with a num-
ber corresponding to the number of values they se-
lect. Like many rather abstract ways of reasoning,
this one is useful because it forces us to think in a
clear-cut way. For a skillful use of this approach,
see the work of Harold D. Lasswell, in particular,
Politics: Who Gets What, When, How (New York:
MecGraw-Hill, 1936); and for a more systematic
use, H. D. Lasswell and Abraham Kaplan, Power
and Society (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1950).

4. The conception of the elite as members of a
top social stratum, is, of course, in line with the
prevailing common-sense view of stratification.
Technically, it is closer to ‘status group’ than to
‘class,’ and has been very well stated by Joseph A.
Schumpeter, “Social Classes in an Erhically Homo-
geneous Environment,” Imperialism and Social
Classes (New York: Augustus M. Kelley, Tnc.,
1951), pp. 133 L., especially pp. 137-47. Cf. also
his Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy, 3rd ed.
{New York: Harper, 1950), Part IL. For the distine-
tion berween class and status groups, see From
Max Weber: Essays in Sociology (trans. and ed. by
Gerth and Mills; New York: Oxford University
Press, 1946). For an analysis of Pareto’s conception
of the elite compared with Marx’s conception of
classes, as well as data on France, sec Raymond
Aron, ‘Social Structure and Ruling Class,” British
Journal of Sociology, vol. 1, nos. 1 and 2 (1950).

5. The most popular essay in recent years which
defines the clite and the mass in terms of a morally
evaluated character-type is probably José Ortega y
Gasset’s, The Revolt of the Masses, 1932 (New
York: New American Library, Mentor Edition,
1950}, esp. pp. 91 ff.

6. As in the case, quite notably, of Gaetano
Mosca, The Ruling Class (New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1939). For a sharp analysis of Mosca, sce
Fritz Morstein Marx, ‘The Bureaucratic State,” Re-
view of Politics, vol. 1, 1939, pp. 457 ff. Cf. also
Mills, ‘On Intellectual Craftsmanship,’ April 1952,
mimeographed, Columbia College, February 1955.

7.Ct. Karl Lowith, Meaning in History
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1949), Pp-
125 ff. for concise and penetrating statements of
several leading philosophies of history.

pOWerL.

From even the most superficial examinationl
of the history of the western society we learfl
that the power of decision-makers is first of
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Elites and Power

It is cerrainly one of the most characteristic
emphases of the Marxian perspective that, in
capitalism especially (but also, in a general
sense, in the prior types of class system), the
realm of the ‘political’ is subordinate to that
of the ‘economic’. What remains relatively
obscure in Marx is the specific form of this
dependence, and how it is expressed con-
cretely in the domination of the ruling class,!
The importance of this is not confined to the
analysis of the social structure of capitalism,
but bears directly upon the question of the
classless character of socialism. It relates, in
addition, to issues brought to the forefront by
the critique of the Marxian standpoint ad-
vanced by the ‘elite theorists’ of the turn of
the century. The substance of this critique, in
the writings of such as Pareto and Mosca,
may be expressed as an attempr to transmute
the Marxian concepr of class, as founded in
the relations of production, into an essentially
political differentiation between those ‘who
rule’ and those who ‘are ruled’—a transmuta-
tion which was, indeed, in part made possible
by Marx’s failure to specify in a systematic
fashion the modes whereby the economic
hegemony of the capitalist class becomes
‘translated’ into the political domination of
the ruling class. For if it is simply the case that
economic control directly yields political
power, the way is open for the assertion that,
in socialism, as in capitalism (indeed as in any

Originally published in 1973. Please sce complete
source information beginning on page 891.

Recruitment
Open Closed
High solidary elite uniform elite
Integration
Low abstract elite established elite

other conceivable type of complex socie
whoever controls the means of productig
thereby achieves political domination as a g
ing class. The movement of history from ca
talism to socialism then becomes conceived:
as a mere succession of ‘ruling class . As it 1s sometimes employed, ‘elite’
(‘elites’), as in classical ‘elite theory’, or m, e may refer to those who ‘lead’ in any given cat-
specifically as the emergence of the sort g ry of activity: to actors and sportsmen as
‘managerial’ or ‘technocratic’ ruling class de as to political or economic ‘leaders’.
scribed in Burnham’s writings, and more re is evidently a difference, however, be-
cently in some of the variants of the theory g en the first and the second, in that the for-
the ‘technocratic society’.2 ‘lead’ in terms of some sort of scale of

The points at issue between the Marxi ¢’ or ‘achievement’, whereas the second
standpoint and ‘elite theory’ have become fu ge may be taken to refer to persons who
ther complicated in recent years by the use at the head of a specific social organisa-
concepts drawn from the latter, such as that § ion which has an internal authority structure
of ‘power elite’, as if they were synonyme the state, an economic enterprise, etc.). I shall
with that of ‘ruling class’. It will be useful t fise the term ‘elite group’ in this latter sense,
clarify the usage of the terms ‘ruling cla designare those individuals who occupy po-
‘elite’, ‘power elite’, ‘governing class’, e 10ns of formal authority at the head of a so-
which involves, in part, looking more closel organisation or institution; and ‘elite’
at the structuration of the upper class. - generally, to refer either to an elite group

In the analysis which follows, I shall be in luster of elite groups.
terested primarily in developing a set of fo these terms, it can be said that a major
mulations which illuminate significant co t of the structuration of the upper class
ceptual distinctions, rather than adhering ncerns, first, the process of mobility into or
convenrional terminological usage—if it ¢ ruitment to, elite positions and, second, the
be said, in any case, that there is any conve gree of social ‘solidarity” within and be-
tional practice in a field in which there ha cen elite groups. Mediate structuration
been so much confusion.? I shall suggest that, s concerns how ‘closed’ the process of re-
given the distinctions set out below, there ca uitment to elite positions is, in favour of
exist a ‘governing class’ without it necessaril ose drawn from propertied backgrounds.
being a ‘ruling class’; thar there can exist a ; oximate structuration depends primarily
‘power elite” without there necessarily being ™ pon the frequency and nature of the social
either a ‘ruling’ or a ‘governing class’; tha ontacts between the members of elite groups.
there can be what I shall call a system of  these may take various forms, including the
‘leadership groups’ which constirutes neither Ormarion of marriage connections or the ex-
a ‘ruling class’, ‘governing class’, nor ‘power tence of other kin ties, the prevalence of per-

. and that all of these social formations
in principle, compatible with the exis-
2 of a society which is ‘capirtalist’ in its or-
ation. To begin with, a few elementary
ks are necessary about the notion of

sonal ties of acquaintance or friendship, etc. If
the extent of social ‘integration’ of elite
groups is high, there is also likely to be a high
degree of moral solidarity characterising the
elite as a whole and, probably, a low inci-
dence of either latent or manifest conflicts be-
tween them. There has never been any elite,
however solidary, which has been free of con-
flicts and struggles; but the degree and inten-
sity of overt conflict has varied widely, and
thus it is reasonable to speak broadly of dif-
ferentials in the solidarity of elite groups.

Combining these two aspects of structura-
tion, we can establish a typology of elite for-
marions [see diagram this page].

A ‘uniform’ elite is one which shares the at-
tributes of having a restricted pattern of re-
cruitment and of forming a relatively tightly
knit unity. It hardly needs emphasising that
the classifications involved are not of an all-
or-nothing character. The point has been
made that even among traditional aristocra-
cies there was never a completely ‘closed” pat-
tern of recruitment, something which has only
been approached by the Indian caste system—
all elites open their ranks, in some degree, to
individuals from the lower orders, and may
enhance their stability thereby. A relatively
closed type of recruitment, however, is likely
to supply the sort of coherent socialisation
process producing a high level of solidarity
between (and within) elite groups. Burt it is
quite feasible to envisage the existence of in-
stances which approximate more closely to
the case of an ‘established’ elite, where there
is a relatively closed pattern of recruitment,
bur only a low level of integration between
elite groups. A “solidary’ elite, as defined in




214

Il / The Structure of Contemporary Stratificar

215

Issue-strength

Consolidated power

Diffused power

the classification, might also appear to involve
an unlikely combination of elements, since it
might seem difficult to attain a high degree of
integration among elite groups whose mem-
bers are drawn from diverse class back-
grounds. But, while this type of social forma-
tion is probably rare in capitalist societies, ar
least some of the state socialist countries fit
quite neatly into this category: the Communist
Party is the main channel of access to elite po-
sitions, and while it provides an avenue of mo-
bility for individuals drawn in substantial pro-
portions from quite lowly backgrounds, at the
same time it ensures a high degree of solidarity
among elite groups. An ‘abstract’ elite, involv-
ing both relatively open recruitment and a low
level of elite solidarity, whatever its empirical
reality, approximates closely to the picture of
certain contemporary capitalist societies as
these are portrayed in the writings of the theo-
rists of so-called ‘pluralist democracy’.

The distinguishing of different types of elite
formation does not, in itself, enable us to con-
ceptualise the phenomenon of power. As in
the case of class structuration itself, we may
distinguish two forms of the mediation of
power relationships in society. The first 1 shall
call the institutional mediation of power; the
other, the mediation of power in terms of con-
trol. By the institutional mediation of power, I
mean the general form of state and economy
within which elite groups are recruited and
structured. This concerns, among other
things, the role of property in the overall or-
ganisation of economic life, the narure of the
legal framework defining economic and polit-
ical rights and obligations, and the institu-
tional structure of the state itself. The media-
tion of control refers to the acrual (effective)

Broad Restricted Elite formation Power-holding
MHoCHAte aligarchic Ruling class uniform/established elite | autocratic/oligarchic
. il Governing class uniform/established elite | hegemonic/democratic|
hegemonic democratic
Power elite solidary elite autocratic/oligarchic
Leadership groups | abstract elite hegemonic/democratic|
power of policy-formation and decision-n |

ing held by the members of particular ef
groups: how far, for example, economic le;
ers are able to influence decisions taken
politicians, etc. To express it another way,
can say that power has two aspects: a ‘co
tive’ aspect, in the sense that the ‘parame
of any concrete set of power relationships
contingent upon the overall system of org
sation of a society; and a ‘distributive’ asp
in the sense that certain groups are able to
ert their will at the expense of others.4
mediation of control is thus expressed
terms of ‘effective’ power, manifest in terms of
the capacity either to take or to influence ¢
taking of decisions which affect the inter
of two or more parties differentially. :
We may conceptually separate two varia
factors in analysing effective power (thar i
say, power as differentiated from ‘formal 2
thority’) in relation to types of elite form
tion. The first concerns how far such power
‘consolidared’ in the hands of elite groups; t
second refers to the ‘issue-strength’ of
power wielded by those in elite position
While the former designates limitations upe
effective power, deriving from constraints
posed from ‘below’, the latter concerns h
far that power is limited because it can onl
be exercised in relation to a range of restricte
issues. Thus it is often held to be characte
tic of modern capitalist societies thar there a
quite narrowly defined limitations upon th
issues over which elite groups are able to exs}
ercise control.* By combining these two as=
pects of effective power as exercised by eli
groups, we can establish a classificarion of
forms of power-strucrure [see diagram on this
page]. Like the previous typology, this sets out&

act combination of possibilities; it
iost without saying that this is no
an an elementary categorisation of a
mplex set of phenomena, and the la-
plied here in no way exhaust the vari-
- characteristics which are frequently
ned under these terms.

cording to these definitions, the consoli-
n of effective power is greatest where it
- restricted to clearly defined limits in
‘of its ‘lateral range’ (broad ‘issue-
h’), and where it is concentrated in the
s of the elite, or an elite group. Power-
ng is ‘oligarchic’ rather than ‘autocratic’
re the degree of centralisation of power in
1ands of elite groups is high, but where
sue-strength of that power is limited. In
ase of ‘hegemonic’ control, those in elite
1ons wield power which, while it is not
y defined in scope and limited to a re-
cted range of issues, is ‘shallow’. A ‘demo-
tic’ order, in these terms, is one in which

1]

nally, bringing together both classifica-
s formulated above, we can set up an
all typology of elite formartions and
er within the class strucrure [see diagram
this page]. This makes possible a clarifica-
0 of the four concepts already men-
ed—'ruling class’, ‘governing class’,
Ower elite’ and ‘leadership groups’. It must
‘emphasised that these partially cross-cut
Ome of the existing usages in the literature
 class and elite theory. The Paretian term
Boverning class’ is here not, as in Pareto’s

own writing, a replacement for the Marxian
‘ruling class’; in this scheme, a governing
class is ‘one step down’, both in terms of elite
formation and power-holding, from a ‘ruling
class’.

In this scheme, the ‘strongest’ case of a rul-
ing class is defined as that where a uniform
elite wields ‘autocratic’ power; the weakest is
where an established elite holds ‘oligarchic’
power. Where a relatively closed recruitment
pattern is linked with the prevalence of de-
fined restrictions upon the effective power of
elite groups, a governing class exists, but not
a ruling class. A governing class borders upon
being a ruling class where a uniform elite pos-
sesses ‘hegemonic® power; and comes closest
to being a system of leadership groups where
an established elite holds ‘democratic’ power.
Where a governing class involves a combina-
tion of an established elite and ‘hegemonic’
power, it stands close to being a power clite.
A power elite is distinguished from a ruling
class in terms of pattern of recruitment, as is a
governing class from a system of leadership
groups. The latter exists where elite groups
only hold limited power, and where, in addi-
tion, elite recruitment is relatively open in
character.

In terms of the mediation of control, this
classification leaves undefined the relative pri-
macy of the power of any one elite group over
others. This can be conceprually expressed as
referring to the nature of the hierarchy which
exists among elite groups. A hierarchy exists
among clite groups in so far as one such
group holds power of broader issue-strength
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than others, and is thereby able to exert a de-
gree of control over decisions taken by those
within them. Thus jt may be that the eco-
nomic elite, or certain sectors of the economic
elite, are able to significantly condition poliri-
cal decisions through the use of ‘influence’,
‘inducement’, or the ‘direct” control of politi-
cal positions—i.e., through the fact that mem-
bers of the economic elite are also incumbents
of political positions, We may refer to all of
these modes of obtaining, or striving for, con-
trol as the media of interchange between elite
groups. It is precisely one of the major tasks
of the analysis of elite formations to examine
the media of interchange which operate be-
tween elite groups in any given society in or-
der to determine what kinds of elite hierarchy
exist,
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Glass in the Age of Mass Society

certainly regarded the kinds of in-
that he discovered in his studies as
He thought there could be no soci-
ut clites and that elites perform func-
-h are absolutely fundamental for
ng of society. He thought moreover
could not be dispensed with and
e of rtheir vices were an inevitable
tant of that existence. These did not
be controvertible issues to Mosca,
d did they take a central position in
! ht. He was more concerned with the

.,.m_m under which political elites were
This seems to me to set the proper

in the study of elites. The demo-
- or “elite-recruitment” studies find
fication when the information that
_,hm is put to the task of explaining the
r failure of elites in maintaining their

1. Most subsequent Marxist authors haye
been content with the most generalised asge
about this issue, or have wanted ro have thejp
and eat it by insisting that capitalism is dom;a;
by a ruling class who do not actually *ryj
Nicos Poulantzas, Poupoir politique et clgs 3
ciales de Pétat capitaliste (Paris 1970), pp. wm;

2. James Burnham, The Managerial Reyq
(New York 1941). :

3. In this section of this chapter | have dray
upon part of my article ‘Elites in the British ¢},
structure’, Sociological Review 20,1972,

4. cf. Talcotr Parsons, “On the concept of
cal power’, Proceedings of the American P,
saphical Society 107, 1963, The error in Pay
analysis, however, is to rake insufficient accoy
the fact thac the ‘collective’ aspect of pg
asymmetrical in its consequences for the diff
Broupings in sociery, !

5. As in Keller’s ‘strategic elites’. See Suq
Keller, Beyond the Ruling Class (New York 194

EDWARD A. SHILS

—_—— e

The Political Class in the Age of Mass S ociety:
nd

Collectivistic Liberalism a
Social Democracy

The very subject of the study of elites is
anathema to the anti-elitists. Mosca and
Pareto have always been suspect among pro-
gressivistic, collectivistic liberals and radicals,
partly because they were suspected of having
been Fascists, partly because some Fascists in-
voked them as witnesses to their oligarchical
ideals and their admiration—and practice—of

Originally published in 1982 Please see complete
source information beginning on page §91.

ation over their societies and avoiding
t disruptions in their tenure. Mosca did
nceive of the tenure of a particular set
ividuals; he thought of tenure as run-
yond the lifetime or the political ca-
f single individuals, conceived simply
idividuals. He thought of the success of
as political lineages or political classes.
ing or political class was not the aggre-
fall individuals participating in political
it was not the aggregate of all those sec-
of the population whose members par-
ated in politics. The ruling or political
‘was narrower than the latter; it was
- a collective than the former. The politi-
class was, according to Mosca, marked by
se of political vocation, which was
ed by its individual members who, at the
e time, perceived that sense of vocation in
other members of the class. There was, on
basis, a sense of solidarity of individuals
ith each other, even though the political
lass as a whole was divided by rivalries.
The concept of a political class referred to a
ister of families or, to a lesser extent, pro-
tons and institutions from which the indi-
duals who held important elective and ap-
Pointive positions in the government came.
embership in these lineages or membership

- 1n these professions or the fact of having been
2

brutality. But, in fact, the study of elites is 2
evaluatively neutral subject. Insofar as it cons
fines itself to the descri ption of what happer
between two or more generations, it is sile
at the question as ro whether inequality in th
distribution of Opportunities and rewards is.
inherent in the nature of societies. Indeed, the
descriptive accounts contained in elite studies
are quite compatible with the beljefs that in-
equalities are inevitable and with beliefs that
they are necessary and useful or at least have
advantages which more than compensate for
their disadvantages. They are quite compati-
ble with beliefs that the distributions which—
they disclose are good or evil.
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a student at certain schools or colleges or uni-
versities offered to their members a sense of
identity as parts of a loose collectivity whose
“business™ was ruling the society. The con-
cept of a political class refers not only to the
families, professions, and schools from which
politicians and political organizers come; it
refers to more than these and to the sense of
identity focused on the shared right and obli-
gation to rule. It is also a reference to an accu-
mulating tradition of outlook and skill. The
tradition provides each new generational
group in the lineages, the professions, or the
schools and the protégés of these groups, with
the knowledge and skill that it needs to re-
main in power, to contend for power if it is
not in power, and to do its job of exercising
power with sufficient effectiveness to enable
its collectivity to survive, to leave the periph-
eries of the ruled, in their significant parts,
sufficiently satisfied and, if not satisfied, then
sufficiently impotent so as to leave the politi-
cal class at the center of society.

Mosca—and Schumpeter—seemed to think
that these traditions of ruling provided the dis-
positions and attitudes needed to rule effec-
tively, the self-confidence in confronting the
decisions inherent in ruling, the ability to
weigh and calculate the chances of success,
and the knowledge of human beings with
whom one must collaborate and against
whom one must act. They thought that politi-
cal experience is the best teacher of the art of
politics and that the accumulated experiences
of generations, concentrated into streams
of traditions which flow into and through in-
stitutions, such as lineages, professions and
schools, colleges and universities, are the
sources of the knowledge which enables politi-
cal classes to be successful. The idea of a polit-
ical class is relevant to the understanding of
politics because it implies that certain kinds of
attitudes and knowledge are necessary for ef-
fective rule and that the sources of recruitment
are connected with the qualities that make for
effectiveness or ineffectiveness of rule.

Mosca wrote his great book a century ago,
and he looked back over all of human history
in the way in which an educated man in the
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Italy of his time, well read in the classics and
in history, could do. He wrote in a period that
was on the verge of political and social devel-
opments which made the existence of the kind
of political class which he had in mind more
difficult. Political classes in Mosca’s sense are
greatly attenuated in the West, to the extent
that they exist at all. And the tasks which they
would have faced, and which their successors
do face in the second half of the 20th century,
render the efficacy of rulers more difficult. . ..

* * =

Whatever the complex of conditions that
brought forth the present situation of “popu-
lar democracy,” collectivistic liberalism, and
social democracy and whatever the differ-
ences among these, the present situation is
one that requires a tremendous concentration
of power in the government to assemble and
dispose of resources and to cope with a very
high level of demands in various parts of the
population.

Contemporary Western governments have
taken the responsibility for full employment
and economic growth, as well as for the pro-
vision of goods and services beyond those
provided by the market, for the fostering of
individual happiness and personal develop-
ment, for the care of health and the conserva-
tion of nature, for the progress of scientific
knowledge and the promotion of technologi-
cal innovation, for the well-being of the arts
and the quality of culture and for social jus-
tice—not just the rule of law—and for the
remedying of past wrongs. This is a tremen-
dous distance from the welfare state as it was
conceived in Germany in the 19th century
and by humanitarian reformers in the United
States and Great Britain at the beginning of
the 20th century. There is scarcely any sphere
of life into which modern governments have
not entered as a result of their own concep-
tion of their obligations and their sensitivity
to the imperfections of man’s life on earth and
in response to the demands of various parts of
the clecrorate and the prevailing intellectual
opinion as to what governments should do
and how they can do it
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’ intenance of waterways, the registra-
¢ itles to property, the construction of
and the keeping of accounts of rev-
and expenditures could be left to offi-

isions at the higher levels of govern-
_insofar as they drew on this kind of
ge, could be made by delegation of
ity or by placing oneself in the hands of
_advisors.” Turgot and Colbert knew
of the “science of economics”™ as any-
France at that time. The fact is that
was little “science™ which was thought
/e bearing on the affairs of state; the
ge to know it and to incorporate it into
yns was not a burden which the “politi-
ss” had to bear. That burden is, how-
one which contemporary politicians

No “political class,” when political ¢f
were still the reservoirs from which gove
political elites came, ever had to cope 4
such a situation. The situation is a nove]
the tasks placed on and accepted by or 3
ally sought by government are to some ex
novel in substance and cerrainly _.:.6_..
dented in scope. Moreover, the tasks cha
rapidly. Tasks are redefined. Failures m
remedied by renewed and more extensive
sures. The undertakings of governments are.
numerous and so comprehensive are the
sponsibilities that have been demanded
proclaimed by governments as their “p;
grams” that tasks of coordination of unex:
pled complexity arise. Governments have |
ceased to regard governing as their first,
haps even their only task; every governm
on its accession to office has a program of
itive actions intended to carry further its
achievements, to broaden them and to i
prove on them. (Mistakes of one’s own ¢
mission are seldom admitted.) On the rare o
casions when an ostensibly less expansi
government accedes to office, its program
undoing some of the arrangements institut
by its more expansive predecessors is as com:
plicated as the positive program it would
cel. Furthermore, programs of cancellatio
the arrangements of previous governments
never as comprehensive as the programs of
preceding more positive administrations.

How different this is from the budget
tasks that political classes, when they still
isted, accepted and were expected to acce
Even in the “absolute™ monarchies of the
cien régime, government aspired to noth
comparable in scale and intensity to wh
contemporary Western governments accept
their objecrives.

The great merit of the political class was |
inheritance of a tradition of the arts of politi
and ruling. The knowledge borne by that tr
dition was wisdom; it was not technic
knowledge. Governments formed by politic.
classes did not use much technical knowledge;
and they used practically nothing of wha
would now be called scientific knowledge and’;
scientific technology. Details of road building, =

kinds of problems with which govern-
t dealt were not beyond the cognitive pos-
1s of the political class. The failures of a
ical class could not be attributed to its
re to master and use an available stock of
tific knowledge. The problems political
faced, to the extenrt that they faced
did not lie outside the powers gained
he assimilation of the traditional politi-
nd governmental wisdom available to
bers of the political class and their own
rience.

' do all the things which are demanded of
m and to which they have committed
selves, legislators of the present century
ve called into being an immense bureau-
The bureaucracy, competent or incom-
t though it might be in taking these tasks
ind, is certainly able to hold its own with
egislators who are constitutionally the
s of Western societies, whether they be
ms of parliamentary government domi-
ed by a cabinet made up of the leaders of
dominant party or the presidential system
ch provides for an independent legislature
an independent executive. It was long ago
ted out by Max Weber that the bureau-
¢y would become the dominant power in
ernment, unless it could be held in check
a system of competitive parties which,
frough elections and the competition in par-
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liament, brought charismatic leaders to the
fore. The American Congress, not knowing
how to generate charismaric politicians, has
sought a make-weight against the bureau-
cracy through the expansion of congressional
staffs. They have now become dependent on a
bureaucracy of their own making which is
nearly as dominating over its superiors as the
bureaucracy of the civil service. The Presi-
dent, to cope in his turn with the civil service
on the one hand and with the legislature,
which is increasingly wagged by the bureau-
cratic tail of its own creation, has created a
large bureaucracy of his own in the Executive
Office of the President. . . .

* = =+

The Soviet Union is the only country that can
be said to have a political class—a very lim-
ited circle of long duration from which the
highest political elite is chosen by co-optation
and calculation. It is not a political class in
Mosca’s sense because it lacks the element of
recruitment from lineage, but this is a sec-
ondary matter. The present Soviet elite comes
from a political class, the higher ranks of the
Communist party of the Soviet Union; it
comes primarily from Russia. Its members
were not born into the Soviet political class,
but they must enter it very early in their ca-
reers and make those careers within it and
through the patronage of its then reigning
leaders. It is a closed circle; intrusions from
the outside are not compatible with its con-
tinued existence. Progress within the political
class is dependent almost entirely on deci-
sions within the political class which, having
the formal organization of the Communist
party of the Soviet Union as its frame, main-
tains—at least thus far—a strict control over
succession.

Has the Communist political class been
successful? In certain important respects, it
has been successful. It has remained in power
for about two thirds of a century; it has
avoided subversion or replacement from out-
side itself. It has succeeded in achieving this
success by ruthlessness, in brutal suppression
of even mild-mannered internal criticism. In
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this sense, it goes beyond one of the features
of political classes. Whereas political classes
could assimilate some of their potential rivals
or antagonists and could bring them into the
system—this is how constitutional liberalism
came to live together with monarchically cen-
tered conservatism in the 19th century in
Western and Central Europe—the Soviet po-
litical elite suppresses potential rivals.

Since remaining in power is one of the tests
of success of a political elite or of a political
class (which is the variant of concern to us
here), the Sovier elite has been successful. But
one of the features of modern political elites is
that they possess programs which they claim
to be able to realize. The Soviet elite has cer-
tainly been quite successful in its external
policies, in its intrusions into other countries.
It has possessed the readiness to use force,
corruption, manipulation, and conspiracy in
the pursuit of its ends abroad, and it has done
so with self-confidence. In this respect it has
had all the qualities of relatively successful
political classes of early modern times up to
almost the end of the 19th century; these were
the features of political classes which Mosca,
and especially Pareto, admired.

Communism 15, however, an ideal arrange-
ment of the internal affairs of a society, and it
is through the establishment everywhere of
such a system thart the Soviet elite justifies its
extrusions beyond its own boundaries. There
it has not been successful, neither within its
own boundaries nor in the regimes which it
has established and maintained in power out-
side those boundaries. There, all the qualities
which are sustained by the culture of a politi-
cal class have not helped it—with the excep-
tion of its readiness to suppress by the harsh-
est methods those who appear to endanger it.
In those fields of activity, like the economic
sphere, in which force is not sufficient, the So-
viet political class and those lesser political
classes which it supports have not been at all
successful. Being a political class is thus not
anything like a guarantee of success, although
it does have certain advanrages.

# £ L
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- have occurred in other Western
The churches have become uneasy
their links with the center of their re-
societies. They have sought to dis-
their participation in the earthly center
o espouse the causes and to seek the
of the peripheries of society, while
thereby to affirm their link with the
adent center of all existence.
ges ceased to be as significant in the
iousness of individuals and in their
ence on the conduct and loyalties of their
5. Churches became somewhat disso-
from the centers of society—either by
constitutional separation of church and
or through voluntary withdrawal and
wal by the churches.
Britain and France were the only
ies in which educational institutions
to form and rally the polirical class. In
former, the great public schools—above
on, Harrow, Rugby, and a few others—
xford University (also Cambridge to a
degree) provided places for inculcation
ie outlook of the political class, a sense of
rity—the “old school tie”—and places
recruitment into the political class. In
nce, in different ways, a few of the great
in Paris, e.g., the Lycée Louis le Grand
.the Ecole libre des sciences politiques
-around the time of the First World War,
ole normale supérieure, played a similar
1 More recently, the Ecole d’administra-
has been added to the ser of formative in-
utions of the French political elite. (The
le polytechnique, important though it has
n in the administration of the country,
not seem to have been quite as imporrant
it the formation and maintenance of the po-
cal elite in contemporary France, although
Is conceivable that the technological, scien-
e training which it offers might lead to its
placement of the more humanistic Ecole
ormale supérieure. The same applies to the
rward movement of the Ecole nationale
administration.)
“Neither the United States nor Germany
ve had any higher educational institutions

When we turn away from Comm
regimes and consider the political elj
modern Western countries, we contempla
scene which is fairly devoid of the qualit
organization and culture characteristic of
lirical classes. Modern liberalism, with its
phasis on individual achievement, mqg
taxation, and the changes in the techngj;
and organization of agriculture have dogp
one of the pillars of the system of poli
classes, namely the great landowning fa
which in many large societies supplied
tural centers of interaction and much of
personnel of the political classes. .
The church, the religious orders, and
para-ecclesiastical organizations once cop
tuted a set of adjuncts of the political cl:
particularly in Roman Catholic countri
the anciens régimes and to a smaller, but
some, extent in Protestant countries. This
changed greatly in Roman Catholic countrig
as a consequence of anticlericalism and m
recently as a consequence of radicalism in
priesthood; priests in some Latin countr
have become the enemies of what remain
the political class. In Protestant countries ¢
there has been a clerical withdrawal from -
political elite. i
The political elites have become less sel
enclosed, and their different and rival sectors
have become less conciliatory toward each and
other than when they formed a political class:
The fare of the system of versuiling whi
prevailed for more than a century in ¢
Netherlands illustrates this process. As lo
as the political elites of the various “vertic
sectors of Dutch society maintained their
cendancy in consequence of the complian
of their following, they could collabora
more easily with their rivals or competitor
of the other “vertical” sectors. When th
rank and file of the various parties becam
more demanding, more consciously “self-es
teeming,” and more insistent on their bein
heeded by their leaders, the political class o
the Netherlands lost some of its self-enclose 3
ness, its control over recruitment, and its self-
assurance. Similar developments, Mutatiss
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which have performed approximately similar
functions, No German university, despite the
intellectual achievements and the nationalistic
devotion (sometimes excessive) of German
professors, ever played a role like that of Ox-
ford in Great Britain. The role of the universi-
ties in the United States is somewhat similar.
In some of the states, the state university
played a part of some importance in the for-
marion of a state-wide political elite. (I think
particularly of the University of Wisconsin
and, with less cerrainty, of the University of
Minnesota.) Harvard University has never
been in a position in national political life in
the United States comparable to that of Ox-
ford or the French grandes écoles. It has, from
time to time, appeared to be on the verge of
that situation, for example, during the admin-
istrations of Theodore Roosevelt, Franklin
Roosevelt, and John Kennedy. Many of its
members would have liked it to be such, and,
recently, the Kennedy School of Public Affairs
tries to perform a partial function of an insti-
tution which contributes to the formation of a
political class through its courses for newly
elected members of Congress. Nevertheless,
despite aspirations and occasional flickerings,
Harvard has not attained that position, and
no other American educational institution has
come even that near.

