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Preface

Workers and revolutionaries have been subjected to an enor-

mous amount of capitalist propaganda about class in the United
States:

—We are mostly middle class. Workers toil on the assembly
line, but office staff are not part of the working class.
—“Worker” is hard to define: big executives get salaries;
either they are workers, or typists, who are also on salary, are
not workers.

—A large third group, the petty bourgeoisie, stands between
the workers and the capitalists.

—According to Marx himself, a worker has to make a thing;
sales clerks are not workers.

—To be “realistic,” it must be recognized that some people
who should be workers from the oppressive nature of their
labor simply are not revolutionary proletarians.

This book attempts to clear up such matters. The aim is to
state what classes are, to describe their nature, size, and circum-
stances, and to criticize the appraisal of a person’s class by his
occupatlon income, or other characteristics. The conclusion



shows the inseparable connection between the class makeup of a
society and revolution. i

Part One gives the definition of class and applies it to the
United States. Workers, capitalists, and petty producers are
identified. The number and economic power of each class are
calculated as they stand today and as they have developed
historically. The essential relations and antagonisms between the
classes are drawn out. ; g

Part Two compares the class outlook with a variety of criteria
often substituted in its place: occupation, amount of income, and
some sham Marxist theories. o

Part Three discusses the objective basis of revolution in class
and the question of how a class will come to act in a revolutionary
way. _

The book stands on its own and should be clear to any 1n-
terested reader. But for those involved in organizing the working
class and studying Marxism, let me indicate one concern that
runs through the analysis. Socialist revolutions occurred first in
countries where the working class made up a small fraction of the
people. What is usually called the petty bourgeoisie was the
largest class. In the United States, the working class is the
largest, whether one believes that it has a plurality, a majority,
or an almost total dominance of the population. But there is still
much that is petty bourgeois in the United States. What is the
material basis of this petty bourgeois influence? The answer we
give to this question will determine the revolutionary goal and
the strategy we follow. Friends of China will be reminded of the
issue raised in the Cultural Revolution, namely, why are there
still classes during socialist society? It is no surprise that the
essence of the matter is the same for monopoly capitalism,
although many things, including the appropriate strategy, differ

in the two kinds of society, which are separated by the historieal
dividing line of proletarian revolution.

This is only one concern, however; the book starts

_ with basics
and works up to the problems of the subject.
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PART ONE: CLASS

“. .. the human essence is no

abstraction inherent in each

single individual. In its reality

it 18 the ensemble of the social

relations.”

—Marx, Theses on Feuerbach,
VI

1. The Definition of Class

Men satisfy their material needs by social production. They
must transform the material world, which they do together in
societies. Production by men differs in two ways from the ap-
propriation of nature by animals. First, animals take from the
world around them what they need; men put raw materials
through a long and elaborate series of changes in order to create
food, clothing, shelter, ete. Second, most animals hunt or graze
on their own, while men apply their labor jointly. Even when
foraging herds cooperate, their activity cannot compare with the
deliberate, coordinated labor of men. 4

The particular way in which a society carries out its tasks is its
mode of production. Two aspects of the mode of production are 1)
the power that men hold over the world of matter and 2) the
relations between men which unite their activities into a single

7



8 CLASSES IN THE UNITED STATES

act. These aspects are called by Marx the forces of production

and the relations of production.** . :
The forces of production include the tools, machines, Improve-

ments on the land, mines, buildings .and other suc}flrlnstrumenIts
of production. They are natural objects dzstlnfrt e
addition to these objective forces, there are subjective ones, too.
They are the science, technique, art, and strength whalch the
producers keep alive in their brains and hands. Population and
culture are measures of the subjective forces of production.
Today, we all know something about the growth of man’s produc-
tive forces, of the passage of man from a rudely clothed., cave-
dwelling picker of berries and a hunter dominated by magic to an
operator of industry based on science and powered by harnessed
forces of heat and electricity, fabricating machines which make
machines which in turn make elaborate varieties of goods. We are
told much less about the relations of production.

If men are to combine their productive efforts, these must be
related in some way and directed to definite, common ends.2 The
relations of production are of several kinds and vary in different
societies. Primitive people did not hunt individually. They
worked together to flush out, trap, and kill the antelope or the
buffalo. When they went out to hunt smaller game one by one
their catch belonged to the community, which provided therr,x
with their needs. In contemporary societies, the elaborate degree
of social organization between the factory, office, and store and
within each of them is obvious to us. Some relations of production
spring directly from the needs of work, but others do not corre-
spond to the forces of production in a fixed way. For example
China is industrializing but at the same time putting factp :
managers on the shop floor one week a month. g

We are concerned with a particular kind of relat
tion. At certain moments, primitive societies have
stage of bare survival to one of room for developme
stage, men must labor continually to obtain what t
little or no margin for survival if nature should

*Notes will be found at the back of the book.

ion of Prodye-
Passed from .
hey need, wit},



DEFINITION OF CLASS 9

scarcity of game, fish, wild fruit, ete. In the second stage, the
assurance of requirements takes less than the total labor time
available to the society. In this case, additional labor yields an
extra product above and beyond current needs. The additional
time and product are employed in ways that react on the level
and organization of the necessary production work. While needs
develop continually, the advance of production stays easily ahead
of the expansion of needs, so that there exists surplus labor
yielding a surplus product. This surplus product is the product
over and above that required to sustain the producers and raise a
new generation of them. The stage of surplus labor and surplus
product was reached as early as 10,000 years ago, being generally
connected with the discovery of agriculture.

At first, and usually for centuries, the community disposes of
the surplus product in the same manner as it had necessarily
distributed the basic produet, collectively and without private
advantage.? As late as 1500 A.D., the Iroquois Indians remained
in this stage of enjoying a surplus collectively. They stored corn
for a reserve of several years and enjoyed more leisure time in
extremely tough and athletic games (that is, part of the surplus
labor time was made leisure time). Their institutions of com-
munal living and production and their law of hospitality guaran-
teed equality and fraternity in their relation to the surplus labor
and product.4

But the possibility exists that not all members of society will
remain producers, and furthermore, that non-producers may
come to possess and dispose of the surplus product. After a long
period of collective surplus, society divided in this way. Classes
appeared. A minority of the population was removed from direct
production and gained control over the form of the surplus labor
and the disposition of surplus product.5

Classes are groups of people which, owing to their different
relations to the means of production, differ in relation to the
surplus labor of society, generally either providing it to another
group, or disposing of the surplus labor of another group, or
disposing only of its own surplus labor.

The specific relation to the means of production determines
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s compels another to perforrp surplus labor,
number of classes in a series of modes of
on their own, all class societies eventually
alist mode of production. (Some were not

left on their own; incorporated into the cap.italist colonial system,
they display stultified combinations of their old mode of produc-
tion and capitalism.) Without going over all the phases between
primitive classless society and capitalism, -we-call study the
classes in the United States today, a capitalist society.

In this mode of production, there are three classes: the work-
ing class, the capitalist class, and the class of petty producers.
The definition of these classes flows from the relations of produc-
tion under the capitalist mode of production, in particular, from
their different relations to the means of production. In a capitalist
society, the means of production (the factories and equipment,
farms, mines, workshops, offices, means of transport and com-
munication, and all the stocks of raw materials and other goods)
are owned privately by a minority, the capitalists. The working
class has been freed of ownership of the means of production and
therefore offers its labor power, what remains to it of the forces
of production, to the capitalists, who employ some of those
seeking work. Instead of society as a whole applying the forces of
production, both subjective and objective, for social ends, one
class by its control of the means of production is able to irnpo’se its
own ends on production, while the other class can overcome the
lack of its material needs only by submitting to the terms of th
exploiting class. The constituent parts of production are bhroy h:
together not in harmony but in antagonism. 5

There remains a small class for which the union o
means of labor has not been broken, although at the p
individual, dwarf scale of both. This is the class of p
ers, who own and operate their own means of prod
farmers and independent truckers are examples of petty
ers. They are working people in the general sense of wofl?du.c"
production on nature, but they are not workers in the senlslg In

their relation to the means of production. Instead theye()f
] are

exactly how one clas
History shows us a
production. But if left
develop into the capit

etty Prodye-
uction, Smay;



DEFINITION OF CLASS 1

“propertied” like capitalists, being the owners and disposers of
the means and fruit of some production.