The United States is too large and, despite
the recent aggrandizement of the national
center, it is still too decentralized in its inter-
ests, functions, and loyalties for a political
class to emerge, Populism would have resisted
it. But even without populism and the diver-
sity of American society, local and regional in-
terests and the local and federal structure of
the American governmental system would
have prevented it. The local and state political
machines did create some of the constitutive
elements of a political class, but the weakness,
between presidential elections, of the national
institutions of the two major parties has also
stood in the way of the fusion of these con-
stituents into a national political class.

Insofar as the United States has a political
class—and it has one only in a most rudimen-
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tary and partial form—it does so through its
national legislative bodies. Of these, the Sen-
ate is by far the most important in many re-
spects. The United States Senate and the
British House of Commons have each claimed
or, had claimed for them, the standing of “the
best club in the world.” A club has its armo-
sphere and its rules; it has its own distinctive
culture which new members must acquire and
through which they acquire “the art of poli-
tics.” Tt is, however, another matter as to
whether the “best club in the world” can gen-
erate and sustain the skill, knowledge, soli-
darity, and self-confidence necessary for keep-
ing on top of the problems which the
demands of the electorate and of the particu-
lar interests within it, and their own ideas
about the rightful sphere of government, have
presented to modern politicians for solution.

The strain on the political culture of the
main centers of Western societies is aggra-
vated by the unceasingly critical and demand-
ing scrutiny which the contemporary appara-
tus of knowledge, on the one side, and
demanding and increasingly aggrieved as-
sertiveness of the mass of population on the
other, directs toward the political elite.

When Mosca discussed a closed or a par-
tially closed political class he had in mind pri-
marily the reservoir of recruitment and the ex-
tent to which that reservoir was open to
persons who came from outside the main po-
litical families, institutions, and circles. Mod-
ern political life under conditions of popular
democracy is too open for the generation and
maintenance of a political class. Mosca’s em-
phasis on the partial closedness of recruirment
as a condition of the existence and continuity
of a political class might also have been ex-
tended, and it should now be extended ro in-
clude closedness from external scrutiny.

Bentham conceived of the “eye of the pub-
lic” as “the virtue of the statesman,” but he
never conceived of that eye as having such a
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depth of penetration, such brightness,

such constancy as the present eye of the py|
lic represented in the professional staffs of
mass media of communication. Like many o

CHAEL USEEM
the critics of the closure of the political clasgae -
.
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of the 18th and 19th centuries who wanied
a pattern of government more open to t}
public gaze, he did not imagine how imagin
tive, how powerful, how detailed, and o
nipresent that eye would become.

It would be very difficult for a polit
elite, nurtured by a combination of open ang
closed recruitment, to withstand that insiste
eye, especially under conditions in which {
minds and voices behind that eye demand
much and demand it so insistently and ce
riously. The invention of sample survey
the political attitudes of Western societies,
frequency of those surveys, and the specify
of the objects on which they seek to discow,
the distribution of atntudes mean that po
cal elites have ro think unceasingly abou
whether their measures are popular. Popul,
ity of measures becomes a criterion of the
cess of a measure, long before it has had
chance to become effective. Effectiveness
popularity are not the same thing, and thei
divergence renders the formation of a poli
class in Mosca’s sense impossible. A politiez
class in Mosca’s sense did not have to be con:
tinuously on the alert to its popularity,
since it did not try to do as much as conte
porary political elites in societies domin
by collectivistic liberal and social democra
beliefs and demands, it was easier for it to
effective. Neither of these conditions is pr
ent today.

Lw e Inner Circle

cent studies of the politics of big business
ald hardly be more divided on the extent to
iich the corporate community is socially
fied, cognizant of its classwide interests,
prepared for concerted action in the po-
arena. In a number of original investi-
ions, for instance, G. William Domhoff
“persuasive evidence for the existence of
ocially cohesive national upper class.”?
e “higher circles,” composed chiefly of
orate executives, primary owners, and
eir descendents, constitute, in his view, “the
erning class in America,” for these busi-
sspeople and their families dominate the
positions of government agencies, the po-
ical parties, and the governing boards of
nprofit organizations. Drawing on studies
he U.S., Great Britain, and elsewhere,
ph Miliband reaches a similar conclusion,
ing that “‘elite pluralism’ does not . ..
ent the separate elites in capitalist society
“constituring a dominant economic class,
sessed of a high degree of cohesion and
olidarity, with common interests and com-
purposes which far transcend their spe-
ic differences and disagreements.”2

(et other analysts have arrived at nearly
pposite conclusions. In an extensive review
studies of business, Ivar Berg and Mayer
Id argue that “businessmen are decreas-
2ly a coherent and self-sufficient autono-
us elite; increasingly business leaders are

Note

1. Albert Thibaudet puts this thesis forward
plicitly in La Republique des professeurs (Pa
Grasset, 1927).

inally published in 1984. Please see complete
tce information beginning on page 8§91.

differentiated by their heterogeneous interests
and find it difficult to weld themselves into a
solidified group.”? Similarly, Daniel Bell con-
tends that the disintegration of family capital-
ism in America has thwarted the emergence of
a national “ruling class,” and, as a result,
“there are relatively few political issues on
which the managerial elite is united.”
Leonard Silk and David Vogel, drawing on
their observations of private discussions
among industrial managers, find that the
“enormous size and diversity of corporate en-
terprise today makes it virtually impossible
for an individual group to speak to the public
or government with authority on behalf of the
entire business community,”3

Observers of the British corporate commu-
nity express equally disparate opinion,
though the center of gravity is closer to that
of discerning cohesion than disorganization.
Drawing on their own study of British busi-
ness leaders during the past century, Philip
Stanworth and Anthony Giddens conclude
that “we may correctly speak of the emer-
gence, towards the turn of the century, of a
consolidated and unitary ‘upper class’ in in-
dustrial Britain.”s More recently, according to
John Westergaard and Henrietta Resler, “the
core” of the privileged and powerful is “those
who own and those who control capital on a
large scale: whether top business executives or
rentiers makes no difference in this context.
Whatever divergences of interests there may
be among them on this score and others, la-
tent as well as manifest, they have a common
stake in one overriding cause: to keep the
working rule of the society capitalist.”” The
solidiry is underpinned by a unique lattice-
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work of old school ties, exclusive urban
haunts, and aristocratic traditions that are
withour real counterpart in American life.
Thus, “a common background and parttern of
socialization, reinforced through intermar-
riage, club memberships, etc. generated a
communiry feeling among the members of the
propertied class,” writes another analyst, and
“this feeling could be articulated into a class
awareness by the most active members of the
class.”®

Yet even if the concept of “the establish-
ment” originated 1n British attempts to char-
acterize the seamless web at the top that
seemed so obvious to many, some observers
still discern little in British business on which
to pin such a label. Scanning the corporate
landscape in the early 1960s, for instance,
J. P. Nettl finds that the “business commu-
nity” is in “a state of remarkable weakness
and diffuseness—compared, say, to organized
labour or the professions,” for British busi-
nessmen lack “a firm sense of their distinct
identity, and belief in their distinct purpose.™®
The years since have brought little consolida-
tion, according to Wyn Grant: business “is
neither homogeneous in its economic compo-
sition nor united on the appropriate strategy
and tactics to advance its interests.” Thus,
“businessmen in Britain are not bound by a
strong sense of common political purpose.™!V

Scholarly disagreement on this question, not
surprisingly, is reflected in the textbooks used
in university social-science courses. Every year
American undergraduate students enter
courses whose main textbook declares that
business leaders have “a strong sense of iden-
tity as a class and a rather sophisticated under-
standing of their collective interest on which
they tend to act in a collective way.” 1! But stu-
dents on other campuses find themselves
studying textbooks with entirely different con-
clusions. They will be taught that the capitalist
class has ceased to exist altogether or, at the
minimum, that the received wisdom is, at best,
agnostic on its degree of cohesion. The re-
quired reading in some courses asserts that
“the question of whether [the] upper class
forms a unified, cohesive, dominant group is
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still the subject of unresolved debarte.”12
correct view according to the assigned te
book in still other courses 1s that “until mg,
data are gathered the question of whether
tional power is in the control of a power ¢}
or veto group remains moot.” '3 Still other g
dents, especially those enrolled in manageme
courses, are informed that fragmentar
rather than cohesion now prevails. “A gre
deal of evidence,” asserts a text for busing
school instruction, “suggests that our soci
is leaning toward the pluralistic model” ratheg
than the “power-clite” model. “Few, if any
books are written about an ‘establishmep
anymore, suggesting that if one did exist
ther has disappeared or is not influen
enough to worry about.”'* The theory of 1l
“power elite” 1s, according to another wi
used textbook on business and society,
gross distortion of reality and the conclusio
derived from 1t are largely erroneous.”13

Social theory itself divides along this ;
line. Both traditional pluralist thought an
neo-Marxist strand sometimes lab
“structuralism” have generally argued th
the parochial concerns of individual firms
ceive far greater expression in the poli
process than do the general collective co
cerns of business. Competition among fir
sectoral cleavages, and executives’ and
tors’ primary identification with their o
enterprise all inhibit even the formation
classwide awareness, let alone an organ
tional vehicle for promoting their shared c
cerns. Business disorganization, it is argul
prevails. Arguments based on pluralism
those on strucrural Marxism radically
verge in the implications they draw from:
presumed disunity. To the pluralists, the ¢
porate elite is far too divided to be any moré
effective than any other interest group in.
posing its views on the government, thus
abling the state to avoid having its prero
tives co-opted by business. Bur for struc
Marxism, it is precisely because of this
organization of big business thar the state;
and does (for other reasons) assume the o
of protecting the common interests of its
Jor corporations.

Gounterposed to both of these theoretical
ectives is an equally familiar thesis, ad-
by what are now known as “instru-
» neo-Marxists and by many non-
ts as well: that the government is more
ive to the outlook of big business than
of any other sector or class, certainly
yr. According to these theories, this re-
veness is the result, in part, of the social
and political cohesion of the corporare
With such cohesion and coordination,
ess is able o identify and promote suc-
lly those public policies that advance
eneral priorities shared by most large
1A ,Wm.—m

olution of these opposing visions of the
organization of the business commu-
essential if we are to understand how,
ith what effect, business enters the po-
rocess, or, in Anthony Giddens’s more
framing, how we are to comprehend
odes in which . . . economic hegemony
lated into political domination.”17 But
esolution offered here is not one of estab-
¢ which of these competing views is
correct,” for either answer would be,
e shall see, incorrect; in their own limited
specific fashions, both descriptions are
artly true. .

ner Gircle

gue that a politicized leading edge of
idership of a number of major corpora-
s come to play a major role in defin-
d promoting the shared needs of large
ations in two of the industrial democ-
, the United States and the United King-
1. Rooted in intercorporate networks
._mr shared ownership and directorship of
€ companies in both countries, this politi-
Ctive group of directors and top man-
8ives coherence and direction to the pol-
Of business. Most business leaders are

t of what I shall term here the inner
. Hrm: concerns extend little beyond the
Nediate welfare of their own firms. But
few whose positions make them sensi-
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tive to the welfare of a wide range of firms
have come to exercise a voice on behalf of the
entire business community,

Central members of the inner circle are
both top officers of large firms and directors
of several other large corporations operating
in diverse environments. Though defined
by their corporate positions, the members of
the inner circle constitute a distincr, semi-
autonomous network, one that transcends
company, regional, sectoral, and other politi-
cally divisive fault lines within the corporate
community.

The inner circle is at the forefront of busi-
ness outreach to government, nonprofit orga-
nizations, and the public. Whether it be sup-
port for political candidates, consultation
with the highest levels of the national admin-
istration, public defense of the “free enter-
prise system,” or the governance of founda-
tions and universities, this politically
dominant segment of the corporate commu-
nity assumes a leading role, and corporations
whose leadership involves itself in this pan-
corporate network assume their own distinct
political role as well. Large companies closely
allied to the highest circle are more active
than other firms in promoting legislation fa-
vorable to all big business and in assuming a
more visible presence in public affairs, rang-
ing from philanthropy to local community
service.

The inner circle has assumed a particularly
critical role during the past decade. The
1970s and early 1980s were a period of un-
precedented expansion of corporate political
activities, whether through direct subvention
of candidates, informal lobbying at the high-
est levels of government, or formal access to
governmental decision-making processes
through numerous business-dominated panels
created to advise government agencies and
ministries. This political mobilization of busi-
ness can be traced to the decline of company
profits in both the United States and the
United Kingdom and to heightened govern-
ment regulation in America and labor’s chal-
lenge of management prerogatives in Britain.
As large companies have increasingly sought
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to influence the political process, the inner cir-
cle has helped direct their acrivities toward
political ends that will yield benefits for all
large firms, not just those that are most active.
This select group of directors and senior man-
agers has thus added a coherence and effec-
tiveness to the political voice of business, one
never before so evident. The rise to power of
governments attentive to the voice of busi-
ness, if not always responsive to its specific
proposals, is, in part, a consequence of the
mobilization of corporate politics during the
past decade and the inner circle’s channeling
of this new energy into a range of organiza-
rional vehicles.

Both the emergence of the inner circle and
the degree to which it has come to define the
political interests of the entire business com-
munity are unforeseen consequences of a far-
reaching transformation of the ways in which
large corporations and the business communi-
ties are organized. In the early years of the rise
of the modern corporation, self-made en-
trepreneurs were at the organizational helm,
ownership was shared with, but limited to,
kin and descendents, and the owning families
merged into a distinct, intermarrying upper
class. It was the era of family capitalism, and
upper-class concerns critically informed busi-
ness political activity. In time, however, family
capitalism was slowly but inexorably pushed
aside by the emergence of a new pattern of
corporate organization and control—mana-
gerial capitalism. Business political activity in-
creasingly came to address corporate, rather
upper-class, agendas, as the corporation itself
became the central organizing force. If family
capitalism was at its height at the end of the
nineteenth century and managerial capitalism
was ascendent during the first half of the
twentieth, both are now yielding in this era to
institutional capitalism, a development dating
to the postwar period and rapidly gaining
momentum in recent decades. In the era of in-
stitutional capitalism, it is not only family or
individual corporate interests that serve to de-
fine how business political activity is orga-
nized and expressed but rather concerns much
more classwide—the shared interests and
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needs of all large corporations taken togetherd
Increasingly a consciousness of a generaliz,
corporate outlook shapes the content of ¢
porate political action.

The large business communities in Brita
and America have thus evolved, for the m
part without conscious design, the means f
aggregating and promoting their common
terests. While government agencies add
ther coherence to the policies sought, the
ner circle now serves to fashion, albeit in st
highly imperfect ways, the main elements
public policies suited to serve the broader
quirements of the entire corporate comm
nity. This conclusion is not in accord wit
predominant thinking, nor with those theg
ries about business-government relation gy an entirely independent actor, striving
more fully described below. Of these, mo its own profitable success without regard
fall into one of two opposing schools. A how its actions are affecting the prof-
cording to the first, corporate leadership bility of others. While it retains its inde-
presumed to be either too-little organized dence in many areas of decision-making,
act politically at all, or, as the second goes, utonomy is compromised. And this is es-
fully organized that it acts as a single, politi- ecially true for company actions rargered
cally unified bloc. This [essay] rejects botl improving the political environment.
schools of thought and argues for a new per ough the agency of the inner circle, large
ception, a new theory of the nature of the po porations are now subject to a new form
itics of big business in contemporary British f collective political discipline by their cor-
and American society. te brethren. . . .

A new conception of the business firm
also needed. Most corporate business deci-:
sions are viewed, correctly, as a product of ¢
internal logic of the firm. Yet when decisions®
are made on the allocation of compan
monies to political candidates, the direction
of its philanthropic activities, and other forms.
of political outreach, an external logic is im-__
portant as well. This is the logic of classwide
benefits, involving considerations that lead &
company decisions beneficial to all large com-
panies, even when there is no discernible, di
rect gain for the individual firm. The inner cir
cle is the carrier of this extracorporate logic;
the strategic presence of its members in the
executive suites of major companies allows i
to shape corporate actions to serve the entire
corporate Community. ;-

The power of the transcorporate network -
even extends into the selection of company -
senior managers. In considering an executive

romotion to the uppermost positions in a
_ the manager’s reputation within the firm
ains of paramount importance, but it is
‘the only reputation that has come to
t. The executive’s standing within the
ader corporate community—as cultivated
ugh successful service on the boards of
ral other large companies, leadership in
or business associations, and the assump-
“of civic and public responsibilities—is in-
ingly a factor. Acceptance by the inner
e has thus become almost a prerequisite
accession to the stewardship of many of
nation’s largest corporations. Our tradi-
al conception of the firm must accord-
w be modified. No longer is the large com-

he organization is simultaneously structured
a number of distinet principles, of which
three are of overriding importance.!® Each
tains a fundamentally different implica-
n for the ways in which business enters the
political arena.
The upper-class principle asserts that the
first and foremost defining element is a social
network of established wealthy families, shar-
ng a distinct culture, occupying a common
social status, and unified through intermar-
age and common experience in exclusive set-
ngs, ranging from boarding schools to pri-
vate clubs. This principle is the point of
departure for virtually all analyses of the
British “establishment,” or the group that has
- Sometimes been more termed “the grear and
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the good.”"? Yet the lesser visibility and het-
erogeneity of an American “establishment”
has not discouraged scholars from treating
the U.S. circles in terms analogous to those
applied to the British upper class. This is evi-
dent, for instance, in E. Digby Baltzell’s stud-
ies of the national and metropolitan “business
aristocracies”; in G. William Domhoff’s in-
quiries into America’s “upper-social class”; in
Randall Collins’s treatment of the preemi-
nence of upper-class cultural dominance in
America; and in Leonard and Mark Silk’s
study of what they have simply called “the
American establishment.”20

Many, if not most members of the upper
class also occupy positions in or around large
companies. But from the standpoint of this
principle, these corporate locations are useful
but not defining elements. Individuals are pri-
marily situated instead according to a mixrure
of such factors as family reputation, kinship
connections, academic pedigree, social promi-
nence, and patrician bearing. As the upper
class enters politics, this principle supports
the conclusions that its main objectives would
be to preserve the social boundaries of the up-
per class, its intergenerational transmission of
its position, and the privately held wealth on
which its privileged station resides. Control of
the large corporation is only one means to
this end, though in the U.S. it has emerged as
the single most important means. Thus, one
“of the functions of upper class solidariry,”
writes Baltzell, “is the retention, within a pri-
mary group of families, of the final decision-
making positions within the social structure.
As of the first half of the twentieth century in
America, the final decisions affecting the goals
of the social structure have been made pri-
marily by members of the financial and busi-
ness community.”2!

A parallel movement into British industry
is suggested by other analysts. “Without
stigma,” writes one observer, “peers, baron-
ets, knights and country squires [accepted] di-
rectorships in the City, in banks, large compa-
nies and even in the nationalized industries.”
But the entry into commerce, necessitated by
political and financial reality, was not at the
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price of assimilation, it is argued, for the up-
per class moved to rule business with the
same self-confident sense of special mission
with which it had long overseen land, polirics,
and the empire. Aristocratic identity ran far
too deep to permit even capitalist subversion
of traditional values: “Heredity, family con-
nections, going to the same schools, belonging
to the same clubs, the same social circle, going
to the same parties, such were the conditions
that enabled ‘the charmed circle’ to survive all
change, unscathed, whether economic, politi-
cal, religious or cultural.”22 Business enter-
prise is simply the newest means for preserv-
ing upper-class station, and, as such, is largely
subordinated to that project.

The corporate principle of organization
suggests by contrast that the primary defining
element is the corporation itself. Location is
determined not by patrician lineage, but by
the individual’s responsibilities in the firm
and the firm’s position in the economy. Coor-
dinates for the latrer include such standard
dimensions as company size, market power,
sector, organizational complexity, source of
control, financial performance, and the like.
Upper-class allegiances are largely incidental
to this definition of location, for the manager
is locked into corporate-determined priorities
no matter what family loyalties may still
be maintained. This is the point of departure,
of course, for most journalists covering busi-
ness, corporate self-imagery, and analysts
working within the traditional organiza-
tional behavior paradigm.2’ Not only are
upper-class commitments viewed as largely
incidental, but loyalties to the corporare elite
as a whole are taken to be faint by compari-
son with the manager’s single-minded drive
to advance the interests of his own firm
ahead of those of his competitors. By impli-
cation, corporare leaders enter politics pri-
marily to promote conditions favorable
to the profirability of their own corporations.
Policies designed to preserve upper-class sta-
tion or the long-term collective interests of
all large companies receive weak articula-
tion at best. Capitalist comperition and
its political spillover might be described as

Il / The Structure of Contemporary Stratificatig : Jriner Circle
one of th few remaining illustrations gf
Hobbes’s infamous state of a war of 4]
against all.

The classwide principle resides on still dj
ferent premises about the main element
defining the social organization of the corpo-
rate community. In this framework, loca
is primarily determined by position in a seg
of interrelated, quasiautonomous networ
encompassing virtually all large corpora-
tions. Acquaintanceship circles, interlockin
directorates, webs of interfirm ownership,;
and major business associations are amon
the central strands of these nerworks. Entry:
into the rranscorporate networks is contins
gent on successfully reaching the executiy
suite of some large company, and it is furthe
facilitated by old school ties and kindre
signs of a proper breeding. But corporate
credentials and upper-class origins are her
subordinated to a distinct logic of classwid
organization, . . .

Upper-class, corporate, and classwide prin
ciples of social organization distinctivel,
shape the basic thrust of business political a
tivity. Thus, their relative importance is o
fundamental interest for comprehending con
temporary corporate activicy—from the or
chestration of public opinion on behalf of
“reindustrialization” ro renewed assaults
organized labor and government regulatio
The underlying theme of the present analysi
is that the relative balance long ago shifted
the U.S. from upper-class to corporate prine
ple, and that American business is currenth
undergoing still another transformarion, t
time from corporate to classwide principles
organization. By the middle of this century,’
family capitalism had largely given way
managerial capitalism, and in recent decad
managerial capitalism itself has been giving
way to instirutional capitalism, bringing
into an era in which classwide principles ar
increasingly dominant. In the U.K., the co
rate principle never quite so fully eclipsed the,
upper-class principle, but both logics are no
yvielding there as well to the rise of classwide
organization within the business community.
This transformation has profound implica-

for the power and ideology of big busi-
in both countries. . . .

The Power Elite

iness, military, and the government—these
e the three pillars of C. Wright Millss fa-
ous American “power elite.”2 Since publi-
.. n of this classic study in 1956, several
nerations of university students have been
ed to master its elements, even as, or
ps because, they were soon themselves
ecome part of one of the three pillars. As
ested as it was, Mills’s thesis was assimi-
d into the shared perception of most edu-
ied circles, a touchstone for informed con-
ation about how our society governs
, if not proven fact. In opening an article
ofiling the chief executives of the largest
‘corporations some two decades after The
er Elite first appeared, Fortune magazine
uld still frame a question whose reference
t readers were certain to comprehend: “Is
chief executive], as often supposed out-
he business world, an aristocrat of what
Uright Mills called the Power Elite?”23
ess remembered than the general thesis,
- more useful for understanding corporate
tics, is Mills’s prescient insight regarding
v business had become a pillar of the es-
lishment. American capiralism, he ob-
ed, has been marked by continuously in-
easing centralization and concentration.
his process, in Mills’s view, had led to the
ergence of a new breed of corporate execu-
es committed to industry-wide concerns
ing far beyond the interests of their own
ims. Moreover, a fracrion of these executives
an even broader view of business prob-
“They move from the industrial point of
crest and outlook to the interests and out-
ok of the class of all big corporate property
52 whole.”26

ills identified two features of business or-
zation as primarily responsible for the
ge in outlook. First, the personal and
Y investments of top managers and own-
s had become dispersed among a number of
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firms. As a result, he wrote, “the executives
and owners who are in and of and for this
propertied class cannot merely push the nar-
row interests of each property; their interests
become engaged by the whole corporate
class."27

Second, the emergence of an extensive net-
work of interlocking directorships among the
major corporations also meant that a number
of managers had assumed responsibility for
the prosperity of several corporations, and
thus those holding multiple directorships con-
stituted “a more sophisticated executive elite
which now possesses a certain autonomy
from any specific property interests. Its power
is the power . . . of classwide property.”2¢ It is
this power that had so well positioned the
business elite to serve as a dominant pillar of
the American power elite.

Surveying much the same landscape, other
analysts have offered kindred hypotheses.
Maurice Zeitlin has suggested that centraliz-
ing tendencies akin to those discussed by
Mills are creating an overarching unity within
the business community. Prominent among
such tendencies is “the establishment of an ef-
fective organizational apparatus of interlock-
ing directorates” cutting across both financial
and industrial sectors. Such interlocking di-
rectorates may be very important in any effort
to maintain the “cohesiveness of the capitalist
class and its capacity for common action and
unified policies.”?® The number of owners
and managers holding diversified corporate
investments and positions is viewed by both
Zeitlin and Mills as a potentially dominant
political segment of the business community,
one that is increasingly in a position to im-
pose its outlook as it recognizes itself as the
national network that it is.

The growing concentration of economic
power in this network has been recognized in
official circles as well, with equanimity in
some, alarm in others. A U.S. congressional
study of shared directorships warns, for in-
stance, that “the interlocking management de-
vice” could lead to a situation in which “inor-
dinate control over the major part of the U.S.
commerce would be concentrated in the
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hands of [a] few individuals,” creating the
possibility that “an ‘inner group’ would con-
trol the destiny of American commerce.”3?

Central to these analyses is the potentially
critical political role played by top managers
holding multi-firm connections. Executives
with ties to several, often disparate, compa-
nies necessarily become concerned with the
joint welfare of the several companies. Their
indirect ties to other firms through the inter-
locking directorate further enlarges the scope
of their concern. “Even more than other large
corporation executives,” writes one group of
analysts, “those who sit at the center of the
web of interlocking directorates must have an
outlook and executive policies that, while yet
serving particular and more narrow interests,
conform to the general interests of the corpo-
rate community and of the principal owners
of capital within it.”3! The inner circle, in
short, constitutes a distinct, politicized busi-
ness segment, if a segment is defined as a sub-
set of class members sharing a specific social
location with partially distinct interests.’?
Though members of the inner circle share
with other corporate managers a common
commitment to enhancing company profits,
their heightened sensitivity to business inter-
ests more general than those that look solely
to support individual company profits also
sets them apart. . . .

The business pillar of the establishment is
indeed a pillar, but as powerful as those who
occupy the pillar’s base may be within their
own large corporation, they lack the means
and incentives for shaping classwide policy.
The top of the pillar does not. It has the
power to act through its umbrella of intercor-
porate connections. It has the unity to act by
virtue of its shared social cohesion. Its upper-
class connections opens doors when it
chooses to act. And ar its disposal are the
business associations when formal representa-
tion is needed.

The inner circle is not all powerful, how-
ever. Nor is it seamless. The upper-class cre-
dentials are partial, the ability to control the
associations imperfect. Yet in all these re-
spects it 1s more prepared to act than are
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other individuals or groups of corporate ma
agers and directors. The pluralist and stry
turalist claims of elite disorganization capty
a relative truth when applied to the bulk g
the corporate community. The claim of dj
unity is far less applicable, however, to the in

ner circle. -

Even then the inner circle does not act as

committee of the whole. Political action js’
taken not by the inner circle, but by organized

entities within it. Resources are actually m

bilized through (1) the intercorporate and in-

formal networks linking members of the in
circle, and (2) the formal associations ov

which the inner circle exercises substantial in-

fluence. The real unit of classwide corporat
politics, then, is not the business elite as
whole, nor even this select stratum of th
elite. As blocs, neither business nor the inn
circle act on behalf of anything. But withi

the inner circle are a set of horizontally orga-

nized networks and vertically strucrured orga
nizations that do act. These are the real m
tors of business political motion. The inn

circle, then, refers not just to the company ex-

ecutive directors who constitute its member:
ship, but also to the networks that constitu
its internal structure. It is the power of the
internal networks that propel members of
inner circle into leadership roles on behalf:
the entire corporate community.
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nique feature of making capitalism from
of state socialism in Central Europe
it is happening without a propertied
ie. In all other historical sites where
capitalism has developed, some form
sate property and some class of private
ors—no matter how embryonic, and
er how different from modern capiral-
irepreneurs—already existed. In the clas-
case of transition, feudal landlords grad-
converted their property into private
ership and began to be recruited into the
prande bourgeoisie. Urban artisans and
1ants were busily accumulating capital,
re well positioned to transform them-
yes from the third estate of a feudal order
one of the fractions of the new dominant
in a capitalist mode of production. Post-
unism is the first situation where the

sition to private property from a collective
n of ownership is being atrempted. More-
5 this project is being led by the second
dungsbiirgertum—by an uneasy alliance
'ween former communist apparatchiks,
hnocrats, managers and their former left-
ng critics, the dissident intellectuals. In
hort, capitalism is being made by a coalition
propertyless agents, who only yesterday
bid each other in their anticapitalism.,

.@lmmnm:w published in 1998. Please sce complete
' Source information beginning on page 891.

In 1988 two leading sociologists of the re-
gion, Jadwiga Staniszkis and Elemér Hankiss,
formulated a provocative hypothesis, which
[may be termed] the theory of political capital-
ism.! According to Staniszkis and Hankiss, the
former communist nomenklatura knew by
1988 that the destruction of the old commu-
nist order was inevitable. They therefore de-
signed a scheme to convert political office into
private wealth, and attempted to transform
themselves into a new grande bourgeoisie. In-
deed, many commentators on the Central Eu-
ropean transformation think that this is what
happened after 1989: communist officials used
political office to convert public goods into
private individual wealth—de facto, they stole
state property and became a ‘kleptocracy’. . . .

The second theory we confront is Erzsébet
Szalai’s theory of ‘technocratic revolution’,
which in some ways, can be viewed as a re-
finement of the general political capitalism
thesis.2 Szalai’s argument is that the late state-
socialist nomenklatura was highly frag-
mented, and that the dynamics of social
change should be understood as an intense
struggle between the bureaucratic and techno-
cratic fractions of the old ruling estate. In this
view, 1989 was a successful revolution of the
late state-socialist technocracy against the bu-
reaucratic fraction of the communist ruling
estate. . . . Rather than the nomenklatura as a
whole grasping power, one of its fractions—
the technocrartic-managerial elite—appeared
to have established itself as the new proper-
tied class. . . .