The capitalists extract surplus labor from the working class
and dispose of the surplus product. The working class also
performs its necessary labor and obtains, in wages and salaries,
the product necessary to sustain itself, the class of direct produc-
ers, and to rear a new generation of workers. The exploitation of
workers by capitalists is not apparent at first glance. The process
was explained by Marx, who in his book Capital has given the
scientific explanation of profit and allied forms like interest and
rent, all varieties of surplus-value, a category specific to
capitalism. But even without this analysis it is clear that we may
mentally divide the social product into two parts: one part that
the workers are able to purchase with their wage and salary
revenues and another part that escapes them and goes to the
capitalists. The antagonistic relation between the classes is es-
sentially the same contradiction as that between wealth and
value, use-value and value, and paid labor and unpaid labor.

The petty producers are able to keep a portion of their surplus
labor, although in a capitalist society they lose a considerable
fraction or all of their surplus labor in trade relations of various
types. In a society composed entirely of petty producers, this
would not be true.

The particular relations of production which define classes in a
given society are its class relations of production. They are never
the totality of relations of production in a society. They are,
however, the dominant relations wherever they exist.



2. Abstract and Concrete Labor

Labor has two aspects, the examination of which brings out the
nature of surplus labor and surplus produet more clearly. Re-
gardless of the form of society, and in particular whether it is a
class society or not, all its labor is concrete: it 18 labor of a specific
type aiming at a particular transformation of matter. The labor of
spinning cloth differs from the labor of smelting iron in the
operations that spinners and smelters go through, the material
on which they work, and the desired result. This is labor viewed
concretely, or concrete labor. Change it and the product is
changed; we have iron billets instead of yarn. To know what

concrete labor someone is doing, we observe his activity or we
deduce it from the product.

There are many forms of concrete labor, more or legg elabo-

concrete form.

“l'f’roductive activity, if we leave out of sight its Special fy
Vviz., the useful character of the labor, is nothing byt thé

12



ABSTRACT AND CONCRETE LABOR 13

expenditure of human labor-power. Tailoring and weaving,
though qualitatively different productive activities, are each a
productive expenditure of human brains, nerves, and muscles,
and in this sense are human labor.” (Marx, Capital, 1, p. 44)

This is human labor in the abstract. Concrete and abstract
labor are the two aspects of labor; they both go on whenever
anyone labors. Concerete labor occurs because a specific product is
being made; abstract labor occurs because part of society’s fund
of labor, its total productive expenditure of brains, nerves, and
muscles, is being used up, never to be available for any other
work. Abstract labor is measured by time. It cannot be seen in
the product of labor. Examine the thread or iron as you wish, you
cannot tell what portion of society’s labor time went into it. In
order to think about abstract labor, not only do we disregard the
specific operations performed, but we also measure the labor
against the total labor in the society, as a part to a whole.

How abstract labor winds up associated with definite quan-
tities of each type of concrete labor depends on the relations of
production in a society. To describe in full the employment of
abstract labor is to analyze the relations of production. A society
may not be aware of how it distributes abstract labor. For
example, it is of the essence of capitalism that there is no plan for
the employment of labor in the various branches of concrete
activity. The power of employment is distributed among
capitalists, who each determine the application of the labor
controlled by their capital according to private calculations of
profit. Nevertheless, the distribution of abstract labor obviously
occurs. At the end of the year, so many shoes, so many machine
tools, and so many yachts have been produced. The total actual
labor has been determined, too, by the rate of unemployment.®

Surplus labor and surplus product come into better view in the
light of this double character of labor. The labor of the exploited
class, the class which provides surplus labor to another class,
must be regarded abstractly. To be a member of the exploited
class means precisely to engage, abstractly, in some proportion of
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necessary and surplus labor. It cannot be all zurplulst labor,tf]‘;)r
then the exploited would not survive and repro ul(l:e. cagnot- e
all necessary labor, for the explmters do not a olw production
without exploitation. The exploited class as a whp € engages in
necessary labor and surplus labor. The ratio of their amounts is a
ratio of quantities of abstract labor.