In 1990, we launched a survey in six East
and Central European countries—Russia,
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Poland, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hun-
gary and Bulgaria—to assess the empirical
support for [these] forecasts. In 1993, in each
country, we interviewed 1,000 people who
were members of the 1988 nomenklatura,
1,000 people who belonged to the new eco-
nomic, polirical, and cultural elites ar the
time; we also conducted personal life history
interviews of 5,000 adults randomly selected
from the population. In this chapter we pre-
sent data from three Central European coun-
tries: the Czech Republic, Hungary, and
Poland. We ask: what happened to the old
nomenklatura? What are the social origins of
members of the new elite? Is there any evi-
dence for the existence of a propertied bour-
geoisie by 19932 If so, how is this new class of
domestic proprietors constituted? How much,
and what, do they own?

Whatever Happened
to the Nomenklatura?

Political capitalism theory expects to find
that the old communist elite has rurned itself
into the new propertied bourgeoisie of post-
communist society. Its most general proposi-
tion is that people who were in nomenklatura
positions prior to 1989 were able to retain
their power and privilege through the post-
communist transition by converting their po-
litical capital into private economic wealth.
Our dara cast doubt on these predictions,
Table 1 describes the 1993 post-communist
occupational destinations of those individuals
who occupied nomenklatura positions in
1988 in Hungary, the Czech Republic, and
Poland.3 While there is some variation across
the countries, the main finding in the table is
one of massive downward mobility among
nomenklatura members during the first five
years of post-communism. Only half of those
who occupied nomenklatura positions in
1988 were still in positions of authority in
1993, and this includes rather minor positions
in low-level management. Indeed, the propor-
tion of former nomenklatura members who
occupied any authority position in 1993 was
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rather low. And—rather surprisingly—
Hungary, which boasted the most advap
market reform policies of the late comm ..
period, the loss of authority positions amg
former nomenklatura members has been ey,
more marked than it has been in the oth
countries: only 43.1 percent of the Hungar;
nomenklatura retained jobs in which thes
have subordinates. . . . :

If we dig deeper into the data, the proble
with the political capirtalism thesis becom
even more serious. In its original formulatig
this theory stated that political office had
been used for the accumulation of priva
wealth in Central Europe. In order to test t
accuracy of this statement, we need to dis

gregate the ‘nomenklatura’ category furthep.

There were very different kinds of nomen

klatura positions in the communist system,:
and good reason to think that they were die

vided among themselves. For this reason
fair test of political capitalism theory should

investigate whether or not any particular.
component of the nomenklatura has suCcess-

fully negotiated the post-communist transi
tion and become private proprietors. After a
some of our nomenklatura members in 19
were top managers of large firms—thus they
were ‘technocrats’, or what we term the “eco
nomic elite’ of the late communist period. In
their case, it is not obvious that becoming a
manager of a privately owned firm is a con-
version of political capital into private
wealth—managers and technocrarts may sim-
ply have used their human capital and their
managerial experience to maintain senior
economic positions in the post-communist
transition. Other former nomenklatura mem-
bers belonged to the ‘cultural elite’—they were
rectors of universities, Members of the
Academies of Sciences, or editors of daily
newspapers—and these jobs in the culrural
sector were not positions from which one

could easily generate vast amounts of private

wealth. Thus, political capitalism theory
would not necessarily expect former members
of the communist cultural elite to be those
most able to convert political office into pri-
vate wealth. Arguably, however, the political
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TABLE 1 o
" ional Destinations in 1993 of People Who Were in Nomenklatura Positions in 1988 by Country
Secupati atic 2

ation in 1993 Czech Republic Hungary Poland
giic
5 : 51.2
1 pOSILION of authority 51.7 L.M. M =
h .uaEmni office 3.0 : _.m o
e NNM N.A 9.1
ma W—NMN r—privaie H.. ~ .ﬂ.h M. w
.6
<Jevel managers ~MN _ww o
ﬂnm-nHW: N 1 m”m 19.9 wa
.MHM: 12.6 55 Hu,m
od early (younger than 65) 154 MWM m”m
retired and unemployed 51 ; .
100% 100% 100%
gspondents o e e

¢: Numbers may not add up to 100 percent due to rounding.

talism thesis should hold for members of
‘political elite’. These were people who
d positions in the Communist Party appa-
as or in the civil service, and of all the
mbers of the nomenklatura they were the
: placed to use their ‘office’ to enrich them-
elves through the mechanism of ‘spontaneous
tivatization”.$ With this disaggregation of the
enklatura into its economic, cultural, and
tical components, we are now in a posi-
n to offer a crucial test of Staniszkis’s and
nkiss’s version of the political capitalism
“thesis by asking: to what extent has the ‘bu-
‘teaucratic” fraction of the ruling estate—the
political elite’—benefited economically from
the post-communist transition?
" Table 2 documents the 1993 occupational
estinations of former nomenklatura mem-
bers for each component of the nomen-
latura: the economic fraction, the cultural
fraction, and the political fraction. It shows,
Mirst, that the political fraction of the nomen-
latura was the least successful in weathering
the post-communist transition. Only 39.3
Percent of the political nomenklatura retained
positions of authority berween 1988 and
1993, compared to 44.2 percent of the cul-
- tural elite and 70.7 percent of the economic
elite. Second, early retirement was also much

+

more common among the political fraction
(20.9 percent) of the nomenklatura n,wmn
among the economic and cultural ?m._n:oam
(14.7 and 11.1 percent respectively). This sug-
gests that political capital was :En_.. less use-
ful than cultural capital, and particularly Q.H_-
tural capital in the form of Emzmmm:,m_
expertise, for successfully navigating the pit-
falls of post-communism. Third, Table 2 sug-
gests that former Communist Party and state
officials who comprised the political fraction
of the nomenklatura in 1988 had less success
in entering new private-sector positions than
former communist managers. Among the for-
mer members of the economic nomenklatura,
24.6 percent (5.4 plus 19.2 ﬁﬁnnuc nw_._wa
owned or managed a private business in
1993, compared to only 9.8 percent _G.w plus
4.0 percent) of members of the ﬁn.urznn_ frac-
tion. These findings indicate that it was more
advantageous to be a manager than a party or
state official if one wanted to enter the new
economic elite of post-communism. More-
over, these findings directly refute arguments
by Staniszkis and Hankiss thar it was _H_._m po-
litical fraction of the former communist elite
who were best placed to rake advantage of
post-communist market reforms; Q:..mr we
find that members of the economic nomen-
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TABLE 2 ;
Occupational Destinations in 1993 of People Who Were in Economic, Political, and Cultura]
Nomemklatura Positions in 1988 in All Three Countries (Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland) =

il / The Structure of Contemporary Stratific . Viargerialion
urope, and with the exception of
woed firms (which are really signifi-
- in Hungary), it is not easy to tell

Occupation in 1993

All in position of authority
High political office
High manager—public
High manager—privare
High cultural office
Low-level managers
Entrepreneurs

Professionals

Workers

Retired early (younger than 65)

Other renred and unemployed

Econamic Elite, 1958

real owners are. Direct or indirect
wnership, institutional cross-owner-

Palitical Elite, 1988

Cultural Elite, 19

o o e rship by banks that are owned by
i S.m e ament or state privatization agen-
. - 2 self-ownership (firms owning firms,
Hw.m M_.M Mw.“ wn them) are all typical. Together,
10.8 i :.m ates the material base mo_,_:._n substan-
5.4 5.8 u.m onomy and power exercised by non-
47 16.9 274 ed technocrats and managers.

22 13.4 13 v, while mr,m big winners of the post-
14.7 20.9 111 unist transition are former communist
7.6 9.4 14.1 crats, we find that they cannot rule by

slves. They have been forced to create a

All respondents 100% 100% 100% onic power bloc together with the new
) (336) (1,186) (398) zracy and the opinion-making inrellec-

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100 percent due to rounding.

te, and these two groups are composed
- of former dissident intellectuals.? Im-

klatura were much bigger beneficiaries of the
post-communist transition than members of
the political nomenklatura. . . .

Diffuse Property Relations as the
Context for Managerial Control

In one respect, however, our findings diverge
from Szalai’s predictions. Staniszkis and
Hankiss anticipated that former communists
would use their power to become the new
corporate owners of post-communism,
while Szalai argued more specifically that
the technocratic-managerial elite was the
most likely candidate to achieve this aim. Our
data suggest that both these predictions miss
the mark. Managerial ownership, or the man-
agement buy-out of state-owned firms, is not
the major story in post-communism. Indeed,
the majority of corporate and industrial man-
agers have acquired no business property at
all [for details, see Eyal, Szelényi and Towns-
leys]. Furthermore, fully half of those who
own businesses possess stakes not in the firms

ately following the fall of communism,
w politocracy and opinion-making in-
nal elite made an attempt to squeeze the
- communist technocracy out of power.
oon learned, however, that neither frac-
of the intellectual elite could rule alone.
o the second post-communist elections,
r former dissidents were dropped from
olitocracy, and the late communist prag-
ts joined the new political elite. These
strange bedfellows indeed, who form the
y alliance’ of post-communism. . . .

they manage, but in small subcontracrig
firms. Finally, we find that those who o
shares in the businesses they manage
likely to be managers of smaller firms, an
typically own only a small fraction of the 4
sets of these firms. In other words, the form
communist technocracy do not hold ultima
economic decision-making power as owne
as Szalai predicted; rather, they exerci
power as experts and managers,

While data available to us on ownerships
relations in large firms are sketchy and ma
not be sufficiently representative, the e
dence at our disposal supports hypothese
put forward on the basis of ethnographic ob-
servations by David Stark and Larry King.5:
Stark found that ownership in Central Euro
pean corporations is ‘recombinant’, that is, it &
is neither private nor public. King found
firms with ‘recombinant’ property, too, but he §
also identified a number of alternative strate
gies of privatization, most of which have not
led to ownership by identifiable individuals.
Our data on property also document diffuse &
patterns of ownership in post-communist

Outline of a Theory
lanagerial Capitalism

elsewhere],® we summarize our theory of
agerial capitalism in the following six

B Thesis 1. Post-communist economies are

characterized by diffuse property rela-
tions. At the present time it is impossi-
ble to identify individuals or groups of
individuals with sufficient amounts of
property who are able to exercise any-
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thing even remotely similar to owners’
control of economic decision-making.

Thesis 2. Ironically, it was precisely so-

called “privatization’ which created
these diffuse property relations. Privari-
zation destroyed redistributive control
over state firms, but it has not produced
identifiable owners (yet).

Thesis 3. The dispersion of property rights

1s a universal phenomenon, burt in mar-
ket capitalist economies with an estab-
lished propertied bourgeoisie it faces
strict limits which do not exist in post-
communism. Post-communist managers
do not have to contend with a class of
powerful capitalist proprietors; conse-
quently, managerial power and decision-
making are visible contributions to the
prestige and ‘distinction’ of the new
power bloc.

Thesis 4. Given the dispersion of property

rights, the central representative of
managerial power in Central Europe is
not the manager of the industrial firm,
but the finance manager. The most pow-
erful people of the post-communist era
are bank managers, managers of invest-
ment funds, experts at the Ministry of
Finance, advisors at the IMF and the
World Bank, and experts working for
foreign and international financial agen-
cies. In the absence of a class of big pri-
vate proprietors, the power of finance
managers is not a function of how
many shares they own in the banks

they manage, or in the firms their banks
manage. Rather, their power is a form
of ‘cultural capiral’y it is a function

of their capacity to appropriate the sa-
cred knowledge of the workings of the
world capitalist system.

Thesis 5. Even though Central European

managers are not limited by the power
of a propertied bourgeoisie, we would
emphasize that they do not exercise
power in a vacuum. Rather, they occupy
a historically distinctive post-commu-
nist class context, formed by ongoing
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struggles over privatization and the for-
mation of new class actors. These strug-
gles take place among members of the
power bloc—managers, technocrats,
and intellectuals, in the first instance—
and between this power bloc and for-
mer bureaucrats, in the second. As we
have argued [elsewhere],? no single class
fraction has emerged as the decisive vic-
tor in these struggles, and as a conse-
quence the power of managers and their
capacity to control semi-public property
comes to them by default.

Thesis 6. Managerial strategies reflect their
knowledge that the current balance of
class forces is precarious. They under-
stand that they exercise power by de-
fault. In order to survive, therefore,
managers have developed a diverse
range of strategies to navigate the politi-
cal and economic uncertainties of post-
communism. Probably the most preva-
lent managerial strategy was not
managerial ‘buy-out’ but, rather, an at-
tempt to stand ‘on as many legs as pos-
sible’. During the process of privariza-
tion most managers acquired some
property, but this was typically a rela-
tively small stake, and not even neces-
sarily in the firms they managed. In-
deed, as early as the late 1980s some
members of management teams were
busy setting up small subcontracting
firms, owned by themselves or by mem-
bers of their families. They subcon-
tracted the most lucrative activities of
the state firms they managed to these
companies, they even sold some of the
more valuable assets of the parent firms
to these subcontracting units at under-
valued prices. Still, it is probably the ex-
ceprion to the rule that these managers
retired from their main firm altogether,
that they ‘jumped the boat’ to run the
subcontracting firms they own. The rea-
son for their reluctance to do so is clear:
why should they swap a major manage-
rial job for the position of owner-
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manager in a minor operation which
employs only a handful of peoples @
the other hand, managers also haye.
interest in being more than only ma
agers. In post-communist society, the.
managerial elite is closely intertwineg
with the politocracy; hence post-com.
munist managers are even more dep

dent upon politicians than are capita

pe

gar

m

4 Stark (1996) ‘Recombmant Property in
an Capitalism’. American Journal of
*101(4): 993-1027; Larry King (1997).
from Socialism: The Transformation of
o1 Hungary, the Czech Republic and Slo-
ph.D dissertation, Department of Sociology,

shet Szalai (1994) “The Power Structure
y after the Political Transition’. pp.
The New Great Transformation, ed.
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Christopher G.A. Bryant and Edmund Mokrzycki.
London and New York: Routledge; Erzsébet Szalai
(1994) Utelagazds. Hatalom és értelmiség az allam-
szocializmus utdn (At the crossroads: power and
intellectuals after state socialism). Budapest: Pesti
Szalon Kiadd.

8. Eyal, Szelényi and Townsley, Making Capital-
ism Without Capitalists.

9. 1hid.

managers in the West. State bureay
cies in East Central Europe often hay
the power, through direct or indirect
state ownership of firms, to appoint
dismiss managers. As long as their p
tion can be threatened by the political &
elite, it seems to be wise for managers
to have their own small private firm i
the background. .
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lgss in America

me the 400, the Brahmins, the Hill
rers to whom others looked up; and
»..» well-mannered or not, looked down

rest. They counted themselves, and
so counted, equals of similar levels in
-+ Boston, Providence, and other New
mn.._m cities. Their sons and daughters
jed into the old families from these
1s and at rimes, when family fortune
ow or love was great, they married
.x sons and daughrers from the newly
who occupied the class level below

AND PRESTIGE

Social Class in America

Qur great state papers, the orations of great
men, and the principles and pronouncements
of politicians and statesmen tell us of the
equality of all men. Each school boy learns
and relearns it; but most of us are dependent
upon experience and indirect statement to
learn about “the wrong side of the rracks,”
“the Gold Coast and the slums,” and “the top
and botrom of the social heap.” We are proud
of those facts of American life that fit the pat-
tern we are taught, but somehow we are often
ashamed of those equally imporrant social
facts which demonstrate the presence of social
class. Consequently, we tend to deny them or,
worse, denounce them and by so doing deny
their existence and magically make them dis-
appear from consciousness. We use mzn_._ ex-
pressions as “the Century of the m.\.mEBo:
Man™ to insist on our democratic faith; but
we know that, ordinarily, for Common Men
to exist as a class, un-Common superior and
inferior men must also exist. We know that
every town or city in the country has its
“Country Club set” and that this group usu-
ally lives on its Gold Coast, its Main Line,
North Shore, or Nob Hill, and 1s the top of
the community’s social heap. . ..

Originally published in 1960. Please see complete
source information beginning on page 891.
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This was a happy event for the fa-
and mothers of such fortunate young
e in the lower half of the upper class,
nt well publicized and sometimes not
iscreetly bragged about by the parents
lower-upper-class children, an occa-
to be explained by the mothers from
old families in terms of the spiritual de-
ds of romantic love and by their friends
a good deal and a fair exchange all the
around for everyone concerned.”

= new families, the lower level of the up-
lass, came up through the new indus-
—shoes, textiles, silverware—and fi-
. Their fathers were some of the men
established New England’s trading and
ncial dominance throughout America.
1 New York’s Wall Street rose to power,
‘of them transferred their activities to
new center of dominance. Except thar
aspire to old-family status, if not for
elves then for their children, these men
their families have a design for living sim-
0 the old-family group. But they are con-
isly aware that their momney is too new
too recently earned to have the sacro-
- quality of wealth inherited from a long
of ancestors. They know, as do those
‘them, thar, while a certain amount of
h is necessary, birth and old family are
At really matter. Fach of them can cite criti-
€ases to prove that particular individuals
ho money at all, yer belong to the top
because they have the right lineage and
name. While they recognize the worth
mportance of birth, they feel that some-
¥ their family’s achievements should be

Class Among
the New England Yankees

Studies of communities in New Engla
clearly demonstrate the presence of a we
defined social-class system.! Ar the top is
aristocracy of birth and wealth. This is the
called “old family™ class. The people of Yant
kee City say the families who belong to
have been in the community for a long tim
for at least three generations and prefer
many generations more than three. “Old fa
ily” means not only old to the community b
old to the class. Present members of the cla
were born into it; the families into which th
were born can trace their lineage throy,
many generations participating in a way
life characteristic of the upper class back ta
generation marking the lowly beginnings ot
of which their family came. Although the mi
of this level are occupied gainfully, wmcu_.@a
large merchanrts, financiers, or in the high
professions, the wealth of the family, inher
from the husband’s or the wife’s side, and
ten from both, has been in the family foi
long time. Ideally, it should stem from the .
trade when Yankee City’s merchants and

captains made large fortunes, built gre
Georgian houses on elm-lined Hill Street, 2
filled their houses and gardens é:&
proper symbols of therr high position. They
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better rewarded than by a mere second place
in relation to those who need do little more
than be born and stay alive.

The presence of an old-family class in a
community forces the newly rich to wait their
turn if they aspire to “higher things.” Mean-
while, they must learn how to act, fill their
lives with good deeds, spend their money on
approved philanthropy, and reduce their arro-
gance to manageable proportions.

The families of the upper and lower strata
of the upper classes are organized into social
cliques and exclusive clubs. The men gather
fortnightly in dining clubs where they discuss
matters that concern them. The women be-
long to small clubs or to the Garden Club and
give their interest to subjects which symbolize
their high status and evoke those sentiments
necessary in each individual if the class is to
maintain itself. Both sexes join philanthropic
organizations whose good deeds are an asset
to the community and an expression of the
dominance and importance of the top class to
those socially beneath them. They are the
members of the Episcopalian and Unitarian
and, occasionally, the Congregational and
Presbyterian churches.

Below them are the members of the solid,
highly respectable upper-middle class, the
people who get things done and provide the
active front in civic affairs for the classes
above them. They aspire to the classes above
and hope their good deeds, civic activities,
and high moral principles will somehow be
recognized far beyond the usual pat on the
back and that they will be invited by those
above them into the intimacies of upper-class
cliques and exclusive clubs. Such recognition
might increase their status and would be
likely to make them members of the lower
upper group. The fact that this rarely happens
seldom stops members of this level, once acti-
vated, from continuing to try. The men tend
to be awners of stores and belong to the large
proprietor and professional levels, Their in-
comes average less than those of the lower-
upper class, this latter group having a larger
income than any other group, including the
old-family level.
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These three strata, the two upper classes
and the upper-middle, constitute the levels
above the Common Man. There is a consid-
erable distance socially berween them and the
mass of the people immediately below them.
They comprise three of the six classes present
in the community. Although in number of
levels they constitute half the community, in
population they have no more than a sixth,
and sometimes less, of the Common Man’s
population. The three levels combined in-
clude approximately 13 per cent of the total
population.

The lower-middle class, the top of the Com-
mon Man level, is composed of clerks and
other white-collar workers, small tradesmen,
and a fraction of skilled workers. Their small
houses fill “the side streets” down from Hill
Street, where the upper classes and some of
the upper-middle live, and are noticeably ab-
sent from the betrer suburbs where the upper-
middle concentrate. “Side Streeter” is a term
often used by those above them to imply an
inferior way of life and an inconsequential
status. They have accumulated little property
but are frequently home owners. Some of the
more successful members of ethnic groups,
such as the Italians, Irish, French-Canadians,
have reached this level. Only a few members
of these cultural minorities have gone beyond
it; none of them has reached the old-family
level.

The old-family class (upper-upper) is
smaller in size than the new-family class
(lower-upper) below them. It has 1.4 per cent,
while the lower-upper class has 1.6 per cent,
of the total population. Ten per cent of the
population belongs to the upper-middle class,
and 28 per cent to the lower-middle level. The
upper-lower 1s the most populous class, with
34 per cent, and the lower-lower has 25 per
cent of all the people in the town.

The prospects of the upper-middle-class
children for higher education are not as good
as those of the classes above. One hundred
per cent of the children of the two upper
classes rake courses in the local high school
that prepare them for college, and 88 per cent
of the upper-middle do; but only 44 percent
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of the lower-middle rake these courses,
per cent of the upper-lower, and 26 per cen

of the lower-lower. These percentages provide .

a good index of the position of the lower

middle class, ranking it well below the three'8
upper classes, but placing it well above the =

upper-lower and the lower-lower.?

The upper-lower class, least differentiated
from the adjacent levels and hardest to distin-

guish in the hierarchy, but clearly present, is
composed of the “poor but honest workers
who more often than not are only semi-skilled
or unskilled. Their relative place in the hierar
chy of class is well portrayed by comparin
them with the classes superior to them an
with the lower-lower class beneath them i
the category of how they spend their money.

A glance at the ranking of the proportion of:

the incomes of each class spent on ten item
(including such things as rent and shelte

food, clothing, and education, among others) &

shows, for example, thar this class ranks se
ond for the percentage of the money spent on
food, the lower-lower class being first and
rank order of the other classes followin
lower-middle according to their place in t
social hierarchy. The money spent on rent and
shelter by upper-lower class is also second
the lower-lower’s first, the other classes’ rar
order and position in the hierarchy being
exact correspondence. To give a bird’s-¢
view of the way this class spends its mon
the rank of the upper-lower, for the perce
age of its budget spent on a number of co
mon and important items, has been placed
parentheses after every item in the list whi
follows: food (2), rent (2), clothing (4), au
mobiles (5), taxes (3), medical aid (5), edud
tion (4), and amusements (4-5). For the o
jor items of expenditure the amount of mon
spent by this class out of its budget co

sponds fairly closely with its place in the cla
hierarchy, second to the first of the low
lower class for the major necessities of fo
and shelter, and ordinarily, but not alwa
fourth or fifth to the classes above for €
items that give an opportunity for cuttl
down the amounts spent on them. Their

ings about doing the right thing, of being
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il Class in America

rable and rearing their children to do bet-
‘than they have, coupled with the limita-
ns of their income, are well reflected in
they select and reject what can be pur-
sed on the American market.3
" The lowerlower class, referred ro as
iverbrookers” or the “low-down Yankees
, live in the clam flats,” have a “bad repu-
jon” among those who are socially above
m. This evaluation includes beliefs that
are lazy, shiftless, and won’t work, all
yosites of the good middle-class virrues be-
jging to the essence of the Protestant ethic.
r are thought ro be improvident and un-
ng or unable to save their money for a
y day and, therefore, often dependent on
philanthropy of the private or public
cy and on poor relief. They are some-
es said to “live like animals™ because it is
ved that their sexual mores are not too
ting and that pre-marital intercourse,
marital infidelity, and high rates of ille-
nacy, sometimes too publicly mixed with
t, characterize their personal and family
It is certain that they deserve only part
s reputation. Research shows many of
guilty of no more than being poor and
g in the desire to get ahead, this latter
being common among those above them.
- these reasons and others, this class is
ed in Yankee City below the level of the
mon Man (lower-middle and upper-
r). For most of the indexes of status it
sixth and last.

o

in the Democratic
iddle West and Far West

large and small in the states west of the
ghenies sometimes have class systems
._._ do not possess an old-family (upper-
) class. The period of settlement has not
ys been sufficient for an old-family level,
¢ on the security of birth and inherired
alth, to entrench itself. Ordinarily, it rakes
al generations for an old-family class to
and hold the prestige and power neces-
¥'to impress the rest of the community suf-
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ficiently with the marks of its “breeding” to
be able to confer top status on those born into
it. The family, its name, and its lineage must
have had time to become identified in the
public mind as being above ordinary mortals.

While such identification is necessary for
the emergence of an old-family (upper-upper)
class and for its establishment, it is also neces-
sary for the community to be large enough for
the principles of exclusion to operate. For ex-
ample, those in the old-family group must be
sufficiently numerous for all the varieties of
social participation to be possible without the
use of new-family members; the family names
must be old enough to be easily identified;
and above all there should always be present
young people of marriageable age to become
mates of others of their own class and a suffi-
cient number of children to allow mothers to
select playmates and companions of their own
class for their children.

When a community in the more recently
settled regions of the United States is suffi-
ciently large, when it has grown slowly and at
an average rate, the chances are higher thar it
has an old-family class. If it lacks any one of
these factors, including size, social and eco-
nomic complexity, and steady and normal
growth, the old-family class is not likely to
develop.

One of the best tests of the presence of an
old-family level is to determine whether mem-
bers of the new-family category admit, per-
haps grudgingly and enviously and with hos-
tile derogatory remarks, that the old-family
level looks down on them and thar it is con-
sidered a mark of advancement and prestige
by those in the new-family group to move
into it and be invited to the homes and social
affairs of the old families. When a member of
the new-family class says, “We've only been
here two generations, but we still aren’t old-
family,” and when he or she goes on to say
that “they (old family) consider themselves
better than people like us and the poor dopes
around here let them get away with it,” such
evidence indicates that an old-family group is
present and able to enforce recognition of its
SUPETIoT position upon its most aggressive
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and hostile competitors, the members of the
lower-upper, or new-family, class.

When the old-family group is present and
its position is not recognized as superordi-
nate to the new families, the two tend to be
co-ordinate and view each other as equals.
The old-family people adroitly ler it be
known that their riches are not material pos-
sessions alone but are old-family lineage; the
new families display their wealth, accent their
power, and prepare their children for the de-
velopment of a future lineage by giving them
the proper training at home and later sending
them to the “right” schools and marrying
them into the “right” families.

Such communities usually have a five-class
pyramid, including an upper class, two mid-
dle, and two lower classes.® . . .

The communities of the mountain srates
and Pacific Coast are new, and many of
them have changed their economic form
from mining to other enterprises; conse-
quently, their class orders are similar to
those found in the Middle West. The older
and larger far western communities which
have had a continuing, solid growth of pop-
ulation which has not destroyed the original
group are likely to have the old-family level
at the top with the other classes present; the
newer and smaller communities and those
disturbed by the destruction of their original
status structure by large population gains
are less likely to have an old-family class
reigning above all others. San Francisco 1s a
clear example of the old-family type; Los
Angeles, of the more amorphous, less well-
organized class strucrure.

Class in the Deep South

Studies in the Deep South demonstrate thar,
in the older regions where social changes until
recently have been less rapid and less disturb-
ing to the status order, most of the towns
above a few thousand population have a six-
class system in which an old-family elite is so-
cially dominant.
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For example, in a study of a Mississip
community, a market town for a corron-grg
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CHART I
The social perspectives of the social classes*

ing region around it, Davis and the Gardpe
found a six-class system.’ Perhaps the soy
ern status order is best described by Cha
which gives the names used by the people
the community for each class and succinetly
tells how the members of each class rega
themselves and the rest of the class order.

The people of the two upper classes make
clear distinction between an old aristocracy
and an aristocracy which is not old. Ther
no doubt that the first is above the other;
upper-middle class views the two upper ong
much as the upper classes do themselves
groups them in one level with two division
the older level above the other; the lowe;
middle class separates them but conside
them co-ordinate; the bottom two classes,
greater social distance than the others, gron
all the levels above the Common Man as *
ciety” and one class. An examination of
terms used by the several classes for the o
classes shows that similar principles are o
ating.

The status system of most communities
the South is further complicated by a co
caste system which orders and systemarica
controls the relations of those categorized
Negroes and whires.

Although color-caste in America is a se
rate problem and the present [essay] does:
deal with this American status system, i
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necessary that we describe it briefly to be s
a clear distincrion is made between it and
cial class. Color-caste is a system of val
and behavior which places all people wh
thought to be white in a superior position
those who are thought of as black in an 1
rior status. . ..

The members of the two groups
severely punished by the formal and infor
rules of our society if they intermarry,
when they break this rule of “caste
dogamy,” their children suffer the penalties
our caste-like system by being placed in
lower color caste. Furthermore, unlike cl
the rules of this system forbid the members 0%

ower caste from climbing our of it. Their
tus and that of their children are fixed for-
This is true no matter how much money
y have, how great the prestige and power
€y may accumulate, or how well they have
quired correct manners and proper behav-
There can be no social mobility out of the
er caste into the higher one. (There may,
course, be class mobility within the Negro
White caste.) The rigor of caste rules varies
M region to region in the United States.6

The Mexicans, Spanish Americans, and
Prientals occupy a somewhat different status

from that of the Negro, but many of the char-
acteristics of their social place in America are
similar.”

The social-class and color-caste hypothe-
ses, inductively established as So%:ww prin-
ciples for understanding American society,
were developed in the researches which were
reported in the “Yankee City” volumes,
Deep South, and Caste and Class in a South-
ern Town. Gunnar Myrdal borrowed them,
particularly color-caste, and made then
known to a large, non-professional Ameri-
can audience,®
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The Genepralities of American Class

It is now time to ask what are the basic char-
acteristics of social status common to the
communities of all regions in the United
States and, once we have answered this ques-
tion, to inguire what the variations are among
the several systems. Economic factors are sig-
nificant and important in determining the
class position of any family or person, influ-
encing the kind of behavior we find in any
class, and contributing their share to the pres-
ent form of our status system. Bur, while sig-
nificant and necessary, the economic factors
are not sufficient to predict where a parricular
family or individual will be or to explain com-
pletely the phenomena of social class. Some-
thing more than a large income is necessary
for high social position. Money must be
translated into socially approved behavior
and possessions, and they in turn must be
translated into intimate participation with,
and acceptance by, members of a superior
class. ...

The “right” kind of house, the “right”
neighborhood, the “right” furniture, the
proper behavior—all are symbols that can ul-
timately be translated into social acceptrance
by those who have sufficient money to aspire
to higher levels than they presently enjoy.

To belong to a particular level in the social-
class system of America means that a family
or individual has gained acceptance as an
equal by those who belong in the class. The
behavior in this class and the participation of
those in it must be rated by the rest of the
community as being at a particular place in
the social scale.