Abstract and concrete labor should not be confused. If we try
to view surplus labor concretely, we might think the laborer who
builds yachts performs only surplus labor while ba}ke_rsl of bread,
for example, perform mostly necessary labor. This is incorrect.
On the one hand, we have only to remember that the yacht-
builder needs bread as surely as the yacht needs sails. On the
other hand, the exploiting class controls all of society by its
extraction of surplus labor. It extracts surplus labor from the
bakers of bread, a much greater mass of it than from the
yacht-builders. Furthermore, if we regard labor concretely, we
think of the surplus product in such forms as yachts. But the
personal consumption of the exploiting class is only a fraction of
the surplus product. The expansion of production, and conse-
quently the direction this takes, must be accomplished out of
sprplus labor. In a capita_llist society, the manufacture of addi-
tional means of production represents thicker bonds on the
working class and greater social power for the capitalist class.
The replacement of means of production used up in the old ambit
of production, however, involves necessary labor; if workers
n.eed bread, they need ovens, too, and the productive consump-
tion of ovens requires their replacement. Therefore in tl?
machine building industry among others it is impossibfe to t 5
from the concrete form of the labor whether the prod te.
sprplus product or necessary product. The magnitude of ex ulc A8
tion can only be seen in terms of abstract surplus laboy pﬁta'
that, we can determine how the exploiting class hag em.b Lo
surplus labor i1‘1 surplus product. Personal consumption ig 1? died
the end of a society or class. The appropriation of surplyg ]aboivs;

one class is its seizure of the entire society, of j
direction. . s Shape and




3. Other Relations of Production

Class relations are not only relations of production but also
relations of non-production. Members of the class that controls
surplus labor and disposes of surplus produet do not need to work
in order to meet their needs. A portion of the exploiting class is
idle. Other members protect its interests by choosing and dictat-
ing policy in every sphere of social life—economic, political,
educational, and religious. This activity is not labor or produc-
tion; only the outlook that begins from individual consumption
regards all activity as labor.

As the rule of an exploiting class and its mode of production
mature and then decay, the connection of the exploiting class
with production weakens further. Although, for example,
capitalists’ wives have always been isolated from production, as
shown in English novels, the men capitalists in the early days of
capitalism were often close to production, playing a role in the
workshop or on the factory floor. But the days of the early
ironmaster are long past. Today, the Fords, du Ponts, and
Rockefellers know very little about the internal workings of
automobiles, guns, or oil refineries. They leave such details to

15
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hired hands. The growing distance of the capitalists from produc-

. i< o giom of the decay of capitalism. .
tlo’lll‘klxz ailfcif:asing coloration of class relations as relations of

non-production does away with neither pr.odvlgtlor;1 lgzrrslrai?:;s-
tion relations. Class is a relationbot; p;;()dilslcggt? ﬂalze e
means of production, bu ; :
i1.')(;(:11111&ction relatioxf. Under the class relatlor}, groups ?lta;dt l;n
different relation to surplus labor; clgss. might be calle h e
surplus labor relation, except that this is cprre:ct onlx where
classes exist, that is, where the community 8 dlfferentlated. in
regard to the surplus labor. But there are relations of producthn
other than those tied to the question of surplus labor. It is
necessary to look at some of them.

a. Collective or Individual

Production is collective or individual, according to the scope of
coordination and cooperation. A society composed entirely of
petty producers would represent the extreme in individual pro-
duction relations. Here, each small family produces on its own. In
the act of production, none coordinates its effort with that of
another family, nor do they cooperate in any way. The petty
producers discover what they have wrought only after produc-
tion is completed, as they take their surplus products

- : to markets.
No such society has ever existed, but Europeans witnessed a

relatively high degree of individual production relations in the
petty mode of production, which existed between feudalism ang
capitalism. Here individual production relations were found in
harmony with the petty producer’s relation to the means of
production.?

This was a bottom point of descent from primitive communjg
whose production was collective. The clan or gens cooperatedm’
production, allocating its labor among hunting, agricultuye .
handicrafts, performing each of these as acts of the commu’ o
Still, the scope of this collectivity was narrow. It 1S in Capitalilizn;
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and especially socialism that collective production relations come
into their own. The degree of cooperation among workers in a
long, complex process of labor leading up to an automobile or a
radio is high. Factories operated by hundreds and thousands of
workers as a single mechanism appear and become more numer-
ous. The number and variety of semi-finished products used as
raw materials in another workshop increase; the labor involved in
their production is incomplete except as part of a larger whole.
Between the various specialized industries grow many ties. Col-
lective production relations knit the whole economy together as
well as grouping large bodies of people in each workplace.

Such production relations necessarily come into contradiction
with the essentially individualistic class relations which define
the capitalists as private owners of the means of production. The
capitalist, reduced solely to a representative of class relations of
non-production, becomes an obstruction. The growing opposition
between coordinated production and the anarchy and competition
of private appropriation of the products become evident in the
stagnation and crisis of the capitalist economy.

b. Mental and Manual Labor

Another production relation arises from the division of mental
and manual labor. Mental and manual labor are distinguishable
because men in the course of production go through a process of
acquiring knowledge with three stages or moments to it. First,
the world is perceived during activity through the senses. Sec-
ond, the perceptions are worked up in the brain into a concept
reflecting the underlying motion of external matter. Third, action
based on this conceptual picture is taken in the world, confirming
and modifying the theory. So far, this concerns only the relation
between man and nature, not production relations among people.
But various relations can arise between people based on the
division of labor into mental and manual stages. The separation of
types of labor can be extreme, or the two can be closely united in
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c.each person in a working collective. The latter situation prevailed
In tribal society and reappears under socialism and communism,
when the theoretical world is much larger. Class societies sepa-
rate mental and manual labor. When mental labor is allocated tq
some and others are confined to manual labor, the latter receive
directions for their labor based on plans worked out by others
who do not execute them. If all producers were active in the
conception of the work, the control of the exploiting class over
surplus labor would be much less secure than it is with the
separation and specialization of some in mental labor. Still, the
production relation between mental and manual labor is not the
same thing as the class relation; the lines of division of mental and
manual labor do not run along class lines. For the most part, the
exploiting class does not perform mental labor, instead creating a
group of mental laborers and taking measures to insure their
social distance from manual laborers.®
With the growth of technique and science, the conceptual stage
of knowledge grows in size and in depth of insight into the world.
A larger proportion of the work of production consists of ma-
nipulating symbols rather than the things themselves. Within the
world of mental labor, work rich in conceptual activity separates
out from a mass of routine manipulation of symbols, which is
today called data processing. Perception undergoes a similar
division, creating a sphere of routine acquisition of information
and its conversion into symbols, called data gathering. Machines
to process symbols are introduced. Mental laborers in data
gathering and data processing, represented by keypunchers, file
clerks, typists, ete., must be distinguished from those mental
laborers who conceptualize, analyze, and plan. In their jobs, the
former treat the symbol as a thing, not as a bearer of a concept.
What is the difference between many jobs in a computer installa-
tion and those in a printing shop? The latter have always been
called manual labor; the former have only recently been distilled
out of work regarded as mental labor. The guiding principle of
the production relation of mental and manual labor is the distine-
tion of the stage of conceptualization versus the stage of execu-
tion. The specific boundary is not static, but has to be analyzed as
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it develops. Except when it would be confusing, we will refer to
this production relation as the relation of mental and manual

labor.
Regardless of the volume of the scientific heritage that men

have accumulated, one general result of extreme separation of
mental and manual labor is a decline in the advance of production.
The cycle of perception, conception, and execution is never
completed but is continually repeated on higher levels. New
perceptions arise when we carry out plans. The world reveals
new departments of reality to us and makes us study them in
practical execution, not in idle, undirected observations on the
watch for something novel. One must act on the world to see it.
When a problem or vaguely understood opportunity arises in
production, only then are fruitful experiments suggested. First
men try to smelt large quantities of steel; then we get the science
of metallurgy. First men search for oil; then we learn more
geology. The separation of mental from manual labor makes
theory sterile, because those who embody it suffer from lack of
contact with the material world. Manual labor is stultified, too.
Magic, craft custom, or directions from above replace alertness
and curiosity in the mind of the laborer, at least while he is at
work. Yet manual workers are always on the front line with
nature and can go only so far astray before brute matter dashes
inattention or fantasy into pain. While the advance of production
slows, and even slips into retrogression, the source of its renewal
always lies among the manual laborers.