Although our democratic heritage makes us
disapprove, our class order helps control a
number of important functions. It unequally
divides the highly and lowly valued things of
our society among the several classes accord-
ing to their rank. Qur marriage rules conform
to the rules of class, for the majority of mar-
riages are between people of the same class.
No class system, however, is so rigid thar it
completely prohibits marriages above and be-
low one’s own class. Furthermore, an open
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System of a Modern Comnunity, Vol.
ce Q? Series” (New Haven: Yale Univer-

1942).
The Social Life of a Modern Convmunity,

class system such as ours permits a per
during his lifetime to move up or down fr,
the level into which he was born. Vertica] .
cial mobility for individuals or families
characteristic of all class systems. The pring
pal forms of mobility in this country ;
through the use of money, education, occy;
tion, talent, skill, philanthropy, sex, and n
riage. Although economic mobility is still §
portant, it seems likely now that more peo
move to higher positions by education th
by any other route. We have indicated befg
this that the mere possession of money is
sufficient for gaining and keeping a higher
cial position. This is equally true of all oth
forms of mobility. In every case there must
social acceptance.

Class varies from community to com

he evidence for the statements in this para-
n be found in The Social Life of a Modern
nity, pp- 28 7-300.

1S conceivable that in smaller communities
v be only three, or even two, classes pres-

on Davis, Burleigh B. Gardner, and Mary
er, Deep South (Chicago: University of
g Press, 1941). Also read: John Dollard,
d Class in a Southern Town (New Haven:
University Press, 1937); Mozell Hill, “The
o Society in Oklahoma™ (Unpublished
sertation, University of Chicago, 1936);
. Walker, “Changes in Race Accommada-
_a Southern Community” (Unpublished
i lissertation, University of Chicago, 1945).
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6. See St. Clair Drake and Horace R. Cayton,
Black Metropolis (New York: Harcourt, Brace &
Co., 1945), for studies of two contrasting caste or-
ders; read the “Methodological Note” by Warner
in Black Metropolis for an analysis of the differ-
ence between the two systems.

7.5ee W. Lloyd Warner and Leo Srole, The So-
cial Systems of American Ethnic Groups, Vol. 111,
“Yankee City Series” (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1945). Chapter X discusses the similarities
and differences and presents a table of predictabil-
ity on their probable assimilation and gives the
principles governing these phenomena.

8. Gunnar Myrdal, An American Dilemma
{New York: Harper & Bros., 1944). For an early
publication on color-caste, see W. Lloyd Warner,
“American Caste and Class,” American Journal of
Sociology, XLII, No. 2 (September, 1936), 234-37,
and “Formal Education and the Social Structure,”
Journal of Educational Sociology, IX (May, 1936),
524-31.

nity. The new city is less likely than an old ong
to have a well-organized class order; this
also true for cities whose growth has be
rapid as compared with those which have n
been disturbed by huge increases in popu
tion from other regions or countries or by

WARD SHILS

rapid displacement of old industries by n
ones. The mill town’s status hierarchy is mo
likely to follow the occupational hierarc
of the mill than the levels of evaluated parti
pation found in market towns or those wi
diversified industries. Suburbs of large met
polises tend to respond to selective facto
which reduce the number of classes to on
a very few. They do not represent or exp
all the cultural facrors which make up the s
cial pattern of an ordinary city.

Yet systematic studies from coast to coa
in cities large and small and of many ec
nomic types, indicate that, despite the vari
tions and diversity, class levels do exist an
that they conform to a particular pattern o
organization.

ery action of one human being towards
er there enters an element of apprecia-
or derogation of the ‘partner’ towards
the action is directed. Tt enters in vary-
degrees; some actions contain very little of
e consist almost entirely of apprecia-
derogation, in most actions the appre-
or derogatory elements are mingled
others, such as commanding, coercing,
erating, purchasing, loving, etc.

preciation and derogation are responses
properties of the ‘partner’, of the role
ch he is performing, of the categories into

Notes

1. See W. Lloyd Warner and Paul 5. Lunt, Thi
Social Life of a Modern Community, Vol. T, “Yan=
kee City Series” (New Haven: Yale Universi

Press, 1941); W. Lloyd Warner and Paul 5. Lur ce informarion beginning on page 891.

published n 1968. Please see complete

which he is classified or the relationships in
which he stands to third persons or categories
of persons—against the background of the ac-
tor’s own image of himself with respect to
these properties. This element of appreciation
or derogation is different from those re-
sponses to the past or anticipated acrions of
the ‘partner’ which are commands, acts of
obedience, the provision of goods or services,
the imposition of injuries such as the wirh-
holding or withdrawal of goods and services,
and acts of love or hatred.

These acts of appreciation or derogation I
shall designate as deference. The term defer-
ence shall refer both to positive or high defer-
ence and to negative or low deference or
derogation. Ordinarily, when I say that one
person defers to another, I shall mean thart he
is acknowledging that person’s worth or dig-

S
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nity but when T speak of a person’s ‘deference-
position’, that might refer either to a high or
low deference-position. What I call deference
here is sometimes called ‘status’ by other writ-
ers. There is nothing wrong with that designa-
tion, except that it has become associated
with a conception of the phenomenon which I
wish to modify. The term ‘deference’, with its
clear intimation of a person who defers,
brings out the aspect which has in my view
not been made sufficiently explicit in work on
this subject in recent years. . ..

The Bases of Deference

The disposition to defer and the performance
of acts of deference are evoked by the percep-
tion, in the person or classes of persons per-
ceived, of certain characteristics or properties
of their roles or actions. These characteristics
or properties I shall call deference-enritling
properties or entitlements. While they do not
by themselves and automatically arouse judg-
ments of deference, they must be seen or be-
lieved to exist for deference to be granted.
Deference-entitlements include: occupational
role and accomplishment, wealth (including
type of wealth), income and the mode of its
acquisition, style of life, level of educational
attainment, political or corporare power,
proximity to persons or roles exercising polit-
ical or corporate power, kinship connections,
ethnicity, performance on behalf of the com-
munity or society in relation to external com-
munities or societies, and the possession of
‘objecrive acknowledgments’ of deference
such as titles or ranks.

It is on the basis of the perception of these
entitlements that individuals and classes or
more or less anonymous individuals who are
believed to possess some constellation of
these entitlements are granted deference; it is
on the basis of the possession of these proper-
ties that they grant deference to themselves
and claim it from others. It is on the basis of
simultaneous assessments of their own and of
others’ deference-entitlements that they regu-
late their conduct towards others and antici-
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pate the deferential (or derogatory) Tespon;
of others.

Why should these properties be sing]
out as pertinent to deference? What s ;
abour them which renders them deferen,
relevant? Why are they and not kindne
amiability, humour, manliness, feminin;
and other temperamental qualities whj,
are so much appreciated in life, regarded
deference-relevant?

The cognitive maps which human bej
form of their world include a map of their s
ciety. This map locates the primary or corp,
rate groups of which they are active membe
and the larger society which includes th
groups, but with which they have little act
contact. The map which delineates this so
ety entails a sense of membership in that so
ety and a sense of the vital character of th
membership. Even though the individual r
volts against thar society, he cannot cor
pletely free himself from his sense of mem
ship in it. The society is not just an ecologi
fact or an environment; it is thought to p
sess a vitality which is inherent in it and me
bership in it confers a certain vitality on th
who belong to it. It is a significant cosm
from which members derive some of their si
nificance to themselves and to others.
significance is a charismaric significance; i.e
signifies the presence and operation of wha
thought to be of ultimate and determinatiy
significance.

If we examine each of the deference-re
vant properties with reference to this cha
matic content, i.e. with reference to the extent
to which it tends to have charisma attribu
to it, we will see that each of these prope
obtains its significance as an entitlement.
deference primarily on these grounds. .

Occupational role is ordinarily thought o8
as one of the most significant entitlements
deference. The most esteemed occupations
socieries, for which there are survey or
pressionistic data, are those which are in thel
internal structure and in their functions clos
est 1o the centres. The centres of sociery at
those positions which exercise earthly pow
and which mediate man’s relationship to k

of existence—spiritual forces, cosmic
values and norms—which legiri-
.or withholds legitimacy from the
w powers or which dominates earthly
tence. The highest ‘authorities” in soci-
sovernors, judges, prime ministers and
ts and fundamental scientists—are
hose roles enable them to control so-
it to penetrate into the ultimate laws
orces which are thought to control the
-and human life. Occupational roles are
d in a sequence which appears approxi-
ely to correspond with the extenr to
each role possesses these properties.
charismatic content of a given occupa-
I role will vary with the centrality of the
te body or sector in which it is carried
he most authoritative role in a periph-
orporate body will carry less charisma
the same type of role in a more centrally
ted corporate body. The roles which ex-
e no authority and which are thought to
‘a minimum of contact with transcen-
powers call forth least deference.
) course, occupational roles and their in-
ibents are also deferred to on accounr of
n highly correlated deference-entitling
erties such as the income which the prac-
of the occupation provides, the educa-
ional level of its practitioners, the ethnic
ties of its incumbents, etc. Conversely,
pational roles which are ill-remunerated
the incumbents of which have little edu-
10n and are of derogatory ethnic stocks re-
ve little deference on the grounds of these
as well as on the grounds of the nature
functions of the occupational role itself.
netheless, occupational role is an indepen-
it entitlement to deference. . . .

tierence Behaviour

€ term sigtus, when it is used to refer to
tierence-position, ordinarily carries with it
ertones of the stability, continuity and per-
¥asiveness which are possessed by sex and
- A person who has a given status tends to
thought of as having that starus at every
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moment of his existence as long as that partic-
ular status is not replaced by another status.
One of the reasons why T have chosen to use
the term ‘deference-position” in place of sra-
tus’ is that it makes a little more prominent
the fact that status is not a substantial prop-
erty of the person arising automatically from
the possession of certain entitlements but is in
fact an element in a relationship between the
person deferred to and the deferent person.
Deference towards another person is an atti-
tude which is manifested in behaviour.

Acts of deference judgments are evaluative
classifications of self and other. As classifica-
tions they transcend in their reference the
things classified. A person who is evaluatively
classified by an act of deference on the basis
of his occupation is in that classification even
when he is not performing his occupational
role. The classificatory deference judgment,
because it is a generalization, attains some
measure of independence from the intermit-
tence of entitlements. It has an intermittence
of its own which is not necessarily synchro-
nized with that of the entitlements.

Overt concentrated acts of deference such
as greetings and presentations are usually
shortlived, i.e. they are performed for rela-
tively short periods and then “disappear’ unil
the next appropriate occasion. The a ppropri-
ate occasions for the performance of concen-
trated acts of deference might be regular in
their recurrence, e.g. annually or weekly or
even daily, but except for a few ‘deference-
occupations’ they are not performed with the
high frequency and density over extended pe-
riods in the way in which occupational roles
are performed. Bur does deference consist ex-
clusively of the performance of concentrared
deferential actions? Is there a ‘deference vac-
uum’ when concentrated deferential actions
are not being performed? Where does defer-
ence go when it is not being expressed in a
grossly tangible action?

To answer this question, it is desirable ro
examine somewhat more closely the character
of artenuated deference actions. There are
concentrated, exclusively deferential actions
which are nothing but deferential actions just
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as there are exclusively power or style of life
or occupational actions bur in a way different
from these others. Occupational actions are
substantial; all effort within a given space and
time is devored to their performance. They
can be seen clearly by actor and observer as
occupational actions; the exercise of authority
has many of these features, especially when it
is exercised in an authoritative occupational
role. Expenditures of money are of shorter
duration bur they too are clearly definable.
The acts of consumption and conviviality
which are comprised in a style of life are of
Jonger duration bur they too are also clearly
defined. On the other hand, level of educa-
tional attainment and kinship connection and
ethnicity are not actual actions at all, they are
classifications in which ‘objectively’ the classi-
fied person is continuously present although
once present in the class he does nothing to
manifest or affirm.

But deference actions—deferring to self and
other, receiving deference from self and
other—are actions. They result in and are per-
formed with reference to classifications but
they are actions nonetheless. They are not
however always massive actions of much du-
ration. They occur moreover mainly at the
margin of other types of action. Deference ac-
tions performed alone are usually very short-
lived; they open a sequence of interaction and
they close it. Between beginning and end, def-
erence actions are performed in fusion with
non-deferential actions. Throughout the pro-
cess of interaction they are attenuated in the
substance of the relationship in which the per-
formance of tasks appropriate to roles in cor-
porate bodies, to civil roles, to personal rela-
tionships, etc., occurs. Deference actions have
always been largely components of other ac-
tions; they are parts of the pattern of speaking
to a colleague, a superior or an inferior abour
the business at hand in an authoritatively hi-
erarchical corporate body, of speaking abour
or to a fellow citizen, of acting towards him
over a distance (as in an election). In other
words, deference actions seldom appear solely
as deference acrions and those which do are
not regarded, especially in the United States,
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as a particularly important part of interactig
in most situations. Nonetheless, deference
demanded and it is accepted in an attenuate
form.

This then is the answer to the question as
where deference goes when it ceases to
concentrared: it survives in attenuation, in
pervasive, intangible form which enters in
all sorts of relationships through tone
speech, demeanour, precedence in speakin
frequency and mode of contradiction, etc.

privenience in research and also because
on usage practised a system of classifi-
on into ‘middle’, ‘upper’, ‘lower’,? etc.,
s, research workers and theorists at-
ted to construct a composite index which
d amalgamate the positions of each indi-
1 in a number of distributions (in partic-
~ the distriburions of occupational role
ducation) into some variant of the three-
distribution. The resultant was called
jal-economic status’ (sometimes, ‘socio-
mic status’).

he “subjective’ conception of social strati-
rion appreciated the “opinion’-like charac-
. of deference but for reasons of conven-
.in research procedure and because of
aditional mode of discourse concerning
stratification, the ‘subjective factor’ it-
tended to be ‘substantialized’” and it too
egarded as capable of being ranged in a
alent distribution.? Sometimes as in the
vards classification in the United States or
the Registrar-General’s classification in the
ted Kingdom, this ‘subjective factor’ im-
ssionistically assessed by the research
ker was amalgamated with the ‘objective
ctors’ in arriving at a single indicator of
§’. Status was taken to mean a total sta-
which included both deference-position
entitlements, constructed by an external
erver (not a participant in the system).
it this conception has not found sufferance
ause it is patently unsatisfactory. Defer-
e-position—or esteem, prestige or sta-
does belong to a different order of
ts in comparison with events like occu-
tional distribution, income and wealth dis-
ution, etc. It belongs to the realm of val-
it is the outcome of evaluative judgments
rding positions in the distributions of
Djective’ characteristics.

" The improvement of techniques of field
ork in community studies and sample sur-
eys has rendered it possible to collect data,
tively systematically, about these evalua-
10ns and to assign to each person in a small
mmunity or to each occupation on a list a
gle position in a distribution. Research
nique has served to obscure a fundamen-

The Distribution of Deference

It has long been characteristic of the study
deference and of the deference-positions (st
tus) which it helps to produce to ascribe
them a distribution similar in important r
spects to the distribution of entitlements su
as occupational roles and power, incom
wealth, styles of life, levels of educational a
tainment, ctc. The entitlements are all rel
tively ‘substantial’ things which are not mat-
ters of opinion but rather ‘objective’, more
less quantifiable, conditions or artributes a
as such capable of being ranged in a univales
and continuous distribution. Every individ
has one occupation or another at any giv
period in time or for a specifiable duratio
every individual has—if it could be mea
ured—such and such an average amount
power over a specifiable time period. Evel
individual has some style of life, cerrain com=
ponents of which at least are enduring ani
observable—and he either possesses them
does not possess them. There are of cour
cases of persons having two widely differe
kinds of occupational roles within the sa
limited time period (‘moonlighting’), of p
sons having widely divergent incomes wi
a given period, but these and other anoma
can quite easily be resolved by specifiable pr
cedures for the collection of data and for th
statistical treatment and presentation.
Present-day sociological notions of n_nmn\
ence (status, esteem, prestige, honour, et
grew up in association with the ‘objectiv
conceprion of social stratification. For reaso
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tal conceptual error. As a result, since each
person possessed a status (or deference-posi-
tion), they could be ranged in a single distri-
bution. Such a distribution could occur, how-
ever, only under certain conditions. The
conditions include (a) an evaluative consensus
throughout the society regarding the criteria
in accordance with which deference is allo-
cated; (b) cognitive consensus throughout the
society memaﬁm the characteristics of each
position in each distribution and Hmmmn%:m
the shape of the distributions of entitlements;
(c) consensus throughout the society regard-
ing the weights to be assigned to the various
categories of deference-entitling properties;?
{d) equal attention to and equal differentia-
tion by each member of the society of strata
which are adjacent to his own and those
which are remote from it;5 (e) equal salience
of deference judgments throughout the soci-
ety; (f) univalence of all deference judgments.

Were these conditions to obtain, then the
distribution of deference-positions in such a
society might well have the form which the
distributions of ‘objective’ entitlements pos-
sess. There are, however, numerous reasons
why the distribution of deference-positions or
status does not have this form. Some of these
reasons are as follows: (a) Some consensus
concerning the criteria for the assessment of
entitlements might well exist but like any con-
sensus it is bound to be incomplete. Further-
more criteria are so ambiguously appre-
hended that any existent consensus actually
covers a wide variety of beliefs about the con-
tent of the criteria. (b) Cognitive consensus
throughout the society regarding the proper-
ties of entitlements and the shape of their dis-
tributions is rather unlikely because of the
widespread and unequal ignorance about
such matters as the occupational roles, in-
comes, educational attainments of individuals
and strata. (¢) The weighting of the various
criteria is not only ambiguous, it is likely to
vary from stratum to stratum depending on
the deference position of the various strata
and their positions on the various distribu-
tions; it is likely that each stratum will give a
heavier weight to that distribution on which it

e it
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stands more highly or on which it has a
greater chance of improving its position or
protecting it from ‘invaders’. (d) The percep-
tions of one’s own stratum or of adjacent
strata are usually much more differentiated
and refined and involve more subsidiary cri-
teria than is the case in their perceptions of re-
mote strata. Thus even if they are compatible
with each other there is no identity of the dif-
ferentiations made by the various strata. {e)
Some persons are more sensitive to deference
than are others and this difference in the
salience of deference occurs among strata as
well. Some persons think frequently in rerms
of deference position, others think less fre-
quently in those terms. Accordingly assess-
ments of other human beings and the self may
differ markedly within a given society, among
individuals, strata, regions and generations
with respect to their tendency to respond def-
erentially rather than affectionately or matter-
of-factly or instrumentally. The arrangement
of the members of a society into a stratified
distribution as if each of them had a determi-
nate quantity of a homogeneous thing called
deference (or status or prestige) does violence
to the nature of deference and deference-
positions; it further obscures in any case suffi-
ciently opaque reality. The possibility of dis-
sensus in each of the component judgments—
cognitive and evaluative—which go to make
up a deference-judgment can, of course, be
covered by the construction of measures
which hide the dispersion of opinions. If all
inter-individual disagreements are confined
to differences in ranking within a given stra-
tum, the procedure would perhaps be accepr-
able. Bu, if 80 per cent of a population place
certain persons in stratum I and if 20 per
cent place them in stratum 1, is it meaning-
ful to say that the persons so judged are in
stratum 1?

The dissensus which results in inter-individ-
ually discordant rankings seriously challenges
the validity of procedures which construct
univalent deference distributions and then
disjoin them into strata. This difficulry would
exist even if there were agreement about the
location of the boundary lines which allegedly
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. the elaborateness of the style of life,
:nu\ to this and call it forth. It is at the
¢ that deference institutions function and
es an added focus and stimulus to def-
behaviour. The centre adds the vivid-
omm local deference system to the mas-
eference-evoking powers of centrality.
in each local or regional deference sys-
there are some persons who are more
ve than others to the centre and they in-
ato the local system some awareness of
ensitivity to the centre.

some times and at others, individuals
e preoccupations are mainly with the lo-
ference systems—insofar as they are at
oncerned with deference—place them-
on the macrosocial deference map. This
cation and the perception that others
so locating themselves is the precondi-
f a sense of affinity among those who
e themselves Emnqo.mo&m:w on approxi-
ly the same position in the distribution of
nce. The placement of others is made of
se on the basis of fragmentary evidence
it occupational role, style of life, or ele-
nits of these and the sense of affinity is
se, the self-location very vague, very inar-
ilated and very approximate. In this way
ference (or status) strata are constituted,
'y have no clear boundaries and member-
p cannot be certified or specified. It is
gely a matter of sensing one’s membership
being regarded by others as a member.
ose one ‘knows’ are usually members, and
ond them the domain spreads out indefi-
itely and anonymously in accordance with
ue cognitive stratification maps and an in-
oate image of the ‘average man’; within
stratum, an ‘average man’ possesses the
per combination of positions on the distri-
ion of significant deference-entitlements.
Thus the formation of deference-strata is a
cess of the mutual assimilation of local
Crence systems into a national deference
stem. It 1s through class consciousness that
erence-strata are formed.

In the course of its self-constitution a defer-
&nce stratum also defines in 2 much vaguer
fray the other deference strata of its socicty. It

separate one deference stratum from
other. But there is no certainty that there S i
be consensus on this martter, and the Purposg
of realistic understanding is not served by 4

suming that there is such consensus or by coi
structing measures which impose the appe
ance of such a consensus on the dara. . ..

Deference Systems

Deference systems tend to become territoria
dispersed into local systems which are mo
differentiated to those who participate
them than is the national system. I do n
mean to say that the several systems rangis
from local to national are in conflict w
each other. Indeed they can be quite conse;
sual and the local usually could not be cons
tuted withour reference to persons, roles and
symbols of the centre. In the various zon
and sectors of the periphery where the cen
is more remote, the imagery of the centre st
enters markedly into the deference system and
local differentiations are often simply refin
applications of perceptions and evaluatio
which have the centre as their point of refe
ence. Thus, for example, local deference jud
ments will make more subtle internal distini
tions about occupational role and authorit
income and style of life than would judgments
made from a distant point either peripheral
central. Still the distinctions will refer to di
tances from some standard which enjoys 1
highest fulfilment at the centre. It seems
likely that centre-blindness can ever be co
plete in any society.

Nevertheless, the various systems do
some extent have lives of their own. The lo¢
deference system is probably more contin
ously or more frequently in operation tha
the national system—alrhough as national s0-
cieties become more integrated and incr
ingly incorporate with local and regional so
eties, the national deference system becom!
more frequently and more intensely active.

In all societies, the deference system is atits
most intense and most continuous at the ce
tre. The high concentrations of power and

253

draws boundary lines but, exceprt for those it
draws about itself, the boundaries are mart-
ters of minor significance. Boundary lines are
of importance only or mainly to those who
are affected by the location of the boundary,
i.e. those who live close to it on one side or
the other. The location of a line of division in
the distribution of deference is regarded as
important primarily by those who fear that
they themselves are in danger of expulsion or
who are refused admission to the company
of members of a stratum to whom they re-
gard themselves as equal or to whom they
wish to be equal and whose company they
regard as more desirable than the one to
which they would otherwise be confined.
The members of any deference stratum are
likely to be ignorant about the location of
deference stratum boundaries which are re-
mote from them and if they are not ignorant,
they are indifferent.

The various deference strata of local defer-
ence systems are in contact with each other
through occasional face-to-face contacts.
They are present in each others’ imaginations
and this deferential presence enters into all
sorts of non-deferential actions of exchange,
conflict and authority.

In national deference systems too the differ-
ent strata are in contact with each other, not
very much through face-to-face contact but
through their presence in each other’s imagi-
nation. This presence carries with it the
awareness of one’s distance from the centre
and it entails some acceptance of the central-
ity of the centre and some acceprance of the
greater dignity of the centre. It is an implicit
belief that the centre embodies and enacts
standards which are important in the assess-
ment of oneself and one’s own stratum.

In some sense, the centre ‘is” the standard
which is derived from the perception, correct
or incorrect, of its conduct and bearing. These
remote persons and strata which form the
centre might be deferred to, or condemned in
speech, and the pattern of their conducr, bear-
ing, outlook, etc., might be emulated or
avoided. An ‘objective existence’ is attributed
to the rank ordering from centrality to pe-
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ripherality of the other strata and within this
rank ordering one’s own stratum is located.
The ontological, non-empirical reality which
is attributed to position in the distribution of
deference makes it different from ‘mere’ eval-
uation and sometimes even antithetical to it.

On a much more earthly level, contacts be-
tween deference strata occur and in many
forms—particularly through the division of
labour and its coordination through the mar-
ket and within corporate bodies and in the
struggle for political power. This does not
mean that the strata encounter each other in
corporately organized forms¢ or that, when
there is interstratum contact in the encounter
of corporate bodies, these bodies include all
or most members of their respective strata.
Much of this inter-stratum contact takes place
through intermediaries who act as agents and
who receive a deference which is a response
both to their own deference-entitling proper-
ties and those of their principals. Those who
act on behalf of these corporate bodies do so
in a state of belief that they are ‘representing’
the deference-stratum to which they belong or
feel akin.

A society can then have a deference system
of relatively self-distinguishing and self-con-
stituting deference strata, with the strata be-
ing in various kinds of relationship with each
other, Such a situation is entirely compatible
with the absence of the type of objective def-
erence distribution which we rejected in
the foregoing section. Each of the deference
strata possesses in a vague form an image of a
society-wide deference distribution but these
images cannot be correct in the sense of corre-
sponding to an objective deference distribu-
tion, which might or might not actually exist.

Notes

‘This paper is a further exploration of the theme of
my earlier papers “Charisma, order and status’,
American Sociological Review, vol. 30 (April
1965), pp. 199-213; *Centre and periphery’, in
The Logic of Personal Knowledge: Essays it Hon-
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aur of Michael Polanyi (London: Routledge, Kegan
Paul, 1961), pp. 117-30; ‘The concentration an
dispersion of charisma’, World Politics, vol. X, {
pp. 1-19; and ‘Metropolis and province in the in=
tellectual community” in N. V. Sovani and V. M
Dandekar (eds.), Changing India: Essays in Hon:
our of Professor D. R. Cadgil (Bombay: Asia Pub=

lishing House, 1961), pp. 275-94. S TER M.

1. The ‘objective’ conception concerned itse

OCCUPATIONAL HIERARCHIES

BLAU AND OTIS DUDLEY DUNCAN,
WITH THE COLLABORATION OF ANDREA TYREE

with the relatively substantial entitlements, thy
‘subjective’ with the ‘opinion’-like elements.

2. The prevalence of the trichotomous classifica
tion and variations on it is probably of Aristotelian’ E
origin. There is no obvious reason why reflection’ ;
on experience and observation alone should have
resulted in three classes. This might well be a ca
where nature has copied art. ;

3.1t is quite possible that this pattern of thou
which emerged in the nineteenth century wa
deeply influenced by the conception of social cla
of the nineteenth-century critics of the anc
régime and of the bourgeois social order whi
succeeded it. In the ancien régime the most powe
ful ranks were designated by legally guaranteed
tles which entered into the consciousness of theif
bearers and those who associared with or consi
ered them. These designations were not ‘mater
or ‘objective’. They did not belong to the “substr
ture’ of society. They were therefore ‘subjectiv
but they were also unambiguous. They could
treated in the same way as ‘objective’ characte;
tics. By extension, the same procedure could be
plied to the other strata.

4. Where these three conditions exist, th
would also exist a consensus between the judgn
which a person makes of his own deference-p
tion and the judgments which others render abo
his position.

5. It also presupposes equal knowledge by
members of the society about all other member:

6. Corporate organizations, membership
which is determined by a sense of affinity of d
ence positions and of positions in other distrit
tions, seldom enlist the active membership of all
members of the stratum or even of all the ad
male members of the strarum. Those who are
members of the corporate body are not, however,
be regarded as completely devoid of the sense
affinity with other members of their strarum. ‘Cl2
consciousness’ in this sense is very widespread b
it is a long step from this type of ‘class conscio
ness’ to the aggressively alienated class conscio
ness which Marxist doctrine predicted woulg
spread throughout the class of manual workers 5
industry and Marxist agitation has sought to cuil
vate.

approaches have dominated the investi-
ons of occupational hierarchy carried out
tudents of social stratification. One is the
ort to develop a socioeconomic classifica-
m scheme for occupations. Perhaps the
st influential work here was that of the
sus statistician Alba M. Edwards.! His
social-economic grouping” of occupations
been widely used in studies of occupa-
nal stratification and mobility. With certain
difications it led to the “major occupation
ups” used by the Bureau of the Census
e 1940. ... To suggest that his grouping
plied a “scale,” Edwards contented him-
~with showing differences in average or
ical levels of education and income of the
orkers included in the several categories:
ucation is a very large factor in the social
us of workers, and wage or salary income
-very large factor in their economic sta-

more recent developmenr is the deriva-
of scores for detailed census occupation
es representing a composite index of edu-

iginally published in 1967. Please see complete
ce information beginning on page 891.

Measuring the Status of Occupations

cation and income levels of workers in each
such occupation. Priority for this specific
technique probably belongs to social scientists
in Canada,® with a similar approach being
taken in this country by both a private re-
searcher worker* and, lately, in official publi-
cations of the U. 5. Bureau of the Census.’
The second approach to occupational strat-
ification is to secure, from samples more or
less representative of the general public, rat-
ings of the “general standing” or “prestige”
of selected occupations. Such ratings have
been shown to be remarkably close to invari-
ant with respect to (a) the composition and
size of the sample of raters; (b) the specific in-
structions or form of the rating scale; (c) the
interpretation given by respondents to the no-
tion of “general standing”; and (d) the pas-
sage of time.§ The high order of reliability and
stability evidenced by prestige ratings would
commend their use in problems requiring so-
cial distance scaling of the occuparions pur-
sued by a general sample of the working
force, but for one fact: ratings have hitherto
been available only for relatively small num-
bers of occupation titles. Many research
workers have resorted to ingenious schemes
for splicing ad hoc judgments into the series
of rated occupations, but no general solution
to the problem has been widely accepted.
Work currently in progress at the National
Opinion Research Center promises to over-
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come this difficulty by supplying prestige rat-
ings for a comprehensive list of occupations.
In the absence of such ratings at the tme of
the Occupational Changes in a Generation
(OCG) survey we fell back on the idea of a so-
cioeconomic index of occupational status.
The particular index we used, however, was
one designed to give near-optimal reproduc-
tion of a set of prestige ratings. A full account
of the construction of this index is given else-
where,” and only a few general points need to
be made before presenting some illustrations
of the scale values assigned to occupations.

In the derivation of the socioeconomic in-
dex of occuparional status, prestige ratings
obtained from a sizable sample of the U.S.
population in 1947 were taken as the crite-
rion. These were available for 45 occupations
whose titles closely matched those in the cen-
sus detailed list. Data in the 1950 Census of
Population were converted to two summary
measures: per cent of male workers with four
years of high school or a higher level of edu-
cational attainment, and per cent with in-
comes of $3,500 or more in 1949 (both vari-
ables being ape-standardized). The multiple
regression of per cent “excellent” or “good”
prestige ratings on the education and income
measures was calculated. The multiple corre-
lation, with the 45 occupations as units of ob-
servation, came out as .91, implying that five-
sixths of the variation in aggregate prestige
ratings was taken into account by the combi-
nation of the two socioeconomic variables.
Using the regression weights obtained in this
calculation, all census occupations were as-
signed scores on the basis of their education
and income distributions. Such scores may be
interpreted either as estimates of (unknown)
prestige ratings or simply as values on a scale
of occupational sociceconomic status (“occu-
pational status” for short). The scale is repre-
sented by two-digit numbers ranging from 0
to 96. Tt closely resembles the scales of
Blishen, Bogue, and the U.S. Bureau of the
Census mentioned earlier, although there are
various differences in detail among the four
sets of scores.

1l / The Structure of Contemporary Stratificatiy

One of the most serious Issues in using any: &
index of occupational status in the study of

ring the Status of Occupations -

Occupations [lustrating Various Scores on the Index of Occupational Status®

TABLE 1

mobility has to do with the problem of tem
poral stability. . . . Fortunately, we now have
detailed study of temporal stability in occup,
tional prestige ratings. The results are asto,
1shing to most sociologists who have given th
marter only casual thought. A ser of ratingg
obtained as long ago as 1925 is correlated tg
the extent of .93 with the latest set available
obtained in 1963. The analysts conclude:
“There have been no substantial changes
occupational prestige in the United States
since 1925.”% Less complete evidence is avajls
able for the sociceconomic components of
our index, but information available in th
Censuses of 1940, 1950, and 1960 points to a'
comparably high order of temporal stabiliry,
despite major changes in the value of the dol
lar and the generally rising levels of edu
tional artainment. . .,

Two-digit status scores are available fo
446 detailed occupation titles. Of these, 270 i
are specific occupation categories; the remain-"
der are subgroupings, based on industry o
class of worker, of 13 general occupation cat
egories. The reader may consult the sourg
publication for the scores of particular oceu
pations of interest.!® Here we shall only ill
trate the variation of the scores by citing ill
trative occupations, not always those of th
greatest numerical importance (see Table

Table 1 makes it clear that occupations
very different character may have similar s
tus scores. In particular, there is considerable
overlap of scores of occupations in distinet

Score
Interval

Title of Occupation (Frequency per 10, 000 Males in 1960
Experienced Civilian Labor Force in Parentheses)

90 to 96

85 to 89

80 to B4

75 to 79

70 to T4

65 to 63

60 to 64

55 to 59

50 to 54

45 to 49

40 to 44

Architects (7); dentists (18); chemical engineers (9); lawyers and judges
(45); physicians and surgeons (47)

Aeronautical engineers (11}; industrial engineers (21); salaried managers,
banking and finance (30); self-employed proprietors, banking and
finance (5)

College presidents, professors and instructors (31); editors and reporters
(14); electrical engineers (40); pharmacists (19); oificials, federal
public administration and postal service (13); salaried MANAgers,
business services (11)

A and auditors (87); chemists (17); veterinarians {3); salaried
managers, manufacturing (133); self-employed proprietors, Insurance
and real estate (9)

Designers (12); teachers (105); store buyers and department heads (40);
credit men (8); salaried managers, wholesale trade (41); self-employed
proprietors, motoer vehicles and accessories retailing (12); stock and
bond salesmen (6)

Artists and art teachers (15); draftsmen (45); salarled managers, motor
vehicles and accessories retailing (18); seli-employed proprietors,
apparel and accessories retail stores (8); agents, n.e.c. (29); advertis-
ing agents and sal (7); sal facturing (93); foremen,
transportation equipment manufacturing (18)

Librarians (3); sports instructors and officials (12); postmasters (5);
salaried managers, construction (31); self-employed proprietors,
manufacturing (35); stenographers, typists, and secretaries {18}
ticket, station, and express agents (12); real estate agents and brokers
(33); salesmen, wholesale trade (106); foremen, machinery manu-
facturing (28); photoengravers and lithographers (5)

Funeral directors and embalmers (8); railroad conductors (10); self-
employed proprietors, wholesale trade (28); electrotypers and
stereotypers (2); foremen, communications, utilities, and sanitary
services (12); locomotive engineers (13)

Clergymen (43); musicians and music teachers (19); officials and adminis-
trators, local public administration (15); salaried managers, food and
dairy products stores (21); self-employed proprietors, construction
(50); bookkeepers (33); mail carriers (43); foremen, metal industries
{28); toolmakers, and die-makers and setters (41)

Surveyors (10); salaried managers, automobile repair services and
garages (4); office machine operators (18); linemen and servicemen,
telephone, telegraph and power (60); locomotive firemen (8); airplane
mechanics and repairmen (26); stationary engineers (60)

Sell-employed proprietors, transportation (8); self-employed proprietors,
personal services (19); cashiers (23); clerical and kindred workers,
n.e,c. (269); electricians (77); construction foremen {22); motion
pleture projectionista (4); photographle process workers (5); raflroad
switchmen (13); policemen and detectives, government {51)

major occupation groups. Indeed, only f
points separate the lowest occupation in the
“professional, technical, and kindred work
ers” group from the highest among “laborer:
except farm and mine.” Nevertheless, the ma:
jor occupation group classification accoun
for three-fourths of the variation in score
among detailed occupations. The status
scores offer a useful refinement of the coarse
classification burt not a radically different pat=2
tern of grading.

Table 1 probably does not illustrate ade-
tely the variation by industry subclass of
n_._ Occupation categories as “operatives,
t elsewhere classified” and “laborers, not
sewhere classified.” Such variation is fairly
ubstantial. Tt must be understood, however,
t particularly at these levels of the census
ssification scheme the occupation-industry
Alegories represent groups of jobs with quite

heterogeneous specifications, although the
groups are thought to be somewhat homoge-
neous as to the degree of skill and experience
required for their performance. No one has ”
yet faced the question of what a study of oc-
cupational mobility would look like if all the
20,000 or more detailed titles in the Diction- ;
ary of Occupational Titles were coded with-

out prior grouping.
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TABLE 1
(continued}

Score
Interval

Title of Occupation (Freguency per 10, 000 Males in 1960
Experienced Civilian Labor Foree in Parentheses)

35 to 39

30 to 34

25 to 28

20 to 24

15 to 19

10 to 14

59

0w4

Salaried and self-employed managers and proprietors, eating and drink-
ing places (43); salesmen and sales clerks, retail trade (274); book-
binders (3); radio and television repairmen {23); firemen, fire
protection (30); poli and detectives, private (3)

ilding gers and superi (7); selfl loyed proprietors,

gasoline service stations (32); boilermakers (6); machinists (111);

millwrights (15); plumbers and pipe fitters (72); structural metal

workers (14); tinsmiths, coppersmiths, and sheet metal workers (31);

deliverymen and routemen (93); operatives, printing, publishing and

allied industries (13); sheriifs and bailiffs (5)

Messengers and office boys (11); boys (41); brick stone-
masons, and tile setters (45); mechanics and repairmen, n.e.c. (2686);
plasterers (12); operatives, drugs and medicine manufacturing’(2);
ushers, recreation and amusement (2); laborers, petroleum refining
3

Telegraph messengers (1); shipping and recelving clerks (59); bakers
(21); cabinetmakers (15); excavating, grading, and road machine
operators (49); raflroad and car shop mechanics and repairmen (9);
tailors (7); upholsterers (12); bus drivers (36); filers, grinders, and
polishers, metal (33); welders and flame-cutters (81)

Blacksmiths (5); carpenters (202); automobil hanics and repairmen
(153); painters (118) attendants, auto service and parking (81);
laundry and dry cleaning operatives (25); truck and tractor drivers
(362); stationary firemen (20); operatives, metal industries (103);
operatives, wholesale and retail trade (35); barbers (38); bartenders
(38); cooks, except private household (47)

Farmers (owners and tenants )(521); shoemakers and repairers, except
factory (8); dyers (4); taxicab drivers and chauffeurs (36); attendants,
hospital and other institution (24); elevator operators (11); fishermen
and oystermen (9); gardeners, except farm, and groundskeepers (46);
longshoremen and stevedores (13); laborers, machinery manufactur—
ing (10)

Hucksters and peddlers (5); sawyers (20); weavers, textile (8); operatives,
footwear, except rubber, manufacturing (16); janitors and sextons (118):
farm laborers, wage workers (241); laborers, blast furnaces, steel
works, and rolling mills (26); construction laborers {163)

Coal mine operatives and laborers (31); operatives, yarn, thread and
fabric mills (30); porters (33); laborers, saw mills, planing mills,
and millwork (21)

*n.e.c. means "not elsewhere classified"

SOURCES: Reiss, op. cit., Table B-1; and U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1960 Census of
Population, Final Report, PC(1)-1D, Table 201.

‘the Status of Occupations

e advanced [elsewherz]'1 in respect to
riding line berween farm and nonfarm
~ween white-collar and manual occupa-
he evidence did not permirt the conclu-
At such occupation categories are en-
unct. The analysis . . . suggests that
es may be discerned berween the three
oups, [but] also shows that these are
y ) eans sharp lines without any overlap.
oose to think of occupational status
biting continuous variation, the appro-
aalytical model is one that treats sta-
guantitative variable. This point of
as far-reaching implications for the
prualization of the process of mobility
B as for the analysis and manipulation
urporting to describe the process.

Iba M. Edwards, Comparative Occupation
¢s for the United States, 1870 to 1940,
gton: Government Printing Office, 1943.
bid., p. 180.

id Charles, The Changing Size of the Fam-
Canada, Census Monograph No. One,
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Eighth Census of Canada, 1941, Ortawa: The
Kings Printer and Controller of Stationery, 1948;
Bernard R. Blishen, “The Construction and Use of
an Occupational Class Scale,” Canadian Journal of
Economics and Political Science, 24 (1958),
5319-531.

4. Donald ]. Bogue, Skid Row in American
Cities, Chicago: Community and Family Study
Center, University of Chicago, 1963, Chapter 14
and Appendix B.

5. U. 5. Bureau of the Census, Methodology and
Scores of Socioeconomic Status, Working Paper,
No. 15 {1963); U. S. Bureau of the Census, “So-
cioeconomic Characteristics of the Populartion:
1960,” Current Population Reports, Series P-23,
No. 12 (July 31, 1964).

6. Albert J. Reiss, Jr., et al., Occupations and So-
cial Status, New York: Free Press of Glencoe,
1961; Robert W. Hodge, Paul M. Siegel, and Peter
H. Rossi, “Occuparional Prestige in the United
States, 1925-63,” American Journal of Sociology,
70 (1964), 286-302.

7. Otis Dudley Duncan, “A Socioceconomic In-
dex for All Occupations,” in Reiss, op. cit., pp.
109-138.

8. Hodge, Siegel, and Rossi, op. cit., p. 296.

9. Reiss, op. cit., p. 152, (Work in progress by
Hodge and Treiman further supports this point.)

10. Duncan, op. cit., Table B-1, pp. 263-275.

11. Peter M. Blau and Otis Dudley Duncan, The
American Oceupational Structure, New York: The
Free Press, 1967, Chapter 2.

The use of occupational status scores carries
a theoretical implication. We are assuming, in
effect, that the occupation structure is more or
less continuously graded in regard to status
rather than being a set of discrete status
classes. The justification of such an assump-
tion is not difficult. One needs only to look at
any tabulation of social and economic charac-
teristics of persons engaged in each specific oc-
cupation (whartever the level of refinement in

the system of occupational nomenclature). W
discover that the occupations overlap—to
greater or lesser degree, to be sure—in the
distributions of income, educational attz
ment, consumer expenditures, measured in
ligence, political orientations, and residenti
locations (to mention bur a few irems). O
may sometimes find evidence supporting
interpretation that there are “natural break
in such distributions. Interpretations of t




260

DONALD J. TREIMAN

il | The Structure of Contemporary Stratification ipational Prestige in Comparative Perspective

> in the U.S. with “doctor” in Australia,
nedecin” in Mauritania, “medico” in Ar-
qtina, “laege™ in Denmark, and then to
ppute a product moment correlation be-
en the prestige scores for all matching ti-

Occupational Prestige
in Comparative Perspective

In the three decades since World War II there
have been some eighty-five studies of occupa-
tional prestige conducted in more than sixty
countries throughout the world, ranging
from highly industrialized places such as H,rm
U.S. to traditional societies such as India,
Thailand, Nigeria, and New Guinea. b_.
though these studies <m_.w,m.05mé_._mﬁ in their
specific details, they all utilize the same _ommmn
procedure: a sample of the vog_m:ou is
asked to rate or rank a set of occupational ti-
tles with respect to their prestige or social
standing. These ratings are then aggregated
into mean scores (or other measures of cen-
tral tendency) and the scores are ﬁ.ﬁ.nmﬁ& as
indicarors of the relative prestige of the eval-
uated occupations. o
A remarkable feature of these studies is that
they yield the same results .Hmmun&.mmm of the
exact wording of the questionnaire. It does
not matter wherher respondents are mmarma
about the “prestige” or “social mﬁm:n__.nm or
“respect” accorded certain occupations, or
whether they are asked to rate occupanons on
a scale or to rank them in any other way. The
results are the same. A second striking mnm:.;_n..
is that the educated and uneducated, the rich
and poor, the urban and rural, the old and

Oﬂ.:”:; y published in 1976. Please see complete
source information beginning on page 891.

for each pair of countries. The correlation
cients thus generated can be taken as
ures of the similarity of prestige evalua-
ns between each pair of countries. The fun-
mental conclusion from such computations
 that there is substantial uniformity in occu-
onal evaluations throughout the world:
average intercorrelation between pairs of
mntries is .81.1 As such numbers go, it is ex-
mely high and fully justifies treatment of
prestige hierarchy in any given country as
flecting, in large part, a single worldwide
pational prestige hierarchy. On the basis
this result, and in view of the need for a
rdard occupational scaling procedure, it
med desirable to attempt to construct a
ndard occupational prestige scale which
uld be applied to any country.
n order to match occuparional titles across
tries, it was necessary to devise a com-
ehensive occupational classification scheme.
) do this, I took advantage of an already ex-
g scheme: the International Standard
assification of Occupations, Revised Edi-
n (ISCO).2 This classificarion is a “nested”
eme which clusters occupations into nine
or groups, eighty-three minor groups,
unit groups, and 1,506 specific occupa-
ons. It was developed by the International
bour Office as a guide for national census
ices to encourage the comparability of oc-
pational statistics. Many foreign census
reaus do, in fact, utilize the 1SCO scheme
d do publish occupational statistics ac-
ording to its guidelines.
However, since the 1,506 1SCO occupa-
nal categories did not correspond very well
the occupational titles for which T had pres-
ratings, I followed the ISCO scheme (with
nor variations) down to the unit group
I and then, within this level, made distine-
$ among specific occupations when they
PPeared warranted by my prestige data, The

young, all on the average have the same pe
ceptions of the prestige Em,.,m_.nr.% There is 1
systematic subgroup variation in the _.,n_mc
ratings of jobs. This is of considerable impo :
tance since it allows us to make use of datz
drawn from rather poor samples of the popu=
lation—for example, students, members o
voluntary organizations, Rnnnmnnﬂmnim o
special subcultures—without fear qrm.ﬂ if e
had a different sample we would get a_mﬂﬂw !
answers. The third noteworthy feature is thags
although the distribution of the labor force
various occupations varies substantially maw
place to place, the same sorts of occupation :
tend to exist everywhere. Even if there are na
many airplane pilots or professors in a givens
country, there tend to be at least a few
them and the population at large rn.os.m.ﬁ
these jobs are. In general, the orga nization
work into specific jobs is amazingly unifol
across societies. Pretty much everywh
there are distincrions between weavers ands
tailors, and between carpenters, vminmnr,. 3
plumbers. And the uniformity in occupation
across societies is reflected in the uniform
of occupational titles appearing in presti
studies. As a result, matching occupational
tles across countries is a less onerous (3
than might be expected.

These three features, uniform _.nm:#m.
gardless of measurement Eonn.a:ﬂmm. minimag
subgroup variations, and similarity of occus
pational titles, make possible a systemafl
comparison of occupational prestige hierd
chies among countries. The basic procedure
to match titles across countries, e.g., “phy
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resulting classification contains 509 distinct
occupational titles.

To derive generic prestige scores for each of
these occupations, I converted all the data to
a standard metric and then simply averaged
scores across all countries in which a given ti-
tle appeared. Scores for higher levels of aggre-
gation (unit groups, minor groups, and major
groups) were derived by various averaging
procedures.>

How good is the prestige scale created by
this procedure? The answer is—very good.
Evidence for contemporary societies is ex-
tremely convincing. The average correlation
of the new Standard Scale with the reported
prestige hierarchies of fifty-five countries is
.91 and only seven of the correlations are less
than .87. Thus the Standard Scale is, on the
average, the best available predictor of the
prestige of occupations in any contemporary
society4. . .

A Theory of the Determinants
of Prestige

Analysis of the universally shared occupa-
tional prestige hierarchy suggests that high
prestige is allocated to those occupations
which require a high degree of skill or which
entail authority over other individuals or con-
trol over capital. Moreover, the nature of oc-
cupational specialization is such that specific
occupations are relatively invariant in these
characteristics across time and space. As a re-
sult, the prestige of specific occupations is rel-
atively invariant as well. In fact, it is so uni-
form that a single occupational prestige scale
will capture the basic features of the occupa-
tional hierarchy of any sociery.

Specialization of functions into distinct oc-
cupational roles necessarily results in mequal-
ities among occupations with respect to skill,
authority, and control over capital. Some oc-
cupations, by their very definitions, require
specific skills. For example, literacy is re-
quired of clerks because one cannot be a clerk
if one is illiterate. Similarly, some occupations
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require control over capital or authority over
other individuals as inherent definitions of
their functions. For instance, a managerial job
is one which involves “planning, direction,
control, and co-ordination”; otherwise, it is
not a managerial job but something else. Ex-
amples of these inherent inequalities can be
located throughout the prestige hierarchy.

Skill, authority, and economic control are
singled out as the basic resources which dif-
ferentiate occupations because these are the
fundamental aspects of power—they provide
the crucial means to the achievement of
desired goals. But the more powerful an occu-
pation, the more important it is that it be per-
formed well, since the consequences of com-
petent or incompetent performances are more
telling for such occupations. For example, if a
garbage collector does his job poorly, little is
lost; but if a surgeon is incompetent, a life can
be lost. Or, similarly, if a chain store manager
makes a poor business decision it may cost a
firm a few hundred or at the most a few thou-
sand dollars; but a poor decision on the part
of a major executive can run into millions.
Consequently, the more powerful an occupa-
tion, the greater the incentive to attract com-
petent personnel to it. And since the basic
mechanism for inducing people to perform
tasks is to reward them, it follows that the
most powerful positions will also be the most
highly rewarded.

Other factors do enter into the determina-
tion of rewards, so that the relationship be-
tween power and privilege is not perfect.
Some functions are in greater demand than
others, depending upon the needs of sociery at
any particular time. For example, in a hunting
and gathering society, hunting is in greater de-
mand than farming and thus hunting is more
highly rewarded. And in a commercial econ-
omy, law is of great importance and therefore
highly rewarded. But these differences are rel-
atively minor compared to the differences in
occupational requisites and perquisites which
are inherent in the definitions of jobs and
therefore stable across time and space.

Not only is the relative power and privilege
of occupations essentially similar across soci-
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eties, burt so is the prestige accorded them, f;
prestige is granted in recognition of pow
and privilege. Prestige is the merric of “mor
worth,” and the moral worth of positions
flects their control over socially valued ¢
sources and rewards, that is, their power ang.
privilege.6 Since occupations are differen
ated with respect to power, they will in ty;
be differentiated with respect to privilege ag
prestige. Thus, if this theory of prestige dete
minants is correct, these attributes of occup
tions will be highly correlated across so
eries.” In particular, skill level, authori
economic power, wealth, income, and pres
will be highly intercorrelated with one
other and will be highly correlated acr
countries. i
In my work on occupational prestige
contemporary societies, | amassed data on t]
education levels of occupations for fifteen
tions (as a surrogate measure for “skill”) a
on income levels of occupations for eleye
countries; no comparable measures of author
ity or control of capital were available. Th
data indicate a striking uniformity in occu
tional hierarchies. Like occupational pres
evaluations, occupational variations in ed
tion and in income proved to be highly simik
from society to society. When measures of the
average level of schooling of incumbents
each occupation were computed for the U
Argentina, Canada, West Germany, Gha
Great Britain, India, Israel, Japan, the Nethe
lands, Norway, Taiwan, the U.S5.S.R., Yug
goslavia, and Zambia and these measut
were intercorrelated, the average intercorrelas
tion was .76, which is almost as high as
average prestige intercorrelation report
above (.81). And when measures of the av
age income of incumbents of each occupati

Gvely, .77 berween education and income,
) berween education and prestige, and .69
n income and prestige. The average
—elations with the Standard Scale were .79

@

ontemporary world occupational hierar-
are substantially invariant from place to

of industrialization. This finding lends
derable empirical support to the theoret-
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‘Mobility in Past Societies held in 1972. Prepa-
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National Science Foundation to Columbia Uni-
ity (NSF #28050). I am grateful to the follow-
for making unpublished marerial available or
iving leads ro the work of others: Peter
er, Sigmund Diamond, Clyde Griffen, James
etta, David Herlihy, Theodore Hershberg,
ard Hopkins, Michael Katz, William Sewell,
James Smith, and Stephan Thernstrom. Thanks
also extended to Vincent Covello, Theodore
cardi, Jr., Rose M. Cascio, Michael Freeman,
n Hammond, Jr, Herbert Klein, and Jane Fer-
The comments of the participants at the MSSB
erence, and especially those of Griffen, were
mely helpful in preparing the revision.
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o+ 1. This average correlation was computed over
pairs of countries with at least 10 occupational

itles rated in common.

- International Labour Office {Geneva, 1969).

- These are described more fully in Donald J.

iman, Occupational Prestige in Comparative
pective (New York, 1976), ch. 8.
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4.1 have shown that the Standard Scale does a
unitormly becter job of predicting occupational
prestige hierarchies in individual conntries than do
occupational status scales developed specifically
tor use in occupational mobility studies in those
countries. See Donald ]. Treiman, “Problems of
Concept and Measurement in the Comparative
Study of Occupational Mobility,” Social Science
Research, IV (1975), 183-230.
wmm. LL.O., International Standard Classification,

6. Cf. Edward Shils, “Deference,” in John A.
Jackson (ed.), Social Stratification (Cambridge,
1968), 104-132.

7. Some readers will recognize the similarity be-
tween this theory and that of Kingsley Davis and
Wilbert E. Moore, “Some Principles of Stratifica-
tion,” American Sociological Review, X (1945),
242-249. The principal difference between the two
lies in the claim by Davis and Moore that prestige
is granted by society as an inducement to compe-
tent people to fill important jobs. My claim is thar
occupational income may be seen as such an in-
ducement but that prestige must be viewed as a
measure of moral worth, that is, of the extent to
which an occupation embodies that which is val-
ued by members of society. Since power and privi-
lege are universally valued and since hierarchies of
power and privilege are relatively invariant, pres-
tige will also be relatively invariant.

8. The education data typically derive from the
population censuses of each of the countries in
question. The income data also typically derive
from population censuses, but in some cases they
are from enterprise censuses. Ordinarily annual
income was utilized but in some instances weekly

or monthly wage rates were available rather than
annual income. In practice, alternative measures
of the relative income of occupational groups
tend to be highly correlated, despite differences
aImnong occupations in part-time or seasonal em-
ployment rates. See Treiman, Occupational Pres-
rige, ch. 5, Tables 5.1 and 5.2. Data on both in-
come and education levels were available for only
five countries: the U.S., Canada, India, Taiwan,
and Yugoslavia.

were computed for the U.S., Canada, Ceylol
Costa Rica, India, New Zealand, Pakista
Surinam, Sweden, Taiwan, and Yugosla
and these mneasures were intercorrelated,
average intercorrelation was .65, which is s
a substantial correlation. Moreover, educa
tion, income, and prestige levels of occup:
tions were highly correlated wirhin eaci®
country: the average correlarions were, €
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e attributes of roles or collectivities  tivities. Such prestige will be related to the
hich differentiate actors in respect of their  ‘objective’ artributes of occupations—their re-

fige are various. @._._mﬂ.”rm.v‘._._mﬁ in com-  wards, requisite qualifications, work-rasks
JOHN H. GOLDTHORPE AND KEITH HOPE n is some m.v.E_uorn m_mn_m_nm_._nn|mo_dn work environments etc.—but only m:n:amnﬁ?”
perally recognised meaning—which, in con-  only, that is, in so far as these attribures nm_.@

son E__mr ?.mﬁm,::_w values, constitutes a  symbolic significance of a kind that is likely to
m o m.onsm superiority or, conversely, some  be interpreted as indicative of social superior- #
a of inferiority. For example, having the ity or inferjority, with corresponding interac-
of docror and working in a hospital or  tional consequences.

implies having knowledge of, control We may, therefore, now go on to ask such
and close involvement with matters questions as: (i) whether such a conception of
ch are generally regarded as ones of ulti-  occupational prestige has been that generally
te concern—matters of life and death. Be-  held by the authors of conventional occupa-

Occupational Grading
and Occupational Prestige

Introduction cal context, we would suggest, prestige can b iging to an aristocratic family and owninga  tional st stodiin, () bather ok
most usefully understood as referring to ded estate signifies descent from illustrious  of such studies _,o<.__a _,M .nwm e results
Over the last forty years or so, there has accu-  particular form of social advantage an ars and participation in an historically- prestige in the mn_wm videvall ._s:mnmncnm of
: ave

cial psychology a relatively large number  role or membership of a collectiviry: speci
(probably several score) of studies in which  cally, to advantage and power which are of
respondents have been required to grade a se-  symbolic, rather than of an economic or polit-
lection of occupations in some hierarchical  ical nature. That is to say, such advantage a
fashion. It has become customary to refer to  power imply the ability of an actor to &
such studies as being ones of ‘occupational  ploit—in the pursuit of his goals—meanin
prestige’. Indeed, when the matter of occupa-  and values, rather than superior material
tional prestige is now considered, it is almost  sources or positions of authority or of for
invariably in terms of studies of the kind in  majeure. ]
question. Furthermore, the data provided by From this conception it follows that a hie
these enquiries have come to play an impor-  archy of prestige is constituted by intersubj
tant part both in theoretical discussion and in  tive communication among actors, and mu
the conduct of empirical investigation in the  therefore be characterized in attitudinal a
general problem-area of social stratification  relational terms. It cannot be characterized
and mobility. Yet, oddly enough, ‘occupa-  other than misleadingly—as a distribution
tional prestige’ studies have rarely been sub-  which units have differing amounts of som
jected to critical examination other than from  particular substance or quality. As a pro
a technical point of view. . . . sional statemenrt, a prestige hierarchy migh

be one in which actors

yrking as a clerk in a bank evokes such gen-  been appropriate ones. . . .
lly valued characteristics as honesty, trust-
rthiness, discretion and dependability, and
in in relation to ‘important’—in this case,  The Interpretation of Occupational
i cial—matters. In all of these cases, then, Prestige Ratings
deference-entitlements’ (Shils, 1968) exist,
..mnn.:rm_w to be honoured at least by some It has been regularly remarked that in occu-
ors in some contexts. In contrast, being,  pational prestige ratings, as conventionally
a gypsy scrap-metal dealer or a West In-  carried out, both cognitive and evaluative
n refuse-collector is likely to mean rela- processes are involved. However, precisely
ly frequent exposure to derogation, on ac-  whar are supposed to be the obj n.n,nm of these
t both of the symbolic significance of the processes has rarely been made clear. For
hnic memberships in question and of the example, if it really were occupational : res-
plied occupational contact with what is  tige in the sense we would favour Em_u.:.nr
.:..&, n__mn.m,..n_na and dirty.2 In other words,  was being assessed, then what would have
estige positions do not derive directly from  to be cognized (or, rather, recognized) and
he mm:_vE.mw of a role or collectivity ‘objec-  evaluated would be the uw_:.:vo:n signifi-
m_% no:m_.mnnma_ but rather from the way in  cance of certain features of an occu M:.oz !
ch certain of these attributes are perceived  with regard to the chances of those n% aged i
d evaluared in some culturally determined  in the occupation meeting with gnmnﬂmﬁmnn.

The Meaning of Prestige (i) defer to their superiors—that is, ac hion. . . . S p =ting : .
——  knowledge by speech or other action their E__ﬁ:ﬁoﬂwﬂwmon: nmomn,zo: in their relations

An appropriate starting point for a more radi-  own social inferiority—and seek, or at lea tional ,mnap_wcm_ Or instance, _M_._n Onn,_._n.m-
cal appraisal of ‘occupational prestige’ studies  appreciate, association with superiors; Cupational Prestige miner’, a possibl i Enam.ﬁ_ at of ‘coal
than seems hitherto to have been made is with (ii) accept their equals as partners, assoc lines ow P e response might be on the
the concept of ‘prestige’ itself. In a sociologi-  ates etc. in intimate social interaction—ente ssuming that a conception of prestige con-

tainment, friendship, courtship, marriages Sistent with classical analyses is adopted, then ‘dirty, degrading work’ —

etc.; e reference of ‘occupational prestige’ fol- ,no:mwf uncultivated men’ —

(11) derogate! their inferiors, if only by ac=

cepting their deference and avoiding associd
Originally published in 1972. Please see complete  tion with them other than where their o
source information beginning on page 891. superiority is confirmed.