¢. Authority Relations in Production

Another production relation consists of the relations of author-
ity in production. Management, supervision, and technical direc-
tion are necessary functions in any collective work. The labor of a
number of persons does not automatically combine and direct
itself toward its goal. Management is the planning and coordina-
tion of the various sequences and sidelines of production. The
inventory of parts must be sufficient, the production rates of
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feeder assembly lines coordinated, and the allocation of persons
to each workshop made in correct proportions. Supervision en-
compasses the detailed overseeing of production as it occurs, to
monitor the operation and to spot and report breakdowns,
anomalies, and other problems. Management and supervision
also give conscious attention to the various relations of produe-
tion and the role and position of persons in them—work assign-
ments, training, and so forth. Technical direction from engineers,
mechanies, and other technicians is needed on the floor or from
the laboratory. They specify the proper conditions (vats, flows,
linkages, machines) by which men employ natural laws to trans-
form matter.

Where the production relations are individualistic, these func-
tions do not exist or are merged in the total activity of one
person. Therefore, the relations of authority in production are
alien and strange to the petty producer. As the scope of produc-
tion becomes more collective, these functions separate out and
are performed by distincet individuals separate from the bulk of
actual executors of the immediate process of production.

The specific form of the production relations of authority varies
with different modes of production. Under exploiting class rule,
these relations take some form of bureaucratic hierarchy. Under
socialism, they are revolutionized into democratic centralism, in
which operational command is combined with and subordinated
to mass supervision at all levels. The necessity of management,
supervision, and technical direction does not dictate their form,
only saying that somehow the collective must be concerned with
them. While the relations of authority in production are distinct
from class relations, the latter stamp an indelible mark on the
former.

In a capitalist society, the functions of authority are exercised
by special workers. The capitalist

“hands over the work of direct and constant supervision of the
individual workmen, and groups of workmen, to a special kind
of wage-laborer. An industrial army of workmen, under the
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command of a capitalist, requires, like a real army, officers
(managers), and sergeants (foremen, overlookers), who, while
the work is being done, command in the name of the capitalist.
The work of supervision becomes their established and exclu-
sive function.” (Marx, Capital, I, p. 332)°

Classes are defined by their relation to surplus labor, not by
their functions in production. It is a mistake to confuse class
relations and other production relations. Yet the content of
supervisory labor is twofold. It is labor of coordination required
by the fact that individual efforts are pooled, but it is also the
task of seeing that surplus labor is performed. Coordinating labor
is a particular kind of concrete labor. The capitalist, however, is
interested not in the concrete product but in the extraction of
surplus labor in the performance of abstract labor, and he makes
the supervisory task one of seeing that other labor is exploited.*®

People who supervise or give technical direction are affected
by both class relations and production relations of authority. At
the lower and middle levels of the hierarchy of authority, they
are workers: they must sell their labor power, in this case, their
ability to manage, and they receive a salary in exchange. Still, as
carriers of class-imbued authority, part of their function is to
increase the surplus labor going to the capitalist class. Either the
class relation or other production relations may dominate. It is
displayed in supervisors and foremen, some of whom are “red
hots” out to extract the maximum of surplus labor from other
workers (and in the process from themselves), while some super-
visors absorb and cushion the pressure from above. These latter
try to concentrate on seeing that the work is performed with
necessary quality, both by their own activity of coordination and
by the particular direct operations of their subordinates. The
conflict of production relations and class relations is also seen in
the face that supervisors and foremen present to the capitalists
when the issue is the sale of their labor power. From time to
time, supervisory workers move toward forming their own
unions, as after World War II, or apply to join the existing union.
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At the highest levels of management, capitalists hide undey

this function to masquerade fraudulently as workers. For exam-
ple,

“On the basis of capitalist production a new swindle develops
in stock enterprises with respect to wages of management, in
that boards of numerous managers or directors are placed
above the actual director, for whom supervision and manage-
ment serve only as a pretext to plunder the stockholders and
amass wealth.” (Marx, Capital, III, p. 389)