Ws from it directly: it is to the chances of ‘likely to be looked down on by most
..mﬂn:_.um, acceptance and derogarion associ- groups’

ed with the incumbency of occupational

oles and membership in occupational collec- or, alternatively perhaps
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‘difficult, dangerous work’ —
‘able, courageous men’ —
‘likely to be respected by many groups’

But is this in fact the kind of thing that usu-
ally happens? There is little reason to believe
so, at least if we are guided by respondents’
own accounts of what chiefly influenced their
ratings.? Rather, we would suggest, the opera-
tion that most respondents have tended to
perform (perhaps in accordance with the prin-
ciple of least effort) is a far more obvious and
simple one: namely, that of rating the occupa-
tions on the basis of what they know, or think
they know, about a number of objective char-
acteristics, evaluated in terms of whart they
contribute to the general ‘goodness’ of a joh.
In other words—and consistently with their
own accounts—respondents in occupational
prestige studies have not typically been acting
within a distincrively ‘prestige’ frame of refer-
ence at all. The sensitivity to symbolic indica-
tions of social superiority and inferiority
which this would imply has not usually been
evoked by the task of grading set them.
Rather, this task has led them to assess occu-
pations only in some far less specific fashion,
according to a composite judgment on an as-
sortment of their attributes which might be
thought of as more or less desirable.*

Such an interpretation of what ‘occupa-
rional prestige’ ratings are actually about
would seem, moreover, to fit far better with
what is known of the pattern of variation in
such ratings than would the idea that they re-
late to prestige stricto sensu. The basic feature
of this parttern is that while some considerable
amount of disagreement in rating occurs as
between individuals, differences berween the
mean ratings of age, sex, regional, occupa-
tional and other collectivities are never very
great. If one assumes that in making their
judgments, respondents more or less con-
sciously (i) consider a number of different oc-
cupational attributes which they take as de-
termining how ‘good’ a job is; (i1) attach some
subjective ‘weight’ to each of these; (iii) for
each occupation presented apply their rating
‘formula’ to what they know about the occu-
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pation, and thus (iv) come to some overa]
sessment of it—then one might well antig;
some appreciable degree of variation iy
ings at the individual level. Individuals
likely to differ in their familiarity with par
ular jobs and in their priorities as r
what makes a job ‘good’. However,
would not expect—other than in somew
special and limited cases—that such dj
ences would be socially structured in any
striking way. Knowledge about the more g
eral characteristics of other than rather
teric occupations is relatively ‘open’;
again in general terms, the kinds of .
thought of as ‘good’ in a job are unlik
give rise to systematic differences in ra
especially since there is, in any case, ac
tendency for such advantages to go toget]
To take a parricular example—from
NORC dara—it is not surprising, given an
terpretation of the kind we have propo
that individuals should quite often dis
about the ratings of ‘building contractor’
a-vis ‘welfare-worker’—nor that, at the sz
time, in the case of age, sex, regional, occ
tional or other categories, the former
should invariably have the higher mean
ing. (See Reiss 1961, pp. 55-6, 225-8).6
On the other hand, if we were to supp
that ‘occupational prestige’ scores did giv
valid indication of a structure of prestige re
tions, then the degree of consensus that:
shown among different social groups wo
indeed be remarkable, at least in those s
eties where other research has indicated so
notable diversity in value systems and in par
ticular between members of different social
strata. For in this case it would not be a ma
ter of evaluative consensus simply on w
atrributes make a job ‘good’, but rather
certain symbolic criteria of generalized sup
ority and inferiority, with all their attitu
and behavioural implications. As Shils has o
served, the conditions necessary for an e
tirely, or even a largely, ‘integrated’ prestig
order to exist are in facr demanding ones. I
would seem, therefore, the safest assumption s
to make that, within modern industrial socis
eties, such conditions will prevail only locallys 8

lyor imperfectly, and thus that social
expressive of a prestige order will
y:in an intermittent or discontinuous
On the basis of available empirical
might suggest that while derogation
uite widely manifest—as, for example,
form of differential association or
up exclusivity—the claim to superi-
us made by one group is not necessar-
aven usually, acknowledged by those re-
s inferior; that is to say, the latter are
yt inclined to display deference.” This
ay be revealed passively—by disre-
.the claim to superiority, in that no
ar ‘respect’ is shown, and little con-
‘reduce social distance from the *supe-
oup; or, perhaps, some direct challenge
aim may be made where real interests
to be threatened by it—as, say, by ‘ex-
> in housing areas, use of amenities,

Uses of 'Occupational
stige’ Ratings

table use of the data in question re-
from the fact that over the last two
es occupational prestige studies have
carried out in a steadily increasing num-
countries at different levels of economic
opment. The opportunity has therefore
n of making cross-national comparisons
, it has been supposed, can throw light
the relationship between value systems and
structural characteristics and are thus
t to the thesis of the ‘convergent’ de-
pment of societies as industrialism ad-
es. For example, Inkeles and Rossi
{1356), comparing occupational prestige rat-
in studies from six industrial socicries,
igh degree of similarity pre-
ed. On this basis, they concluded that
nmon structural features of these societies
e of greater influence on the evaluation of
pations than were differences in cultural
aditions. Subsequently, however, occupa-
onal prestige ratings from several countries
vet licle industrialized have also been
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shown to be broadly in line with the hierarchy
found in economically advanced societies—in
so far, that is, as comparisons can be made.
This result has then led to the modified argu-
ment (Hodge, Treiman and Rossi, 1966) that
what is chiefly reflected in prestige ratings is
the set of structural features shared by na-
tional societies of any degree of complexity—
‘specialized institutions to carry out political,
religious, and economic functions, and to pro-
vide for the health, education and welfare of
the population ...’. Occupations at the top
of these institutional structures, it is sug-
gested, are highly regarded because of their
functional importance and also because they
are those which require the most training and
ability and those to which the highest rewards
accrue. Thus, ‘any major prestige inversion
would produce a great deal of inconsistency
in the stratification system’ (p. 310).

In this way, therefore, it is clearly indicared
how occupational prestige data may further
be employed in support of a general theory of
social stratification of a structural-functional
type. Such an application has in fact been
made quite explicitly in the work of Barber
(1957). Following a Parsonian approach, Bar-
ber takes the results of the Inkeles-Rossi study
as the main empirical foundation for the view
that the factual order of stratification in mod-
ern societies tends in the main to be consistent
with the dominant normative order. Inequal-
ity in social rewards and relationships, it is
held, is structured in accordance with func-
tional ‘needs’, and this arrangement is then
seen as receiving general moral support:
‘functionally important roles are congruent
with or partly determine a system of values’
(p. 6).

Clearly, for occupational prestige data to be
used in the ways in question, it is necessary to
assume that such data reflect prevailing values
and norms of a particular kind: ones pertain-
ing to the ‘goodness’—in the sense of the ‘fair-
ness’ or ‘justice’—of the existing distribution
of social power and advantage. However, in
view of our previous discussion, it is difficult
to regard such an assumption as a valid one
or indeed to understand why it ever should



288

have been made. Even if it were to be sup-
posed that data on publicly recognized occu-
pational hierarchies do indicate a prestige or-
der in something approximating the classical
conception, it still then would not follow that
they can provide evidence that the objective
reality of stratification is morally legitimated.
For while prestige relations do depend upon a
certain range of shared understandings, con-
sensus on principles of distributive justice is
not necessarily involved.® Moreover, as we
have argued, by far the most plausible inter-
pretation is that occupational prestige ratings
reflect prevailing ideas at a much lower level
of abstraction: that is, ideas of what is ‘good’
in the sense simply of what is generally found
desirable in an occupation. And if this is the
case, then the consensus thar exists is obvi-
ously of no very great moral or legitimatory
significance at all. Apart from quite unsurpris-
ing agreement on such matters as, for exam-
ple, that high pay is preferable to low pay,
more security to less, qualifications to lack of
qualifications, etc., the consensus thart is im-
plied is of a cognitive and perceptual kind,
not an evaluative one. The fact that, on aver-
age, all groups and strata agree that certain
occupations should be rated higher than oth-
ers tells one nothing art all about whether the
occuparional hierarchy that is thus repre-
sented is regarded as that which ought to ex-
ist. And in so far as the publicly recognized
hierarchy corresponds to that proposed by
structural-functional theorists, this would
seem to indicate no more than that broadly
similar sets of rating criteria are being ap-
plied: i.e. occupational rewards and occupa-
tional requirements.?

Thus, as regards the utilization of occupa-
tional prestige data in the advancement of
stratification theory, our view must be that
this has been fundamentally misguided.
What, now, of their application in research?
Primarily, of course, occupational prestige
ratings have been used in studies of social mo-
bility, in which they have constituted the hier-
archy—scalar or categorical—in the context
of which mobility has been assessed. Assump-
tions about what prestige ratings rate are thus
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ance of indicators sociologists use to
socio-economic status . . . *; secondly,
by Duncan (1961}, it is possible, at
e American case, to predict prestige
fairly accurately from census data on
rional income and education. If then,
Sonal prestige’ is understood in the
question, some reasonable basis may
med for interpreting occupationally-
red mobility in terms of movement be-
grades of occupation differentiated
y their levels of rewards and require-
-At the same time, though, it must be
zed that in this case no good grounds
‘or any interpretation in terms of pres-
tricto sensu, and, of course, no basis at
any consideration of how far mobility
be incongruent from one form of stratifi-
to another. Precisely because of the in-
y ‘synthetic’ nature (Ossowski, 1963)
io-economic status, as indicated by
ige scores, the analysis of mobility must
trictly unidimensional. These limitations
d lead one to suggest, therefore, that if
accepted that occupational prestige rat-
are not valid indicators of a prestige or-
but are being used simply to stand proxy
ocio-cconomic status, then it would be
erable, where possible, to seek to measure
latter more directly—and without any
cern to combine components so that a
“fi’ with prestige scores may be ob-
ed. To discard the notion of prestige alto-
r would, in this case, mean losing noth-
- but the possibility of terminological
fusion; and developing separate indices of
cupational income, education etc., as well
some composite measure, would permit the
alysis of mobility in a multi-dimensional
anner. In short, there seems no good argu-
ent for basing mobility research on occupa-
1onal prestige ratings, interpreted as socio-
Conomic status scores, other than where a
of data on the socio-economic attributes
f occupations makes this procedure an un-
oidable pis aller.

(ii1) Prestige ratings may be taken as indi-
Cating popular evaluations of the relative
‘goodness’ of occupations in terms of the en-

necessarily involved in the interpretati
mobility patterns, and the crucial issues
arise are once more ones of ‘validity’,
Concerning the question: What, in moh
studies, may occupational prestige ratings f
taken to indicate?—three main positions
be distinguished. These can be usefully ¢
sidered in turn, together with their implie
tions and problems.

(1) Ratings may be taken—as, for examp
by Svalastoga (1959)—as indicative of the
sition of an occupation within a prestige o
der; thart is, as indicative of the chances:¢
those holding that occupation encounte
deference, acceptance or derogation in theis
social lives. In this case, therefore, mobi
between different occupational levels, oth
than of a marginal kind, may be interpretg
as involving the probability of subculty
and relational discontinuity. While such a
spective does not necessarily mean that s
ety is seen as divided up into more or less dis:
crete strata, it does imply that social mobil
as measured, is not just a marter of individ;
als gaining more qualifications, more income;
more interesting work etc., but further:
their experiencing changes in their life-styl
and patterns of association. The difficulry
however, as already remarked, that the va
ity of occupational prestige ratings constri
in this way has never been established, ar
thar there are indeed strong grounds
doubting their validity. In other words, we a
simply not in a position to infer, with any a
ceptable degree of precision and certitud
what are the typical consequences of mobility;
as measured via occupational prestige rating
for the actual social experience of the
deemed to be mobile.

(i1) Prestige ratings may be taken as indica
tive of the status of occupations in the generil
sense—that is, as being in effect comparable
with composite measures of ‘socio-economi
status, derived from data on income, educa- "
tion, housing, possessions etc. Justification for
this position is twofold: first, to [quote] the
observation of Reiss (1961), respondents in
prestige-rating studies appear ‘to emphasize 3
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tire range of prevailing criteria. In this case,
related mobility data are open to interpreta-
tion as showing, basically, the chances of indi-
viduals entering more or less desirable grades
of occupation, given certain grades of origin.
While an interpretation of the data on these
lines has rarely, if ever, been pursued consis-
tently throughout a mobility study, it is that
which, on grounds of validity, could best be
defended. First, as we have already argued,
grading occupations according to notions of
their general ‘goodness’ is what respondents
in occupational prestige studies appear, in the
main, to be doing. Secondly, it is in regard to
this understanding of prestige scores that it
would seem most relevant to claim, following
Duncan and Artis (1951) and Reiss (1961),
that their validity lies in the degree of consen-
sus which emerges, despite the use of quite
various criteria of evaluation. The argument
that this consensus points to ‘the existence of
an underlying and agreed upon structure of
occuparional prestige’ is difficult to sustain
oncee it is recognized just what consensus on a
prestige order entails. But the idea of a
broadly agreed upon ordering of occupations
in terms of ‘goodness’ does, on the evidence in
question, receive some clear—and not very
surprising—support. Furthermore, if prestige
ratings are taken as indicative of an occupa-
tional hierarchy of this kind, then the fact that
they represent synthetic judgments and can-
not be ‘disaggregated” is no longer a problem
in the analysis of mobility patterns. For if
mobility is being interpreted as being simply
between grades of occupation of differing de-
sirability in some overall sense, a unidimen-
sional approach would appear the appropri-
ate one. However, it must be added that what
would then be a dubious and potentially dan-
gerous step would be to shift from such an
interpretation of specifically occupational
mobility to one in which conclusions were
drawn regarding the stability of status
groups, income classes, or social strata in any
sense whatsoever; that is, conclusions regard-
ing social mobility as generally understood.
In effect, of course, a shift of this nature has
been made in most large-scale mo
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ies carried out in the recent past. But while it
might reasonably be held that such a ma-
noeuvre is unlikely to be very misleading so
far as the ‘gross’ parterns of social mobility
are concerned, the difficulty is (apart from
the limitation of unidimensionality) that we
have no way of knowing at just what point
and in what ways it might turn out to be
quite deceprtive. Yet again, the problem of va-
lidity recurs.

The general—and rather pessimistic—con-
clusion to which one is led is, therefore, the
following: that to the extent that the meaning
of occupational prestige ratings is correctly
construed, the less useful they appear to be as
a basis for mobility studies which pursue the
‘classical’ sociological interests of mobility
research.

Notes

1. We use ‘derogate’ in this context following
Shils (1968). Were it not that its usual connota-
tions go beyond its strict meaning, ‘disparage’—lit-
crally ‘to make unequal’—might be a preferable
term.

2. On ‘stigma symbols’ as the obverse of *pres-
tige symbols’, see Goffman (1963).

3. See Reiss (1961).

4. As regards the NORC [Narional Opinion Re-
search Center] study, it is worth recalling what is
usually forgotten: that this enquiry, at least in the
view of those who devised it, was in fact specifi-
cally aimed at finding out what people thought
were the best jobs, in the sense of the most desir-
able. Where ‘prestige’ and ‘standing’ are referred to
in the initial report on the study, they are obviously
equated with desirability. See NORC (1947).

5. E.g. where respondents are rating occuparions
within their own status or situs areas, c.f. Gerstl
and Cohen (1964).

6. Qur interpretation of the meaning of ‘occupa-
tional prestige’ ratings is also consistent with the
fact that certain variations in the task set to re-
spondents appear to make little difference to the
results achieved: e.g. whether respondents are
asked to rate occupations according to their ‘social
prestige’, ‘social standing’, ‘social status’, ‘general
desirability’ etc: or whether they are asked for their
own opimons or what they believe are generally
prevailing opinions. It seems reasonable to suppose
that if respondents are required to grade occupa-
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sonal and general opinion is of little consequen
provided that there is no suggestion of a normga
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which jobs ought to be the best.
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8. In fact, one might suggest the hypothesis
societies of the kind in which an integrated and
ble prestige order is to be found will tend to
ones in which the factual order of stratificatio
not commonly appraised in terms of distriby
justice, or indeed envisaged as capable of bei
any way substantially different from what it is.
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HAUSER

The distinction between the recognition of p
tige and the attribution of justice is foresha
owed—as are several other points in the abo
paragraph—by Gusheld and Schwartz (1963) i
paper that has been curiously neglected by subs
quent American writers on occupational grading,

9.1t 15 a well-known problem of the strucrura
functional theory of stratification that other usab
criteria of the functional importance of occu
tional roles are hard to find: employing the two
teria in question does, of course, introduce a
ous degree of circularity into the argument.

st in the United States and Australia, the
sses of allocation to educational and oc-
tional statuses from social origins (i.e.,
process of stratification or of status attain-
seem largely socioeconomic in charac-
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“upations scaled in units of Duncan’s
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fficients of multiple determination (R2)
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than do estimates based on occupations
scaled in units of NORC prestige (Siegel,
1971) or of Treiman’s (1977) international
prestige index. In addition, the canonical
structure of generational and career occupa-
tional mobility in both societies more nearly
approximates a socioeconomic “space,” as
the canonical weights for occupation cate-
gories correlated higher with mean SEI scores
for these occupations than with mean Siegel
or Treiman scores.

In interpreting these data we suggest that
prestige scores for occupations are less valid
indicators of the dimensions of occupations
pertinent to occuparional mobility in indus-
trial societies and of the status attainment
processes operating therein than are socioeco-
nomic scores. We reason from evidence for
the United States (Reiss, 1961; Siegel, 1971)
and Great Britain (Goldthorpe and Hope,
1974) that occupational prestige scores repre-
sent a congeries of salient dimensions or occu-
pational characreristics. For example, the
British ratings of the “social standing” of oc-
cupations are a linear combination (to the ex-
tent of 97% of their variance) of four oblique
dimensions: standard of living, power and in-
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fluence over other people, level of qualifica-
tions, and value to society (Goldthorpe and
Hope, 1974: 14). Any two pairs of raters
produce rankings which are modestly corre-
lated at best (r = .4}, consistent with the no-
tion that unique variance in prestige gradings
is quite high. Conversely, the mean ranks for
the same occupations over socially and de-
mographically defined groups correlate in the
range of 0.8 and 0.9. This common variance
appears to be socioeconomic; thar is, over
three-quarters of the linear variance in pres-
tige scores is a reflection of the educational
and economic properties of the ranked occu-
pations. Thus, while raters in the United
States and Britain used many and idiosyn-
cratic features of occupations in assessing
their relative social standing, apparently they
all were aware of and utilized the socioeco-
nomic “desirability” of titles, to some exrent,
in reaching their decisions.

The salience of the socioeconomic proper-
ties of occupations across persons, groups,
and perhaps societies may follow from the
rather similar social organization of occupa-
tions in functionally similar economic systems
(e.g., industrial capitalism). But more to the
point of the relative centrality of “prestige™ or
socioeconomic dimensions to the process of
status attainment, we speculate that common-
alities in prestige grades and in the respon-
siveness of these rankings to socioeconomic
artributes of occupations may reflect popular
awareness of (what further comparative re-
search may show to be) similar processes of
starus allocation across societies. In at least
the cases of Australia and the United States,
the socioeconomic model, patterned after the
work of Blau and Duncan (1967), yields esti-
mates of effect parameters which are substan-
tially the same. Moreover, log-linear adjust-
ments of mobility matrices for the effects of
differential occupation structures (to wit, as
provided in the table margins) uncovers
largely similar interactions within the tables
{to wit, constant patterns of inflow and out-
flow both berween and within generations for
both societies).
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Our provisional conclusion is that pri
scores are “error-prone” estimates of th
cioeconomic attributes of occupations, 1y
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sense of deference/derogation (see Goldth,
and Hope, 1972)—it is substantively diffe
from socioeconomic status. Yet one is bes
vised to use a scale for occupations wh
most accurately captures the features of g
pations having force for the social process

: ERT W. HODGE
is studying. In instances of occupational i

bility and related processes of status all
tion, socioeconomic dimensions and socioegg
nomic scores for occupations are the mg
central, and therefore are preferable
prestige scores.

the appearance of Blan and Duncan’s
rental inquiry into “The American
itional Structure™ (1967), we have
d a great deal about processes of inter-
trageneration occupational mobility.
there has been a virtual explosion of
h on processes of status attainment.
Much of this research rests upon the reduc-
information abour a person’s detailed
pational pursuit to a single continuous
ole, a transformation typically accom-
d by unlizing Duncan’s Socioeconomic
for All Occupations (Duncan, 1961a)
assign status scores to the occupations
y fathers and sons at various points in
- careers (see, for example, Blau and
can, 1967; Hauser and Featherman,
). Despite the reliance of most inquiries
processes of status attainment on Dun-
's SEI scale, there has been little discus-
n of the properties and characteristics of
s index by its users (see, however, Dun-
an, 1961b, and Featherman and Hauser,
76). The purpose of this essay is to discuss
e characteristics of Duncan’s SEI scale, as
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 Measurement of Occupational Status

well as several difficulties encountered in its
use in studies of occupational mobility. . . .

On the Interpretation
of Duncan's Index

The conceptual meaning of Duncan’s SEI
scale is by no means clear; ar least three al-
ternative interpretations are available and
none of these is entirely satisfactory. All of
these interpretations rest upon features of
the construction of Duncan’s index and/or
characteristics of the estimated weights of its
components.

The most obvious interpretation of Dun-
can’s SEl scale follows from the technique by
which the weights of its components were de-
rived. The reader will recall that they were
established by regressing the percentage of
excellent plus good ratings received by a few
titles in the North-Hatt study which matched
census lines on census-derived indicators of
the age-standardized educational and income
levels of these occupations. Scale values for
all occupations were then obtained by substi-
tuting the education and income measures,
available for all occupations from census
dara, into the resulting equation. Conse-
quently, Duncan’s SEI scale may be inter-
preted as the expected percentage of excellent




274

plus good ratings an occupation would re-
ceive in a prestige inquiry of the North-Hatt
type.

There are two defects with this interpreta-
tion of Duncan’s SEI scale. First, the predic-
tion equarion for the prestige indicator 1s less
than satisfactory. It accounts for a bit more
than four-fifths of the variance in prestige rat-
ings. One could, of course, regard the error
variance as random, on the view thar prestige
ratings are just “error-prone” proxies for the
education and income levels of occupartions.
However, such a view cannot be sustained in
the light of the substantial consensus which
exists between subgroups of raters. The edu-
cation and income levels of occupations fail
to account for the consensus observed be-
tween subgroups of raters differing in their
own occupations, their sex, race, and so
forth. Not only is there consensus between
subgroups of raters about overall prestige rat-
ings, there is also consensus about that part of
the prestige of an occupation which is nor ac-
counted for by the income and educational
levels of its incumbents. This fact enables one
to discount the view that prestige scores are
just “error-prone” indicators of the “socioe-
conomic” level of an occupation, a point
which appears to have escaped Featherman
and Hauser who state (1976, p. 405), “Our
provisional conclusion is that prestige scores
are ‘error-prone’ estimates of the socioeco-
nomic attributes of occupations.” This claim
1s quite possibly true with respect to the inter-
generational transmission of occupational sta-
tus. However, in view of rhe consensus over
them from one subgroup of raters to the next,
the “errors” themselves appear to be social
facts in Durkheim’s sense, rather than random
disturbances which have no life of their own.
For this reason, the interpretation of Dun-
can’s SEI scale as a predicted prestige score
flies in the face of what is known about occu-
pational prestige.

Since the publication of Duncan’s SEI scale,
pure prestige scales have become available for
all occupations (Siegel, 1971; Treiman, 1977).
Comparisons of the performance of these
scales with Duncan’s index in studies of starus
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- himself, in his original presentarion

ale, is more than slightly ambiguous

_proper interpretation. At one point,
< (1961, p. 1153),

atrainment leave no doubt thar the aq
tion between the detailed occupations
thers and their sons is captured more
pletely by their values on Duncan’s indexy;
on either Siegel’s or Treiman’s prestig
(see, for example, Duncan ez al., 1972,
erman and Hauser, 1976; Stevens and Ee
erman, 1981). This is yet another reason
the interpretation of Duncan’s scale a5
pected prestige scores is dubious.

A second interpretation of Duncan’
scale pays no attention to the method o
construction and makes reference only oo
components. Without specifying the pry
meaning of either, sociologists commg
make a distinction between “social statyg
and “economic status.” (These conce
whatever they are, should not be confg
with Weber’s concepts of “status honor”.
“class,” which have quite specific mean
that are analytically, if not statistically,
pendent of the usual measures of “social
tus” and “economic status.”) Educatio
frequently utilized as an indicator of “sog
status,” while current income is a com
measure of “economic status.” Since ag
gate measures of the educational and income
levels of an occupation’s incumbents e
into the computation of Duncan’s index, it 1§
natural to refer to the.combination of the
a socioeconomic index of occupational status

This interpretation of Duncan’s SEI scal
obviously, the one most frequently mad
the literature. Duncan indicared his own p
erence for it by his decision to name his ind
as he did. The socioeconomic interpretatio
of Duncan’s SEI scale is clearly embedded
its use in Blau and Duncan’s study of occupa
tional mobility (1967), Hauser and Feather
man’s replication of it (1977), and Feather
man and Hauser’s important discussio :
(1976) of the properties of socioeconomic and# ncan’s and similar scales is not E:wn.._: its
prestige indicators of occupational sranding. oblems. In our view, there are two primary
Most users of the Duncan index have ac-&8 fficulties with socioeconomic indicators of
cepted this interpretation without serious ‘occupation’s location in the social struc-
consideration of alternatives. Despite the e of work. First, the combination of indica-
overwhelming consensus in the published lit- rs of social and economic status such as ed-
erature about the proper interpretation of lication and income into a composite index of
Duncan’s scale, it is interesting to note that ocioeconomic level begs the question of

. then, is defined as that of obtaining a
omic index for each of the occupations i
d classification of the 1950 Census of
1. This index is to have both face validity,
£ its constituent variables, and sufficient
e efficiency with respect to the NORC oc-

[ prestige ratings that it can serve as an
ble substitute for them [emphasis is added|
“esearch where it is necessary to grade or

pations in the way that the NORC score
 where some of the occupations are not on

ORC list.

totation seems to make clear that Dun-
nted to cut the cake both ways: the in-
s a socioeconomic one, but it was also
itute for prestige ratings. Subsequently,
n made clear that he did not regard his
as the equivalent of a pure prestige
ale. noting (1961a, p. 129) that, “It should
- made perfectly clear that the socioeco-
- index does not [Duncan’s italics] pur-
- to be a prediction of the prestige ratings
occupations excluded from the NORC
would receive in a similarly conducted
of prestige ratings.” Subsequent re-
has clearly demonstrated that Duncan
 absolutely correct in this judgment: his
and prestige scales are very definitely not
ame thing. But that still leaves open how
cale should be interpreted.
he interpretation of Duncan’s SEI scale as
ioeconomic index is seemingly agrecable
d consistent with what its constituent indi-
tors are thought to measure at the individ-
level. Nonetheless, this interpretation of
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whether or not the effects of these facrors are
proportional to their weights in the index—a
crucial and necessary assumption whenever
the index is subsequently employed in empiri-
cal research. There is ample evidence at the
individual level that education and income
can even have effects of opposite sign on some
dependent variables such as fertility; combin-
ing them together with a person’s occupa-
tional level into an overall index of an indi-
vidual’'s socioeconomic level presumes
unidimensionality where there is none and
should be avoided. (For a further discussion
of this point and additional examples, see
Hodge, 1970.) But if it is sound practice to
keep such variables as income and education
separated at the individual level, one can at
least question the wisdom of combining them
at the aggregate level of occupations. It may
well be that alternative, aggregate characteris-
tics of occupations are not just alternative in-
dicators of an occupation’s location in a single
hierarchy, but reflect somewhat different
forces at work on an occupation’s incumbents
and their behavior.

What we regard, however, as an even
greater difficulty with the socioeconomic in-
terpretation of Duncan’s SEI scale stems from
the analyrical status of the concept of “socio-
economic” level. As far as we can see, it has
none: its relationship to such well-defined,
though poorly measured, concepts of strati-
fication theory as “class,” “status,” and
“power” is at best vague and imprecise. The
concept of socioeconomic status has no inde-
pendent analytical status in stratification the-
ory: at the individual level it is no more or no
less than whatever is measured by a person’s
education, occupational pursuit, and income
and, at the aggregate level of occupations, 1t is
just some combination of whatever skills it
takes to enter the occupation and whatever
rewards are obtained from pursuing it at a
given point in time within a given market
structure. Socioeconomic status is what so-
cioeconomic status scales measure; there 1s no
underlying analytical concept to which we
can refer a proposed indicator of socioeco-
nomic status to decide whether it is well or ill
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conceived or to assess how it might be im-
proved. For example, referring to “the choice
of summary statistics to represent the educa-
tion and income distributions of the occupa-
tions, and the adjustment of these statistics
for age differences among occupations,” Dun-
can observed (1961a, p. 119), “Reasonable
procedures for accomplishing these two steps,
different from the ones followed [in the con-
struction of Duncan’s index] are easily pro-
posed.” In a world like this, of course, there is
no theoretical justification for the choice of
one, as opposed to another plausible means of
summarizing the constituent indicators and
the choice of any one of the competing alrer-
natives rests on the assumption that they all
measure the same thing in approximately the
same way. As Duncan put it (1961a, p. 119),
“...it seems doubtful that the final result
would be greatly altered by switching to one
of the alternatives.” Whether this is literally
the case, we cannot say, for while students of
status attainment have been especially diligent
at exposing the weaknesses of pure prestige
scales in the study of occupational mobiliry,
they have devoted but limited energy to exam-
ining the properties of alternative socioeco-
nomic scales, ro exposing the behavior of the
component variables in these scales, and to
making these scales temporally relevant to
their research, a fault remedied in consider-
able measure by the work of Stevens and
Featherman (1981).

We offer now a third and final interpreta-
tion of Duncan’s SEI scale. In Duncan’s SEI
index, the weights of the education and in-
come variables are nearly equal and the inter-
cept is close to zero. We can find the constant
k which will center the coefficients of the in-
come and education variables in Duncan’s SEI
scale around .5 by solving .50 — .55k = .59k —
.50 for K = (1)/(1.14) = .8772.1 Multiplying
the values of Duncan’s SEI scale (= D) by this
value and adding 6(k) = 6(.8772) = 5.26 1o
eliminate the constant term leaves us with

D" = k(D) + 6(k) = 8.772(D) + 5.26
A825(E) + 5.175(1),
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a transformed index (= D) in which th
caton (= E) and income (= ) indicatg,
for all practical purposes simply averag,
gether. This transformation of Duncap
scale is, of course, made possible only he
the summary measures of the educatic
income distributions of the occupatig
ceive nearly equal weights when prestige
gressed on them. Our ability to effect ¢
transformation suggests another interpretag
of the Duncan SEI scale scores, Viz., q ling
transformation of the best guess we coy
make of the age-standardized percentag
occupation’s male incumbents either 1
least a high school diploma or with 1949
comes of $3500 or more if neither perceng
was known. In fact, one would not g ;
awry in interpreting the untransformed val,
of Duncan’s SEI scale in this fashion, since
transformation required to effect this interp,
tation is roughly equal to the identity opera

This interpretation of Duncan’s SEI scale

we believe, novel, though Cain (1974
1501) comes close to making it. And whil
sounds ridiculous, that is not necessaril
disadvantage. It keeps one’s attention focused
upon the essential feature of Duncan’s SE
scale, to wit, the particular way it glues ed
cation and income together to construct “sg
cioeconomic” status. Beyond that, it mak
clear the inherent uncertainty which necess
ily surrounds any results obtained by the us
of Duncan’s SEI scale: having used it, there
absolutely no way of knowing whether the:
observed effects are brought about by the eco
nomic rewards attached to occupations or b

the skills required to pursue them. Instead “

one must resort to casting the results in tern
of an occupation’s “socioeconomic” sta

o the interpretation of any findings
non it EcZnEmD_nm_.

tion as a Contextual Variable

years, a considerable amount of so-
inquiry has been m:_nnn.& toward
g contextual effects on :._m__eirm,_ be-
In this research tradition, individual
t is seen in part as a function of n._._n
reristics of the other individuals Ewﬁr
‘the subject shares group memberships
-, Blau, 1957, 1960; Davis, Spaeth,
uson, 1961; Tannenbaum and wmn:-
964; Farkas, 1974). Research of this
has not been without its critics, of which
£ (1970a, 1970b, 1974) is by mm: the
tspoken.
e are several strategies of research for
ning so-called group, conrextual, m:&
ural effects upon individual behavior.
eed not derail these here, although we
d note that the most general of all these
Is is the one embedded in the analysis of
iriance. The particular strategy of interest
he present context is the one where the
quences for an individual’s behavior of
embership in a social group or popula-
n aggregate are summarized by an indica-
which reflects the average or some other
asure of the central tendency on a particu-
trait of the individual members comprising
social groups or population aggregates to
ch he belongs. An example of this re-
irch strategy would be characterizing
oolchildren by the proportion of minority
roup members in the school they attend.
uch a characterization of an individual has
othing to do with the structural features of
the school he attends, such as library books
er capita. Instead, it rests solely upon the in-
tvidual characteristics of his fellow class-
nates.
~ The fundamental difficulty with this strar-
egy for analyzing contexrual or compositional
© effects is pur quite simply: there is 1o logically
- conceivable way in which one could run an

heim’s sense. In keeping with the bulk of the.
literature on status attainment, we will con-"
tinue throughout this paper to accept the so- 3
cioeconomic interpretation of Duncan’s SEI
scale, but it should be obvious that the serious
questions which can be raised about this or
any other interpretation of Duncan’s scale
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experiment to test for any observed effects.
This is the fundamental defect with the analy-
sis of all compositional effects; Hauser
(1970a) comes close to stating this principle,
but does not make it as explicit as he might
have. To illustrate this principle, we may pur-
sue the foregoing example. Suppose we
wanted to run an experiment to examine the
effects of minority composition on school
achievement among white students. Now ob-
viously, our first step would be to make ran-
dom assignments of white students to schools;
in this way the white students in each school
would be expected to have equivalent means
and variances on all characteristics save those
we experimentally manipulate; this is the ad-
vantage we realize from experimentation. So
far, so good. Now we must construct our ex-
perimental variable. To do this, we can again
make random assignments, this time of mi-
nority students, of subjects to schools. How-
ever, while we can make random assignments
of minority students to schools so that their
expected means and variances on all variables
are equal from school to school, we must as-
sign them in differential numbers. 1f we failed
to do this, the schools would not differ in
their minority composition and there would
be no between-school variance in our experi-
mental variable. The situation is now this: by
making random assignments we have secured
an expected equality from school to schoel in
the means and variances of both white and
minority students on all variables. However,
the ratio of white to minority students varies
from school to school and that, necessary to
conduct the experiment at all, proves fatal.
Minority and white students do not differ
on their minority status alone. They differ in
their socioeconomic backgrounds, in the
numbers of their siblings, in the quality of
their experiences, and almost surely in their
arritudes and values as well. Because the
schools vary in their minority compesition,
they will necessarily vary in every individual
level correlate of minority status as well. Con-
sequently, any observed effect of minority
composition is confounded by every individ-

3
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ual correlate of minority status and there is no
logically possible way of experimentally sepa-
rating these confounding factors. Having
found an effect of minority composition, we
can generate additional compositional effects
by the carload lot. All we need to do is to re-
fer to the individual level correlates of minor-
ity status. Furthermore, although it is not es-
sential to the argument advanced herein, any
attempt to separate these confounding factors
via nonexperimental methods will certainly
flounder on the barricade of multicollinearity,
since the relevant associations are the typi-
cally high, ecological correlations across the
units of the experiment—in this case schools.