Besides the directors, the top executives are part of the
capitalist class, both by their present position and usually by
their social origin. All pretense of any correlation between the
“salary” and the price of labor power has disappeared. In fact,
the technical intelligence of these men is often quite low. Their
forté is the business lunch and the golf session. They guard the
interests of the system of surplus labor in the most sensitive
positions. Their contribution to production and its relations is
nonexistent. They are capitalists because they do not sell their
labor power but rather receive a portion of the surplus labor of
the workers. They receive it not only in “salaries” of $100,000 or
$500,000 per year, but also in bonuses varying with the prosper-
ity of the company, the industry, and the entire capitalist
economy. After years in their positions, the top executives have
accumulated stocks and other investments which provide sig-
nificant additional income, again a portion of the surplus labor
disposed of and controlled by the capitalist class.

These executives are not petty producers; while their income is
dwarfed by that of the monopoly capitalist families whom they
serve, the Rockefellers, Morgans, Mellons, du Ponts, and Pews,
both groups receive surplus product produced by others, in one
or another of the forms of surplus-value. They are capitalists;
amount of income does not determine whether one is a petty
producer or a capitalist.

The positions of authority in the relations of production are
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confusing on the surface as to what they suggest about classes.
This occurs because class relations color and warp everything in a
class society, including other relations of production. It occurs
because the ladder of authority in production is one link between
opposite classes, the exploited working class and the exploiting
capitalist class. Transitions between opposites call for a dialecti-
cal treatment. In any case, the importance of the question is
qualitative; it is conceptual and political. In simple numbers, as
will be seen, the weight of apparently problematical positions of
authority is small.

The confusion that follows from ignorance of the basis of class
relations combined with superficial awareness of production rela-
tions of authority can be seen in N. Bukharin’s Historical
Materialism. Bukharin defines classes as follows:

“It is their different function in the production process that
constitutes the basis for the division of men into different
social classes.” (p. 144)

What is this function? It is, says Bukharin, the role one takes in
the production process conceived not from the viewpoint of
abstract and surplus labor but from the technical and physical
viewpoint:

“A class, as we have seen, is a category of persons united by a
common réle in the production process, a totality in which each
member has about the same relative position with regard to
the other functions in the production process.” (p. 278-79)

Bukharin never mentions surplus labor and surplus product in
his definitions of class. As a result, yet another of his vague
definitions speaks not about the relation to the means of produc-
tion but about the “instruments of labor.” (p. 276) Bukharin is
thinking of the machinery with which the workers work. This is
too narrow. The capitalists own not only these instruments but
all the means of production, including the buildings and the raw
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materials. Bukharin’s approach is technological, not economje
He thinks of concrete labor but never of abstract labor., '
When Bukharin considers relations between persons, the syp.
plus labor relation is still absent. Not knowing about the class
relation, he defines classes by the relations of authority in pro-
duction. To him, class differences are “the differences between
the work of those who command and those who obey, the differ-
ences expressed in the property relations.” (p. 282)!1 Some of the
propertyless exercise authority in production, but this doeg not
make them possessors of property and members of a different
class than other workers, as Bukharin would have it. He equates
the “antagonism between administrators and the administrated,
[and that] between the class monopolizing the instruments of
production and the class possessing no means of production” (p.
285).

Bukharin does not understand exploitation of surplus labor nor
the two aspects of authority. The errors caused by the confusion
of class relations and production relations of authority are sev-
eral. First, the idle portion of the capitalist class disappears,
since they never enter the scene to give commands. Rentiers, the
political specialists of the capitalists, and all other contingents of
capitalists outside the factory are unknown in Bukharin’s

scheme. Second, Bukharin arbitrarily limits workers to those in
manual labor:

“In the system of class society, the process of production is at

the same time a process of the economic exploitation of those
who work physieally.” (p. 285)