The foregoing argument requires comment.
First, there is nothing abour it which denies
the existence of contextual or compositional
effects. Indeed, they may be large and sub-
stantial, but the argument clearly implies that
there is no logically possible way of isolating
them. Second, while practically speaking,
most social-science findings are not subject to
verification via experimentation, one can at
least logically conceive of an experiment to
test them. Contextual effects, however, are in
a different ball park from most other social-
science findings. There is no conceivable way
of contriving an experimentr to test them. That
should give one pause, for it is far from clear
that the limited resources for social-science re-
search should be expended on discovering ef-
fects whose causes can never be experimen-
tally isolated. Finally, while it is technically
possible to detect a generalized contextual ef-
fect—indeed, the experiment outlined above
could do that—the impossibility of specifying
the precise causal force which generates the
effect means that contextual analysis is pro-
foundly and foundamentally irrelevant to pol-
icy decisions. Any effort to formulate policy
on the basis of presumed, specific contextual
effects is foolhardy, for there is no way of
knowing whether the effects are generated by
the specific causes one has identified or by one
of their confounding correlates.

Occupation is not inherently a contextual
variable. Although other considerations enter
the picture, one can art least think of detailed
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sard. Although the income component
o individuals and to total income,
than earnings from one’s main occupa-
e can at least think of this component
_can’s scale as a characteristic of jobs
than of people. To the extent this is so,
1d go ahead and make random assign-
s of persons to posts in an experimental
on without destroying the income dif-
ion of occupations. But education is
r matter: it 1s attached to people not
There is no way around this fact and
mponent of Duncan’s SEI scale indu-
- means that its use, both conceptually
actically, serves to reduce “occupation”
ontextual variable. There is more than a
intellectual irony in the fact that perhaps
ding critic of contextual analysis
r, 1970a, 1970b, 1974) is also one of
principal proponents of Duncan’s SEI
: (Featherman, Jones, and Hauser, 1975;
therman and Hauser, 1976). . . .

occupational groupings as clusters of 5
whose incumbents are mutually substitug,!
Thus, it is the similarity in the work requi
by the jobs forming an occupational gro
rather than the similarity in the personal ¢j
acteristics of their incumbents, which de
eates one occupation from another. Howe
once occupational information is scored
a socioeconomic index like Duncan’s, ocey
tion is turned mto a contextual variable
of the reservations that one might have a
contextual analysis similarly apply to
analysis of occupational information coded
this particular way. One can, of course, /g
cally conceive of an experiment to test for th
effects of occupation as such; though pr
cally such an experiment might be unfeasib
at least logically one can imagine randon
assigning subjects to occupational groups,
there is no logical way to conduct an ex
ment about occupational status. Duncan’s S
scale includes the education and income levgl
of incumbents as its factors; if one tried to r
an experiment on occupations by randon
assigning subjects to occupations, the
pected means and variances in their edu
tional and income levels would be identi
from one occupation ro the next and the
cupations would no longer be differentia
according to their socioeconomic status as i
is measured by Duncan’s scale. In order t
keep the Duncan scale scores of the occup
tions differentiated, one would have to assi
relatively more high school graduates an
high-income earners to some occupatio
than to others. Once one has done this, th
entire advantage of experimentation is lo
and one’s experiment would be confounde
by every individual level correlate of educa
tional attainment and income. There is just
logically conceivable way to reproduce exper-3
imentally any results derived by scoring occ
pational data with Duncan’s scale scores; this
fact alone ought to give one pause before;
using such a scale, particularly in analyses:
which purport to be causal, rather thad
merely descriptive in character. g

The educational component of Duncan’s in
dex strikes us as the most problematical in’

tige and Socioeconomic Status
cupational Indicators

ge scores have two distinct advantages
one very definite disadvantage relative to
economic indices in the study of status
ment and related phenomena. The most
ous advantage of prestige scores is that,
e socioeconomic indices derived from
haracteristics of an occupation’s incum-
, they do not reduce occupation to a
extual variable. Because prestige scores
operationally independent of the charac-
ristics of an occupation’s incumbents, one
dn logically conceive of an experiment in
ch subjects are randomly allocated to oc-
ations differing in the prestige they are ac-
ded by the general public. Of course, it
well be that the individual characteristics
occupation’s incumbents are a source of
 prestige, in which case one consequence
the experiment might be to reduce the
tween-occupational variance in prestige
€ores, since occupations would no longer dif-
5 in the characteristics of their incumbents.
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If, however, the socioeconomic characteristics
of an occupation’s incumbents are merely cor-
relates rather than causes of an occupation’s
prestige rating, then no change would be ob-
served in their prestige ratings, a situation
which would be obtained if prestige ratings
are derived from, say, the desirability of the
work performed in an occupation, the author-
ity built into occupational positions regard-
less of their incumbents, and features of the
typical work setting.

Another advantage of using prestige scores
in the study of occupational strarification
flows from its status as a well-defined analyti-
cal concepr in stratification theory. Although
Featherman and Hauser (1976, p. 404) con-
clude “that occupational prestige scores rep-
resent a congeries of salient dimensions or oc-
cupational characteristics,” such a definition
of occupational prestige has little to do with
the concept as it is typically used in stratifica-
tion theory. We would venture that the appro-
priate definition of occupational prestige is
analytically parallel to Weber’s definition of
power. In this view, the relative prestige of
two occupations may be defined as the expec-
ration that a member of one will give (or re-
ceive) deference from a member of the other.
The concepr of expectation or probability is
crucial to this definition, as it also is to We-
ber’s definition of power, for it admits the
possibility that some members of an occupa-
tion may receive deference from members of
another occupation while others will give def-
erence to members of the same occupation. In
keeping with this view of the relative prestige
of two occupations, we can think of the over-
all prestige of an occupation as the expecra-
tion that one of its members will receive (or
give) deference to a randomly selected mem-
ber of any other occupation.

The foregoing definition of occupational
prestige implies that it has both a formal and
informal component—a part thar is built into
an occupation by virtue of its formal author-
ity relations with other occupations and a
part that devolves upon an occupation by
virtue of the performance of its members in
situations which are not organized by author-
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ity relations. Prestige, in this view, is not iden-
tical with power, but it does represent a signif-
icant resource—viz., command over the re-
spect of others—which can be mobilized in
the effort to secure desired outcomes in the
face of competing alternatives. Whether or
not occupational prestige conceived in this
way is, in fact, what prestige scales measure
is, of course, another question. One advan-
tage of using occupational prestige scales,
however, rests precisely on one’s ability to
raise this question intelligibly. Because one an-
alytically knows what prestige is, one can
query whether one has measured it satisfacro-
rily. A parallel question cannot be posed of
socioeconomic scales, since as best we can tell
the socioeconomic status of an occupation is
whatever is measured by a socioeconomic
scale of occuparions.

But whatever analyrical advantage prestige
scales of occupational status may have is in
large measure undercut by their performance,
relative to socioeconomic scales, in empirical
research. As we have already noted, whatever
it is that socioeconomic scales of occupational
status measure more nearly governs the pro-
cess of intergenerational occupational mobil-
ity and the entire process of status atrainment
than do the occupational differences reflected
in prestige scales. This is one very sound rea-
son for preferring the former to the latter,
even if one can be less than analytically clear
about what it is thatr socioeconomic scales
measure. It is, of course, possible that prestige
scales perform poorly because they are infe-
rior measures of the underlying analyrical
concept. We think a case to that effect could
be sketched out, but space does nort permit us
to do so here.

Notes
1. This is because Duncan’s SEI scale is con-
structed from the regression equation,

P = 035(E) + 059(1) — 60,
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where E is the age-standardized percentage of ¢

male experienced civilian labor force with 4
of high school or more, and T is the age-standy,
ized percentage of males who had incomes in 1
of $3500 or more.—ED.
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re are several reasons to focus more atten-
.on the collection, scaling, and analysis of
ipational data than has recently been the
First, job-holding is the most important
al role held by most adults outside their
ly or household. When we meet someone
often our first question is, “What do you
* and that is a very good question. Job-
ling defines how we spend much of our
and it provides strong clues about the
ities and circumstances in which that
-is spent. Second, job-helding tells us
out the technical and social skills that we
g to the labor market, and for mosr peo-
job-holding delimits current and future
nomic prospects. Thus, even for persons
10 are not attached to rthe labor marker,
tjobs or the jobs held by other members of

Driginally published in 1997. Please see complete
urce information beginning on page 891.

cioeconomic Indexes for Occupations:
Review, Update, and Critique

the same family or household provide infor-
mation about economic and social standing.
Third, as market labor has become nearly
universal among adult women as well as
men, it is increasingly possible to characterize
individuals in terms of their own current or
past jobs. Fourth, once we have a good job
deseription, it is possible to map jobs into
many classifications, scales, and measures.
Fifth, measurement of jobs and occupations
does not entail the same problems of refusal,
recall, reliability, and stability as occur in the
measurement of income or wealth. Job de-
SCriptions—contemporary or retrospective,
from job-holders or from their family mem-
bers—are imperfect, but the reliability and
validity of carefully collected occupational
dara are high enough to support sustained
analysis (Hauser, Sewell, and Warren 1994),
Thus, even if we are limited to retrospective
questions, we can confidently trace occupa-
tional trajectories across the adult years. The
same cannot be said of earnings trajectories,
let alone other components of personal or
household income or wealth.
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Concepiual Issues

It is important to distinguish berween jobs
and occupations. A job is a specific and some-
times unique bundle of activities carried out
by a person in the expectation of economic re-
muneration. An occupation is an abstract cat-
egory used to group and classify similar jobs.
Such abstractions are often heterogeneous
and idiosyncratic in construction, but they
usually involve determinations of similarity in
typical activities, in the sites where work is
performed, in the form of job tenure, in the
skill requirements of the job, or in the product
or service thar results from the job. There are
multiple systems for the classification of jobs
and complex interdependencies between oc-
cupational and industrial classifications. Most
social scientific uses of occupational dara are
based either on (a) the classification systems
of the U.S. Bureau of the Census, which are
revised each decade at the time of the census,
or (b) the Dictionary of Occupational Titles,
which is produced by the Employment and
Training Administration of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor.

Some measures of social class reflect job or
personal characteristics, whereas others de-
pend on occupation. For example, consider
two widely used conceptions of “social class.”
Wright’s (1985, 88) class typology combines
concepts of ownership, authority, and exper-
tise. It requires information about a person’s
educational attainment as well as ownership,
authority, supervision, and occupational clas-
sification. On the other hand, Erikson and
Goldthorpe’s (1992, 38-39) “class schema,” is
ultimately a grouping of occupational cate-
gories based upon Goldthorpe and Hope's
(1974) study of occupational prestige in Great
Britain (Goldthorpe 1980). Each author sees
his scheme as a theoretically refined basis for
identifying the membership of real and dis-
crete social classes. In Wright’s neo-Marxian
classification, the aim is to identify modes of
labor exploitation in the relations of produc-
tion. In Erikson and Goldthorpe’s neo-Weber-
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ational Prestige and
-ipeconomic Indexes of
pational Status

1an classification, the class categories are
signed to identify distinct combinations of
cuparional function and employment statu

In our opinion, differences between the
class schemes and between them and our
cupational status measures lie more in {
proximity of constituent variables to jobs 2
persons than in other theoretical or conge
tual distinctions that have been debated
their authors. Other things being equal,
should expect a classification based pa
upon personal and job characteristics to
more direct and powerful in its influence th
a classificarion based on occupational char;
teristics would be alone. Rather than rel
on a predetermined combination of occupa
tion and other social or economic characteris
tics, we suggest that investigators should
data on individual education and income, a
on other job characteristics, as well as on
cupational standing (see Jencks, Perman,
Rainwarter 1988).

In working with measures of occupatio
social standing, we emphasize the social 2
economic grading of the occupational st
ture, rather than a priori constructions of d
tinct social classes. People are linked to jobs
not only through job-holding, but a
through their relationships with others wi
hold or have held jobs. Jobs can be map
into standard occupational classifications
and the caregories of those classifications
be linked to occupational characteristics.
working back through this series of linkag
we can describe people in terms of occupas
rional characteristics. Such characteristics willi
be valid as descriptions of jobs only to the ds
gree that occupations are homogeneous 3
the intervening maps and linkages are soun
In our view, the remarkable thing about
way of measuring social and economic ch
acteristics is not thart it is error prone, whi€
would seem obvious, but that it has such hig
reliability and validity. That it does so is a
cial fact, which rests both on skill and care I8
classification and coding but also on strofg
uniformities in social structure.

¢ are the relevant status characteristics
-upations? Many discussions of occupa-
< in the stratification system begin with
‘concept of occupational prestige, the
eral level of social standing enjoyed by
incumbents of an occupation. In the
ted Stares there have been three major
ronal surveys of occupational prestige,
_most recent of which was carried our in
njunction with the 1989 General Social
ey (GSS) of the National Opinion Re-
h Center (NORC; Nakao and Treas
}. The main problem with all of these
pational prestige ratings is that they lack
ion validity. Prestige is not as highly
elated with other variables as are other
asures of occupational social standing,
cifically, measures of the socioeconomic
tus of occupations, as indicated by the av-
e educational attainment and income of
pational incumbents.

Duncan (1961) created the first socioeco-
jomic index (SEI) of occupational status. For
rty-five census occuparion lines, he ran the
ar regression of the percentage of “good”
““excellent™ ratings on measures of both
cupational education and occupational in-
me (see Duncan 1961 for details). This re-
ession yielded roughly equal weights for the
0 regressors, a result that motivated some
ciologists to characterize socioeconomic
es as a hybrid of “social status” (as in-
exed by occupational education) and eco-
mic status (see Hodge 1981).

The Duncan SEI has been updated or elab-
ated in several ways, and researchers should
cautious in using the updates because of
eir potential lack of comparability. Most re-
ently, as part of their work with prestige
ores obrained in the 1989 G3S, Nakao and
eas (1994) created socioeconomic scores for
80-basis census occupational lines by re-
Bressing their prestige ratings on the charac-
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teristics of male and female occupational in-
cumbents in the 1980 census. The obvious
next step is to create another set of socioeco-
nomic scores, using the 1989 prestige scores
as a criterion, but based upon characteristics
of the work force in the 1990 census.

In an earlier paper (see Hauser and Warren
1997), we made a special extract of occupa-
tional education and earnings from the 1990
census 5 percent public use sample. Through-
out our analyses, we used the same definition
of occupational education as Nakao and
Treas (1994), namely, the percentage of peo-
ple in an occupation who had completed one
or more years of college. After experimenting
with alternative treatments of earnings and
income, we constructed the new socioeco-
nomic indexes using occupational wage rares,
whereas Duncan (1961) used the percentage
of occupational incumbents who had re-
ported incomes of $3500 or more. Our pres-
tige criterion was the percentage of prestige
ratings above a fixed threshold. However, for
statistical reasons, we used a logistic transfor-
mation of the prestige criterion and of the ed-
ucational level and wage rate of each occupa-
tion (see Hauser and Warren 1997, 203-17).

We then constructed socioeconomic in-
dexes for the total work force and, separately,
for men and for women. Qur purpose in cre-
ating gender-specific indexes was to compare
the behavior of occupational characteristics
between men and women, especially in rela-
tion to occupational prestige. We do not rec-
ommend routine use of the gender-specific in-
dexes in research. Although the indexes for all
workers, men, and women have roughly the
same range and are in the same metric, their
statistical properties differ. Findings based on
the total, male, and female indexes are not
strictly comparable (Warren, Sheridan, and
Hauser 1998), and, where researchers choose
to use a composite socioeconomic index, we
recommend the index based on the character-
istics of all workers.

Chastened and instructed by the example of
Fox’s (1991) and Friendly’s (1991) reanalyses
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of Duncan’s data, we also paid a good deal of
attention to issues of fit and functional form.
In the final set of regression analyses, we used
several types of residual plots to idenrify influ-
ential outliers. Based on these findings, we
deleted several occupations from the regres-
sion analyses used to estimate weights for the
socioeconomic scores. Several of the largest
and most influential exceptions to typical re-
lationships among occupational education,
wage rates, and prestige occur in common
and visible jobs: business owners, farmers,
clergy, secretaries, teachers, waiters and wait-
resses, janitors, and truck drivers. This finding
reminds us that occupational prestige is by no
means the same as occupational socioeco-
nomic status, and we should respect both the
theoretical and empirical distinctions between
them.

Using estimates from our preferred models,
we computed total-based, male-based, and fe-
male-based SEI scores for all occuparions.
The combined three sets of scores were trans-
formed to range between 0 and 100. Qur
1990-basis and 1980-basis total (TSEI), male
(MSEI), and female (FSEI) scores for all occu-
pation lines, the socioeconomic components
of those scores, and the 1989 Nakao-Treas
prestige scores and ratings are available else-
where (Hauser and Warren 1997; http://www.
ssc.wisc.edu/cde/cdewp/1996papers.htm).

Structural Models of the
Socioeconomic Index

Subsequent analyses—presented in detail in
Hauser and Warren (1997)
tential weaknesses in composite socioeco-
nomic indexes of occupational standing. First,
gender differences appear both in the relation-
ships between occupational socioeconomic
standing and prestige and in the socioeco-
nomic characteristics of occupational incum-
bents. Second, occupational wage rates ap-
pear to be far less highly correlated, both
within and across generations, than occupa-
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tional education. Third, the latter finding J;

FIGURE 1
Jllustrative Model of Intergenerational Stratification in Occupational Socioeconomic Status

us to wonder whether the use of prestige
validated socioeconomic indexes may over
timate the importance of the economic stand
ing of occupations in the stratificatigy:
process. Thus, we developed structural equgs
tion models in which the construction of sg
cioeconomic indexes was embedded in ¢
stratification process. These models were estj
mated using data for men and women in th
1994 GSS.

For example, one of our models consider
relationships among father’s occupational sta-
tus, the status of a man or woman’s first occy.
pation, and the status of his or her current

Father's
Qcc. Ed.

Father’s
Occ.
Wage

Child's
Qce.
Wage

last occupation. In this rudimentary model;
we specified that the status of first occupation
depends on that of father’s occupatio
whereas the status of current or last occup
tion depends upon father’s occupation an
first occupation. To be sure, this is scarcel
complete model of the stratification process,
but it is sufficient to generate new estimares
the weights of the socioeconomic index con
ponents. At each of the three stages of th
model—father’s occupation, first occupation;
and current or last occupation—we ass
that an SEI composite is completely dete
mined by measures of occupational educat
and occupational wages (Hauser and Warre
1997, 236). Figure 1 illustrates part of thi
model with measures of father’s and child
occupational education and occupations
wage. The effects of father on child iden
the weights of occupational education, a, an
occupational wage, b, in the SEL To our s
prise, we found that the weight of the wag
rate is negligible, that is, b = 0. Thus, in th
GSS darta the process of occuparional stratifi
cation is best described by relationships
among occupation-based measures of educa-
tional attainment, not the combination of oc
cupation-based measures of educational at-
tainment and wage rates. Our findings from:
the socioeconomic model point to occupa-
tional differentiation by education as a central’
feature of the stratification process.

are thus led to question the value of tradi-
al socioeconomic indexes of occupational
nding, including those that we constructed.
he 1994 GSS data are a reliable guide, we
d do better—in studies of the stratifica-
on process—to index occupations by their
ucational level alone than by any of the
al, weighted combinations of educational
and earnings. However, given the modest
itivity of occupational status correlations
differences in model specification, we
d not suggest any wholesale effort to
evaluare previous findings about levels,
ds, and differentials in occupational strar-
ton. It would be sufficient, we think, to
gest that previously estimated levels of
relation are slightly too low. Finally, we
ould caution that our findings abour the rel-
Ive importance of occupational education
occupational wage rates are specific to
odels of the stratification process. Just as
relative weights of occupational education
wage rates differ between prestige and so-
i Cloeconomic outcomes, so they may also dif-
€r across other outcomes (e.g., health, well-
s being, social participation, or political
choice). If there is any general conclusion to

be drawn from our analysis, it is that we
ought to move toward a more specific and
disaggregated appraisal of the effects of occu-
pational characteristics on social, psychologi-
cal, economic, political, and health outcomes.
Although composite measures of occupa-
tional status may have heuristic uses, the
global concept of occupational status is scien-
tifically obsolete.
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COMMENTARY TO

PART THREE

ny good things come in three parts—God,

Wright, Erik Olin. 1985. Classes. London: Verso,

ntesquieu’s concept of the modern demo-
tic state, and the major dimensions of so-
structure. All sociology students are told
it class, status, and power are the main
riables in stratification research. Weber’s
-f essay, in the English translation entitled
ss, Status, Party”™ (1946, is probably the
sest thing to a universally required text for
sociologists. Most agree that these three
riables are what sociologists use when they
alyze processes and structures of stratifica-
Little else is agreed upon. There is wide
agreement about the relative importance of
three variables. There 1s equally wide dis-
eement over the concepts behind the vari-
es. This essay attempts to sort out some of
se disagreements and, it is hoped, provide
me order.
n addition to the disagreements, there is
unequal attention to the three variables.
wer never has been a frequently used vari-
e in empirical stratification research. It is a
ippery concept and a difficult variable to
asure. The study of elites 15 the main re-
ch tradition using power in stratification
esearch; other empirical uses of the concept
nd to be located in political science or polit-
ical sociology. The elite studies make assump-
ons about the distribution of power and
en examine only one part of the distribu-
tion, the elite. We have no agreed-upon mea-

~This is an original article prepared for this book.

sures that allow a test of these assumptions
abour the distribution, and there is surpris-
ingly little attention given in stratification re-
search ro characterizing empirically the struc-
ture of power in society. Debates abour the
usefulness of elite studies rend to be debates
about untestable assumptions concerning the
distribution of power.

To Weber, studies of class and of status are
studies of bases of power, in the sense that
class or status positions may be seen as re-
sources for affecting the action of others.
However, matters are rarely conceived of that
way in stratification research. Sociologists
study class and status because they are inter-
ested in class and status. Marxists especially
tend to think of the class structure as the most
important thing about social structure from
which everything else, including the power
structure, derives. The discussions about the
validity of this claim occur in debates about
the relation between class and the state. These
discussions usually take place in political soci-
ology. The main application of the concept of
power in stratification research is the frequent
use of authority as an element in the concept
of class.

I focus in this essay on class and srarus and
survey some of the main distinctions and con-
ceptual properties that dominate the literature
and are well represented in the readings. Few
concepts in sociology carry as much concep-
tual baggage as these two. For many sociolo-
gists, the choice between concepts of status
and class is a fundamental choice between ba-
sic assumptions abour the nature of society.
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Indeed, for some, it is a choice reflecting basic
ideological positions. My main conclusion is
that the choices are simpler to make and the
conceptual baggage less burdensome than
many claim. The essay devotes most attention
to the concepr of class, which is the most
complicated and most ambitious concept in
the field of stratification, if not in sociology
(see, also, Serensen 1996, 2000).

It is useful to think of distinct levels of status
and class concepts. These levels are differenti-
ated by how close the concepts are connected
to theories of inequality. Most measures of
status seem to capture overall welfare along
several dimensions of inequality and have no
theory of inequality implied. Not all status
concepts are like this. Weber’s original idea of
status groups captures a one-dimensional con-
cept of prestige or honor with more theoreti-
cal implications. In addition to the socioeco-
nomic or welfare concept and the prestige
concept of status, 1 distinguish among three
concepts of class. The first one, a “stratum
concept” of class, is not unlike socioeconomic
status. It is meant to convey the idea of homo-
geneous groupings along several dimensions
of inequality. Like socioeconomic status, the
concept provides no theory of how inequality
is obtained. The other two, which 1 call the
market or Weberian concept of class and the
Marxist concept of class, have theories of in-
equality atrached to them. The Marxist con-
cept also attaches antagonistic interests to
class categories, while the Weberian concept
1s more ambiguous about this.

Theorertical power is related to the empiri-
cal requirements of the concept. The Marxist
concept makes the most stringent require-
ments: A Marxist class category may or may
not exist depending on whether or not posi-
tions in social structure have certain proper-
ties; in particular, positions should be associ-
ated with interests that are in conflict with the
interests associated with other positions. The
prestige concept of status also suggests empir-
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ical requirements in the form of strategies
exclusion. The socioeconomic status conce >
and the stratum concept of class make ng
such requirements; they are purely nominal’}
classifications of people or positions and
therefore especially simple to apply in empi
cal research. A main task for this essay is ;
critical review of some of the attempts to mes
empirical requirements of such concepts, es
pecially the classic Marxist class concept.

For purposes of this review, it is importa
to distinguish between positions in socia]
structure and persons occupying these posic
tions. This distinction is the main theoreti
contribution of sociological theory about i
equality—the distinction is, for example,
completely absent from economic theory. A
structural theory of inequality is one in which'
inequality is created by relationships berwe
positions. The structural explanation may
complete, as in the Marxist theory of ex
ploitation; or it may be partial with the theo
positing an interaction between characten
tics of position and characieristics of perso
The most obvious examples of a partial e
planation are functionalist theories of t
Davis and Moore (1945) variety and orga
zational rtheories of inequality that emphasiz
motivational consequences of organization
such as internal labor markets (e.g., Stinch=}
combe 1974; Serensen 1983; Lazear and
Rosen 1981).

In the discussion that follows, 1 detail ¢
most important status and class concepts
try to show thar the basic choices are not b
tween class and status but between concep
thar are useful for different types of resear
tasks. There is more to say about class th
about status. The claims about the theoretical
power of the class concepts have been great

~which most would translate as estate
onor, in describing what these groups
‘about. We are meant to be brought back
- reminded of, the world of feudalism
ights. This world was not so far from
Imian Germany as it is from the con-
porary United States. In any event, We-
deas about this had little to do with the
ept of socioeconomic status that pro-
the standard variable in all of status-
inment research and the standard inde-
dent variable in much other sociological
ch, especially of the survey variety.
orokin’s discussion of the basic concepts
rratification is a much more accurate point
departure for the concept and variable that
ate modern stratification research un-
the name “social status.” Sorokin (1927)
citly adopts a spatial metaphor for soci-
with vertical and horizontal dimensions.
~verrical or status dimension has three
mponents: economic status, political status,
d occupational status. There are distances
movements (in the form of social mobii-
-along these dimensions. The vertical di-
sion is a measuring rod put through soci-
y to capture what inequality is about; it tells
what is up and what is down and how far
and down people and positions are.
Sorokin’s status concept makes it possible
£t0 talk meaningfully about directions and dis-
ces. Weber’s concept of honor does nor.
ie differentiation of honor depends on who
+ dilferentiates. Peasants are equally dishonor-
1ble to lords but unequally honorable to each
tother. This imbalance is not useful if one
nts to measure distances and movements.
iSorokin receives less honor than Weber from
odern sociologists, so Weber remains the
iginal source of wisdom abourt status de-
Spite the confusion it creates to compare his
bmments on the topic with the properties of
1¢ concept that is most often used in empiri-
al research. This is the concept of socioeco-
Nomic status with the properties described by
dorokin.
* [t would have made more sense to translate
..m__:m. as prestige. The concepts of prestige em-
loyed by, for example, Goode (1978) and

Social Status: Welfare or Honor?

Sociology students are often told that Webers
discussion of status groups is the origind

source for the concept of starus. This is a bit?
bizarre. Weber did not use the word status of
status group. He used the words stand w:m...
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Shils (1970) are similar to the relational con-
cept of ehre. Prestige as ebre is an extremely
interesting variable and in certain instita-
tions—academia, the arts, and the military
an extremely important variable. It is a con-
cept with more theoretical implications than
the concept of sociceconomic status. High
prestige causes deference, and low prestige
causes contempt. Prestige groups practice ex-
clusion or closure, for example with respect
to marriage. If prestige groups are to be
equared with Weber’s sratus groups, they
must be seen as discrete groupings.

Prestige groups should be identified empiri-
cally by demonstrating practices of exclusion
or closure. Not all occupational groups or
categories of people with similar levels of so-
cioeconomic status necessarily practice such
explicit exclusion. Therefore, the identifica-
tion of prestige groups poses the same type of
empirical problems as the empirical identifica-
tion of the higher-level class concepts, as dis-
cussed later. There is some theoretical work
on the issue of closure and exclusion (Parkin
1979). Unfortunately, the measurement of
prestige and the empirical identification of
prestige groups are neglected because of the
conceptual confusion created by a misleading
translation of Weber and the neglect of
Sorokin. The best work on the topic is quali-
tative (e.g., Goode 1978; Shils 1970).

Empirical research on prestige was derailed
also because the concept was contaminated
by loose usage in empirical practices. With the
arrival of modern survey techniques, it be-
came possible to have national samples rank
occupations from one to five according to la-
bels ranging from “excellent” to “poor.” This
was said to measure the prestige of occupa-
tions. However, the occupational ratings do
not measure prestige in the sense of honor or
deference. There is empirical evidence for this
claim. Goldthorpe and Hope (1974) directly
asked respondents about what they had in
mind when rating occupations. They re-
sponded that they thought about things such
as income, education, job security, and the
like that enter into people’s ideas of a good
job. Thus, respondents seem to rate occupa-
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tions according to the general level of welfare
that they provide incumbents. The second
piece of evidence is that it does not matter
much who does the ratings. This is one of the
most well established findings in all of sociol-
ogy. Occupations are rated about the same by
all, at all times, and wherever these occupa-
tions are found.! What is measured by occu-
pational prestige is not a relational concept.
Duncan (1961) used the occupational pres-
tige ratings to generate an index of socioeco-
nomic status. The procedure is simple: For the
subset of occupations for which ratings exist,
regress the ratings of occupations on aggre-
gate characteristics of those who occupy these
occupations. (Duncan used income and edu-
carion of incumbents.) Then use the regres-
sion equation to derive scores for all occupa-
tions. The result is called the Socioeconomic
Index (SEI). Since SEI is based on occupa-
tional prestige scores, it can be seen as an ap-
proximation to such scores, with the degree
of approximation reflecting the quality of the
prediction. Although the approximation is
generally quite good, for some occupations
the SEI and occupational prestige scores dif-
fer, most notably for farmers. Farmers have
low income and low formal education but are
rated higher than other occupations with the
same level of income and education. This may
be the result of Americans’ nostalgia for a ru-
ral past, or it may simply mean thar Ameri-
cans carry around images of farmers that over-
state their true income and schooling.
Featherman and Hauser (1976) find that SEI
explains more variance in status-attainment
models than occupational prestige measures,
and they conclude from this that SEI is the bet-
ter measure. This is really a conclusion about
how best to measure the socioeconomic status
of farmers; it has nothing to do with the differ-
ence between the concepr of prestige as ebre
and the concept of sociceconomic status.
Socioeconomic status and occupational
prestige are characteristics of occupations.
Older American sociology (Warner et al.
1949; Hollingshead and Redlick 1958) con-
structed measures of the socioeconomic status
of persons using indexes based on education,
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occupation, type of residence, source of in.
come, and other individual arttributes. These
synthetic measures of the socioeconomic st
tus of persons should perform even better
than the occupational-level socioeconomie
status measure when the issue is to predict i
dividual behavior, such as voting, devian
school performance of children, and so forth,

Socioeconomic status measured at the leve]
of occupation nevertheless remains the fz-
vorite independent variable in research on 4|
kinds of individual behaviors and attitudes
probably because of the ease with which
measure is obtained. Much has been made
the difference between status, measured at
level of occupation, and class. It is claimec
that the use of status assumes thar the occupa
tional structure is more fundamental than th
class structure (Wright 1979). However, t
relative merit of seeing occupations as the b
sic dimension of social structure has nothin
to do with the usefulness of socioeconomic
status in empirical research. It is research pra
tice, not theory, that conflates socioeconomi
status and occupation. One might equally w
have a socioeconomic status measure based
the ranking of class categories.

Obversely, Grusky and Serensen (1998) ar
gue that derailed occupations ought not be
duced to a nominal socioeconomic scale, sinc
the division of labor often breeds organi
gemeinschaftlich groups with closely d
fended borders and well-developed culture
This formulation involves treating detail
occupations as status groups in the true W
berian sense rather than as mere indicators
vertical “social status.”

The Grusky-Serensen proposal thus signa
a turn away from conventional socioecos
nomic scaling. In recent years, socioeconomic
scales have indeed declined in popularity, ant
Hauser and Warren (1997) have even sug
gested thar “the global concept of occupa
tional status is scientifically obsolete™ (p
251). The main rationale for this conclusion
is that conventional scales based on a con=
posite of educational atrainment and wage
rates are out-performed in models of stratifi
cation by occupational scales based wholly o8

tion. If the socioeconomic tradition is
in some disarray, this is no doubt partly
~ause the theoretical rationale for socioeco-
ic composites is poorly developed, even
d e work of Sorokin (1927; also, see Hodge

st sociologists recognize that the concept
class 1s among our most important con-
ots. It is perhaps the most influential formu-
[ation of the central idea of sociology—that
the idea of a social structure. Some claim
= concept has a status as gravity does in
ics. The analogy is imperfect: Physics
thout a concept of gravity is impossible,
some pursue sociology without ever em-
ying the term class and claim the concept
t needed. Further, those who employ the
use it to denote quite different conceprs.
is is an expression of the well-known dis-
eements about what are the central ideas
sociology.

In much of modern sociology, class has
1e to mean nothing more than a homoge-
us categorical grouping of social positions
contrast to the gradation provided by so-
economic status. An explicit formulation
his emphasis on social homogeneity can be
d in Geiger (1951) and Carlsson (1958).
ppears to have been decisive for the for-
alation of the class scheme proposed by
Goldthorpe (see Goldthorpe [1984] for an
“elaboration of the rationale). The difference,
ny, berween such a stratum concept of
ass and the welfare or socioeconomic con-
pt of social status is the emphasis on the re-
Sources that are responsible for a person’s
elfare rather than the welfare dimensions
mselves. This approach usually results in a
ass scheme that is not completely ordered as
cloeconomic status is. A good example is
oldthorpe’s class scheme (1987). Such stra-
class schemes may be very useful in em-
pirical research. They are nominal categories
that do not imply theories of inequality. T con-
€ntrate on Marxist or market concepts of

class that do imply positional theories of in-
equality, in particular theories of exploitation.

Marxist Goncept of Class

The core of the Marxist concept is a theory of
exploitation that explains inequality between
classes and the resulting antagonistic interests
that generate conflict. Unfortunately, this the-
ory has certain defects, and the concepr can-
not account for an important part of the in-
equality we observe—the inequality generated
in the labor market. In this section, I first
elaborate these points and then show thar the
defects perhaps can be overcome by identify-
ing the circumstances when market mecha-
nisms produce a form of inequality in which
the advantages of some are obtained at the
disadvantage of others.

In Marx’s own analysis, the ability of one
party to become better off at the expense of
another is conferred by ownership of the
means of production. The two components of
ownership—authority and legal ownership—
are the means to establish the exploitative re-
lationship. It is the exploitative relationship
that defines classes. If there are ways other
than ownership of property to maintain a re-
lationship of exploitation, classes presumably
would be created.

Exploitation takes place in a social relation-
ship without regard to who occupies this rela-
tionship. Capitalists exploit workers because
the logic of capirtalist production forces them
to do so, not because they are evil or conser-
vative or white males. Smart capitalists are no
better at exploiting than dumb capitalists,
Smart capitalists may get higher profits, but
the relation between profits and the rate of
exploitation is very complicated. Marx
demonstrates this at great length in volume
three of Capital, Class relations that are rela-
tions of exploitation create inequality inde-
pendently of the personal characteristics of
those whe occupy class positions. Class posi-
tions are “empty places”™ (Simmel 1908). This
is of fundamental importance for the relation
berween the class structure and the structure
of inequality. Only by changing the class
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structure can the structure of inequality be
changed. Therefore, class conflict will pro-
duce social change.

This does not mean that Marx did not rec-
ognize sources of inequality other than class.
He describes but does not analyze inequality
in the labor market by education, skills, and
ability. These are all inequaliries associated
with personal characteristics and not with
class positions. According to Marx, many in-
equalities will disappear with the advance of
capitalism as the working class becomes more
homogeneous. The inequalities caused by ef-
fort and ability will continue into socialism.
These inequalities are less imporrant for
Marx. No tinkering with the structure of soci-
ety will remove them.

Since exploitation is rooted in positions,
class positions become associated with antag-
onistic interests. Those in positions to exploit
wish to preserve their ability to obtain advan-
tage; those being exploited want to destroy
the relationship that creates their disadvan-
tage. The model includes a scenario, called
the formation of revolutionary class con-
sciousness, describing how the “structural”
interests are translated into collective action.
The stages are class awareness, class conflict,
class struggle, and eventually the destruction
of the relationships that define classes.

To Marx, exploitarion in capitalist society
i1s created in the employment relationship, but
he pays no systematic attention to variation in
employment relationships that would form
classes within the employed labor force. In
fact, I argue later that Marx probably con-
ceived of only one type of employment rela-
tionship, at least in advanced capitalism. This
is the employment relationship conceived of
in classical and neoclassical economics. Re-
gardless of whether the original exploiration
theory is valid, it is of little assistance in pro-
viding a structural theory of inequality among
positions that are jobs. The Marxist concept
is useless for analyzing inequality and conflict
within the labor market as opposed to the in-
equality and conflict between capitalists and
workers.
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gsed by occupancy of these positions.
er, since advantages and &mmadm“:mmmm
" created in the market, the realizations of
ests by different groups are not necessar-
n&m.@nm&n:r In the market the advan-
of some does not necessarily reduce the
tage of others. This will only happen
a1 advantage is based on a mechanism of
loitation in the market. Identifying such a
anism of exploiration is needed for the
t concept to be useful in specifying class
ories that are conflict groups rather than
ly strata.
‘Roemer’s (1982) reformulation of the
dst exploitation idea is a useful starting
t for such an effort. The basic idea is
e simple: Inequality in productive assets
produce exploitation in a marker econ-
r with private property and trade. Those
superior assets will need to work less to
n the same level of welfare as those with
rior assets. If the superior assets were di-
among the disadvantaged, they would
etter off. Defining classes by absence and
sence of property and by amount of prop-
produces a class scheme correlating per-
ly with the amount of exploitation.
oemer’s concept of exploitation creates a
s concept in which inequalities among
ses are created in the market. They are
oduced by returns to productive assets
ided in the market. This market concept of
ss makes the theory consistent with mod-
economics. However, the development of
& theory relies mainly on the consequences
eturns to alienable productive assets—
is, physical property. Here the problem
to define a type of exploitation based on
operties of positions in the labor market.
s is not a matter dealt with extensively
Roemer (1982). Indeed, he does not em-
'Phasize the distinction between people and
Positions.
It is possible to derive some insights into
“the exploitation-creating properties of jobs by
onceiving of exploitation as generated by
onomic rent. This seems consistent with
oemer’s formulation. Returns on productive

There is an even more important theoreticy
problem. It was Marx’s great discovery thg
voluntary employment relationships create jot
voluntary exploitation of one party by the
other. The exploitation comes about by {
appropriation by the capitalist of surply
value created by the worker. This assumes
validity of the labor theory of value. Unfo
nately, this theory has been abandoned by ¢
eryone.? The labor theory of value generates
set of relationships among unobservables,
has great appeal as a claim of injustice but
appeal as an economic theory.

Abandoning the labor theory of value
moves the basis for the whole theory of in
equality and social change, unless some otheg
concept of exploitation can be developed t
explain inequality associated with class p
tions. This other concept should also ma
empirical requirements that can be met in
analysis of labor market structures. The nes
section considers if the market power conce
can provide such an alternative.

Class and Market Power

The Weberian concept of class as marki
power appears to provide a straightforwar
rationale for why classes create inequality. In
light of the difficulties with the Marxist cons
cept, it is understandable why the mark
power concept Is appealing. i

In the Weberian conceprion, classes ar
people with similar command over eco
nomic resources. The marker creates in
equality, and class is a proxy for variab
that cause inequality in the market, such as
occupation, skill, and properry. Weberia
classes group people according to their ¢
sources and their access to resources for ob
taining welfare and well-being in the mar
ket, bur class relations are usually not see
as the direct cause of inequality. Market
mechanisms are responsible.

It is presumably to be expected that the
market concept will idenrify positions in so
cial structure associated with interests in pre=
serving advantages and removing disadvan
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assets are payments for use of factors of pro-
duction. It is important to note that there are
two types of productive assets: assets in inher-
ently fixed supply and “normal” assets in
variable supply. In the case of normal assets,
an increase in return or pay for their use will
generate a corresponding increase in the sup-
ply of such assets. The increase in supply will
then reduce returns to the level obtained for
other factors of production. In the long run,
therefore, such assets do not create the rype of
inequality in which the welfare of those pos-
sessing the asset is obtained at the expense of
those not possessing the asset. All assets will
tend to provide the same return, and these re-
turns in turn compensate for the consumption
forgone when making the investment. The ad-
vantage of some caused by the return on their
investments will not reduce the advantage of
others.

However, some assets, such as fertile land
and superior ability, may be in fixed supply.
These assets create a “rent”—a payment that
is in addition to the one needed to employ the
assets. They produce advantages thar are not
Pareto-optimal. Those individuals not obtain-
ing the rent are worse off than they would
have been without the rent payments to those
owning the assets in fixed supply. Roemer’s
idea of exploitation is consistent with inequal-
ities created by rent-generating assets. These
assets will satisfy his test for exploitation. The
test is that dividing the assets among owners
and nonowners will make the nonowners bet-
ter off.3

To create a positional theory of inequality
in the labor market, it is therefore necessary
to search for rent-generating assets attached
to employment positions. These assets will
provide an advantage to the incumbent of
the position not available to those not in the
position. I show later that many employ-
ment positions, including some treated by
recent scholars as class categories in the la-
bor market, do not form class positions. In
fact, not even all forms of rents generated in
employment relationships will create class
positions.
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Class Formation

While the market power concept of class does
identify a source of antagonistic interests in
certain labor market structures, exploitation
does not unavoidably create the conditions in
which latent antagonistic interests result in
manifest collective action. Indeed, Roemer
(1988) shows that exploitation in the abstract
may produce a number of paradoxical conse-
quences. The class formation analyses of Gid-
dens (1973), Parkin (1979), and Goldthorpe
(1987) are useful for the identification of the
conditions thar make exploitation produce
class action.

Class formation analysis relies on a simple
theory of the formation of collective acrion.
The theory is that persons with the same loca-
tion in the class structure might realize over
time their common interests and form class
movements. This is a Durkheimian theory of
mechanical solidarity emphasizing similarity
and time together. If the boundaries between
classes are relatively rigid, class incumbents
may come to identify with their class and act
in its behalf, Therefore, the study of mobility
patterns becomes a major vehicle for the iden-
tification of social classes that might become
actors in changing social structure. This is an
approach already suggested by Weber’s re-
marks on the matter (Weber 1968). Although
there are other sources of “class structura-
tion” (Giddens 1973), such as residential seg-
regation, the analysis of mobility processes
represents the best-known empirical example
of the class formation perspective.

The class formation approach assumes that
some theory explains why classes are unequal
and why they have antagonistic interests.
While silent on the narure of this theory, it
adds an imporrant requirement to the defini-
tion of positions that create class categories.
Incumbency in these positions must have
some permanency over time. Thus, to identify
class categories within the employed part of
the labor force, we need to know the stability
of the employment relationships thar create
the corresponding job categories. This dimen-

B/ The Stracture of Contemparary Stratiti asic Concepts of Stratification Research
sion of employment relationships is the maj
focus in the remainder of this essay.

In conclusion, exploitation among groype
within the labor market has been argued ¢
derive from rent-generating properties g
jobs. The mere existence of exploitation is ngy
sufficient for the formation of classes,
class formation perspective suggests identi
ing properties of jobs generating stable ing
ests and stable membership.

ge rates. In this scenario, wage rates are
mction of individual productivity; equally
wctive persons should, except for short-
disequilibria, obtain the same wage.

Open employment relationships define jobs
do not sarisfy the requirement of perma-
needed to create class categories within
labor market. They are of considerable in-
est anyway. First, they establish a baseline
determining positional sources of inequal-
This baseline is the market or competitive
e. Second, in the present context, it is of
rest to note that Marx saw open employ-
t relations as being typical of advanced

Employment Relationships
and Class Properties of Jobs

In this section, I briefly survey the properties
jobs that generate economic rents and stab
membership and then ask if some of the pr
posals for defining class categories in the la
market satisfy these necessary conditions.

Jobs are defined by employment relatio
ships. They form (often implicit) contracts b
tween employer and employee about the ex
cution of certain tasks in return for payme
over a period of time. It is useful to characte
ize employment relations according to w
typically has the initiative in terminating
contract. The result is a continuum rang
from employment relationships that are con
pletely open (the employer will dismiss ¢
worker whenever a better worker is availab
for the job) to those that are closed (t
worker typically has the initiative and ther
fore high job security). For an elaboration
the distinction and the arguments for wh
open and closed jobs are likely to emerge, see
Serensen (1983) and Serensen and Kalle
(1981).

x saw the essence of capitalist sociery
he treatment of labor as a commodity, pur-
sed and sold on the market in the manner
ther commodiries. This is the very sce-
o assumed in neoclassical economic the-
of the labor market. Such a theory was
- available ro Marx. Marginalism had not
been invented. Further, the question of
different prices of labor are created in
labor market apparently was of little in-
t to him. Thus, we find nowhere in Marx
n analysis of wage inequalities similar to the
ysis presented by John Sruart Mill. There
however, nothing to suggest that Marx
uld not have accepted the now-standard
ory about this wage structure. In particu-
‘Marx’s analysis of the dynamics of capi-
list society predicts the development of a la-
market satisfying the assumprions made
eoclassical labor economics. As Roemer
ts it: “The neoclassical model of the com-
tive economy is not a bad place for Marx-
S to start their study of idealized capital-
m” (Roemer 1988, 196).
This view of Marx’s “theory” of the labor
arket of course implies that Marxist theory
be the same as neoclassical theory in con-
ptualizing income differences among the
nployed. There will be no subclasses created
the labor market, consistent with the basic
mogenization thesis of Karl Marx. The dy-
ics of capitalism will destroy those deviat-
i employment relationships that survive
om earlier modes of production, such as ar-

Open and Closed Relationships
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tisans. With this perspective, the emiseration
thesis is not a prediction of wage equality, Tt is
a prediction of a uniform labor market with
no positional advantages but with inequality
due to skill and ability thar will remain also
into socialism and only disappear with the ul-
timate compensating differentials introduced
by communism.

It should be noted that open employment
relationships may generate economic rents.
Scarce and unusual abilities may command a
rent so that the person with the rare ability
has an advantage obtained at the expense of
the welfare of others. Others might be better
off if the scarce ability was equally dis-
tributed. This does not create classes. Abilities
are attributes of people and not of positions,
and no reorganization of labor marker struc-
tures will change the distribution of innare
and unique talents.

Skills acquired through training and experi-
ence create inequality, but they do not neces-
sarily command rents, The main economic
theory about the acquisition of skills—human
capital theory—argues that training is under-
taken at a cost and results in skills thar in-
crease the pay for the individual. Training will
only be undertaken if the returns equal the
costs. If returns exceed costs, more workers
will seek training, thereby lowering the re-
turns on skills. Therefore, in equilibrium, dif-
ferentials caused by skills exactly compensate
for training costs. The cumulated lifetime
earnings of people with unequal skills will be
equal, except for the variation due to com-
pensating differentials, to effort, and to ability
and other resources that affect training costs
(such as family background). Skills of general
usefulness in the labor market will produce
cross-sectional inequality. However, when re-
turns on training equal costs of training, skills
do not generate rents and therefore cannot be
a basis for exploitation.

Skills may generate rents if training oppor-
tunities are in fixed, limited supply because of
restrictions of admissions to schools and ap-
prenticeships. This will create an advantage
that is a rent. It will be a higher return on the
skill than would be necessary to bring about
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training for the skill. There are numerous ex-
amples of situations in which this seems o oc-
cur: the traiming for medical doctors; for most
crafts and other skilled occupations; and for
artisans and other self-employed occupations
typical of the petit bourgeoisie. However, in
open employment relations, these rents do
not create class categories within the labor
market. Open jobs do not provide the needed
permanency. Furthermore—regardless of
whether skills are rent-generating—they are
not properties of positions.* The advanrages
produced outside the labor market seem diffi-
cult to maintain unless the advantaged group
also can restrict access to the employment of
these skills or their substitutes.

Closed employment relationships satisfy
the requirement of permanency. Further-
more, closed employment creates the posi-
tions that have the potential of providing ad-
vantages that may be obtained independently
of the productivity of persons. However,
only when the resulting job rewards system-
arically differ from the competitive wage
over some period of time will these proper-
ties be class properties.

There is a considerable literature on the
causes of closed employment relationships.
Specific on-the-job training, financed by the
employer (Becker 1964), and transaction
costs (Williamson 1975) are among the most
important causes. These explanations suggest
that closed employment may be more efficient
than open employment in certain production
technologies. If this is so, closed employment
does not create rents and therefore does not
create the bases for separate classes within the
labor market.

If training opportunities are rationed and
employment relationships closed, economic
rents should emerge. Tt is indeed in such job
structures that collective action to preserve
positional advantage has been more success-
ful. The resulting social organizations, such as
craft unions, are particularly important when
the use of credentials is underwritten by the
state in the form of licensing. This is also the
case for professions, such as medicine and
law, in which the restriction on employment
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opportunities is not at the level of a job bur
the level of the occupation. It is important tg
note that a measure of skill level, such as nmc..
cational attainment, is not in itself inform
tive as to whether skills are rent-generating or
not. We need information on the actual
tioning of training opportunities.’ This make
many proposals to define “new” classes b
skills and education of quite dubious validity,

sure of the asset. This approach is not
nunmnm. The asset of organization is not in
supply and therefore does not necessar-
enerate rents. Further, those in authority
1 organization do not “own” the organi-
n of production; they execute it. Finally,
rity is not a measure of the value of the
—of the productive effectiveness of an
sanizational arrangement. It is difficult,
hout an incentive argument, to formulate a
Classes in Internal Labor Markets avincing theory for why those with author-
hould have higher wages than those who
The use of authority and the use of incentive
are properties of closed employment relatio
ships that are solutions to the main problem
for the employer involved: the problem g
how to march wage rates and productivity, e
pecially effort, in the absence of open compe
tition. Both solutions have been used to ju
tify the emergence of class categories withi
the labor market. What follows is a brief eva
uation of a recent proposal to use authorif
and incentive structures to define class ca
gories within the labor market.

Authority relations are an inherent part
the employment relationship. Marx emph
sizes the importance of authority for emplo
ment contracts: That is, when workers sel
their labor power, they also sell control ove
their own activities.6 Indeed, authority is of}
ten identified as the basis for the formation
class categories (Dahrendorf 1959; Wrigh
1979), and among many sociologists of th
labor market, authority has become the def
ing characteristic of “class” (Kalleberg an
Berg 1987).

The class schemes using authority relation
to define classes often do not provide a ratio
nale in terms of exploitation mechanisms. It
possible, for example, that Dahrendorf’
scheme (1959) may be justified by a justice
theory of exploitation, but the theory is o
presented. It is difficulr to provide a rational
in terms of an economic theory of exploi
tion. Wright (1985) suggests that there is
advantage accruing to authority that derives
from having control over the organization 0
production. The organization itself is seen 2
a productive asset, and authority becomes @

ncentive systems provide a way of reduc-
e costs of exercising authority, in partic-
, the cost of wages to supervisors. Two
incentive systems have been suggested to
te class categories. In “efficiency wage
ory” (see, e.g., Akerlof and Yellen 1986),
~argument is that paying above-market
ages creates an incentive for high perfor-
ce. Wright (1979) suggests the existence
uch a “loyalty” wage for his class category
semiautonomous employess.” However,
he efficiency wage increases the productivity
the worker. It therefore need not deviare
the competitive wage, that is, the wage
ined in the open labor market by the
‘worker exercising the same level of effort. The
iency wage is a solution to the possible in-
ciency caused by closed employment rela-
nships. If the solution works, there are no
" positional advantages caused by efficiency
jages.

‘romotion systems in internal labor mar-
are another important solution to the in-
e problems created by closed employ-
ent relations. It is a common and old idea
ong sociologists (Weber 1968; Stinch-
mbe 1974) thar promotion schemes can be
nportant for generating effort. In promotion
hemes, inequality in the cross section clearly
Aassociated with occupancy of positions. The
estion is whether the advantages and disad-
- ¥dntages associated with positions constiture
nts and therefore represent exploitation.

It is important to consider the career impli-
tions of the promotion scheme. The job lad-
£rs create an upward-sloping career trajec-
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tory. To the extent that the age slope in pro-
ductivity is lower than the slope in wages,
older workers will be paid more than their
productivity would justify in a different job
structure. If firms maximize profits, they
should attempr to equalize toral wages paid
over the career to the overall productivity of
the worker. Younger workers, therefore, will
be paid less than their productivity would Jus-
tify elsewhere.

The implications of this scenario for posi-
tional advanrages and interests are straight-
forward but perhaps surprising. For the dura-
tion of the employment contract, the overall
outcome may well be that there is no advan-
tage in lifetime income of entering an internal
labor market. In other words, access to an in-
ternal labor market does not necessarily pro-
vide a positional advantage that is a rent.”
The situation is much the same as the one pre-
dicted by human capital theory for the returns
to training, where the inequality observed in
the cross section also misinforms abour the
overall advantage.

This leaves the use of rationed skills and
credentials in matching persons to closed jobs
as the main source of positional advantages
that can form class categories within the labor
market. There is nothing surprising in the
proposition that closed skilled jobs for which
training opportunities are rationed will form
the main example of such categories. These
are the positions that form the traditional ba-
sis of eraft unions and professional organiza-
tions, Nevertheless, in recent work on the la-
bor market, scholars employing class analysis
strangely ignore these categories.

Gonclusion

The general argument has been thar the
choice of basic concepts in strarification re-
search is a question of balancing theorertical
power and specificity with empirical require-
ments of concepts. The Marxist class concept
is the most powerful, but it is also the most
unsatisfacrory concept for analyzing inequal-
ity and conflict within the large majority of
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the population of modern industrialized soci-
eties. The stratum concept of class and the
concept of socioeconomic status pose the
fewest empirical requirements. They are also
least informative about the causes and conse-
quences of inequality.

Some analysts see the choice between class
and status concepts as a fundamental one.
Certain class concepts indeed make stronger
theoretical claims than the socioeconomic sta-
tus concepts (which basically make none).
Unless one believes that Marxist theory ex-
plains everything, this does not mean class
concepts are more useful. It depends on what
is being studied. The Marxist class concept
and the market concept may be useful for
studies of political processes and social move-
ments, since they make claims about the
sources of conflict and social change. How-
ever, in studies of attainment and in analyses
that predict behavior or attitudes from the
level of welfare obtained by individuals, the
Marxist or market concepts of class are less
useful than socioeconomic status. These class
categories often are more heterogeneous than
socioeconomic status categories. Further,
since SEI and related measures form continu-
ous variables, socioeconomic status is very
convenient for use in the estimation of indi-
vidual linear regression models. The stratum
concept of class also emphasizes homogeneity,
yet the discrete form may make it an awk-
ward variable to use in attainment studies.
Nevertheless, this discrete form may make it
especially useful when the emphasis is on cer-
tain outcomes, as in mobility research, or
when it is desired to study the consequences
that changes in industrial structure have for
the distribution of welfare.

I have tried to show that an economic the-
ory of rent can be used to identify class cate-
gories that have the potential to form class ac-
tors. The Weberian idea of prestige or status
groups also makes the claim that such groups
practice exclusion. This suggests that status
groups establish strategies to protect an ad-
vantage that is threatened because it is ob-
tained at the expense of others. The marker
concept of class, therefore, may be seen as a
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Roemer (1982) does not provide a discussion
s implication of human capital theory in his
~aulation of “skill assers™ as a basis for exploita-
" In fact, he does not present a precise defini-
of skills. In one place he seems to refer to any
of endowment that leads to unequal produc-
y (1982, 111); in another he explicitly states,
s treat skills as embodied and innate™ (1982,
Only the latter should generare rents. Wright
85) uses the former interpretation and therefore
ses returns with rents. Wright does attempt to
skills a property of positions by defining
[| requirements” of jobs.
5. Wright (1985) violates this principle by oper-
nalizing skill assets as levels of educarional at-
ment. He identifies what he calls skill require-
s of positions in an attempt to implement
mer’s notion of exploitarion based on skill as-
‘However, the concept of skill requirements
s not distinguish between skills that generate
rents and those for which the income payoff is
ely compensation for training costs,
6.The importance attached o authority in
arxist theory seems to contradict the argument
ented previously that Marx would have ac-
ed the neoclassical scenario for the labor mar-
in which authority has no role. There is no
br that Marx thought that the authority exer-
ed by capitalists was important for the creartion
classes. However, the importance of authority
ives from Marx’s belief in the labor theory of
e. This theory implies that the wage paid to the
ker is independent of his productivicy—it rep-
ents the cost of reproducing the worker. There-
e, the amount of surplus generated will depend
how much work the employer extracts from the
or purchased. However, if the labor theory of
alue is abandoned, the need for authority disap-
ars. In the open employment relarionships as-
ned in modern marginal producrtivity theory,
tkers are paid according to their productivity,
luding their effort. As a result, effort is of no
ncern to the firm. Workers who do not work
m are simply paid less than workers who work
7. Internal labor markers also create other prob-
s for class analysis; see Serensen (1991) for a
ussion,

latent basis for status groups consistent wig
Weber’s discussion. There is one difficulty.
has-been argued that market-generated cla
categories form around rents and propert
whereas status groups presumably are abop;
honor or prestige. The transition from ren
to honor needs analysis.

The controversies in sociology over the la
twenty years have surrounded the choice g
basic concepts with a minefield of ideologica
and epistemological connotations. This co
fusion has not been useful for research and
theoretical development. The main message
this essay is to treat the basic concepts as
tools useful for some purposes but not for ey
€Iy purpose.
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I am indebted to Patricia Chang, Liah Greenfel
Annemette Serensen, and Jesper B. Serensen fi
valuable comments and suggestions. ]

1. There are, of course, some variations, b
they are relatively minor. A comprehensive treat-
ment is provided by Treiman (1977).

2. The start of the demise of the Marxist labo
theory of value is usually attributed to the Germa
economist Eugene von Béhm-Bahwerk a hundred 8
years ago. The history of the debate has been re-&
viewed by many: See, for example, Gordon (1990
for a review that includes rhe artempt by so-calle
analyrical Marxists {e.g., G. A. Cohen, Jon Elst
and John Roemer) to revise the basis for Marxist
theory. :

3. It 1s important to note that cross-sectional in- 7
equality, in my opinion, does not necessarily pro-
vide evidence for exploitation. When some individ- 2
uals have higher income because of the returns they
receive on earlier investments, they are being com-
pensated for consumption forgone when making =
the investment. Those who do not receive the r
turn, because they did not make the investment,
would obviously gladly share in the returns. How-
ever, they should then also “pay back” the added
gratification they received when choosing con- .
sumption over investment. This Tmﬂoﬂ_un:nm# ex= helerences
change would only be advantageous to those own-
ing assets when these assets are in fixed supply and
rents are extracted. The need to consider lhiferim
incomes when identifying exploitation becomes
important for my criticism later of recent formula- £
tions of class concepts within the labor marker.
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