It is an extreme position which says that no mental workers, for
example, no clerks, are exploited, yet it is the logical outcome of
ignoring class relations and substituting other production rela-
tions in their place. Those mental workers recognized In
Bukharin’s scheme can only be a “middle class.” Of these sup-
posed “intermediate classes” Bukharin says, “They occupy a
middle position between the commanding and exploited'? classes.
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Such are, for instance, the technical mental workers in capitalist
society.” (p. 283)

The production relations of authority are a bureaucratic
hierarchy under capitalism. There are ranks, one above another.
It is a frequent error of capitalist theories to conceive of classes,
too, as upper, middle, and lower. Class relations, however, are
not hierarchies; they are relations of antagonism and polarization
of opposites. Yet Bukharin follows the capitalist conception in
combining production relations of authority and class relations
into a single hierarchical scale: workers, salaried technical staff,
higher officials, and owners. (p. 143) It has been seen above how
the production relations of authority appear to link opposite
classes. Bukharin accepts this picture uneritically; he covers up
antagonism in relation to surplus labor.



4. Size of Classes in the U.S.

How large are the classes in the United States today? It would
be convenient if we had the results of a survey which inquired of
everyone and verified, “Is your income primarily obtained from
the sale of your labor power (worker), from working on means of
production you own and selling the product (petty producer), or
from the employment of workers on means of production they do
not own (capitalist)?” Such a survey would require various expla-
nations and solutions for technical problems. For example, some-
one who needs to sell his or her labor power but has not been able
to sell it, that is, an unemployed person, is part of the working
class. Or, someone who inherited $50 million and invested it all in
tax-free municipal bonds, as Mrs. Dodge of the Dodge motor car
family did,*3 would be a capitalist, even though her connection to
the ownership of means of production is hidden in a series of
financial devices and her receipt of surplus-value takes the form
of interest rather than profit.# Nonetheless, the survey is con-
ceivable in principle and would give us numbers and percentages
for the three classes of developed capitalist society.

The obstacle that deprives us of this survey is nontechnical.

26
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Chemists and physicists who study the elements have no al-
legiance to iron over sulphur or vice versa. Botanists do not
belong to one of the species they investigate. Students of class,
however, are members or servants of a class and owe their
allegiance to one class over another. Some classes are able to face
the truth, in fact, are eager to know the state of classes and class
conflict in the society, while other classes want to obscure the
whole topic.

The United States government, which is a tool of the capitalist
class, presents its statistics so as to hide rather than lay bare the
classes of United States society. The task, therefore, is to deduce
from the categories of these statistics a good approximation to
the true size of classes in the United States.

According to the U.S. Census, we have the following break-
down:

CLASS OF EMPLOYED WORKERS
(AGE 16 AND OVER, 1970)5

“Class” Number of persons
Private wage and salary workers 57,917,538
Government workers 12,320,637
Self-employed workers 5,911,204
Unpaid family workers 404,220
Total 76,553,599

Step 1. Government workers are wage and salary workers, so
the first two categories can be combined in one group amounting
to 70,238,175 wage and salary earners.

Step 2. Unpaid family workers are “Persons who worked
without pay on a farm or in a business operated by a person to
whom they are related by blood or marriage. These are usually
the children or the wife of the owner of a business or farm. About
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one half of the unpaid family workers are farm laborerg_ 16

In small businesses the line between production Work ang
maintenance of the family is blurred, and counting such, Workerg
1S erroneous, unless one is also counting the domestijc Supportjye
work in a working-class family. Yet some of the work IS undoypy.
edly unpaid wage labor. The entire category is sma]] in numbpyey.
one half may be disregarded and the other half allocated tq wagé
and salary workers.

Step 3. Among the “wage and salary earners”
Bureau includes those who work for a corporatio
themselves or as part of a group of controlling
accounting purposes, they pay themselves a salary: scientifically
regarded, they are petty producers or capitalists, since it is
impossible to pay oneself a salary and be a worker and one’s own
capitalist. To be a capitalist, one must receive surplus labor from
others, not oneself. At issue are 1,139,885 persons.!? These must
in the first instance be subtracted from the wage and salary
earners and added to the self-employed. This gives:

the Census

n they owy
owners. Fop

CLASS OF EMPLOYED WORKERS
(AGE 16 AND OVER, 1970)
“ClaSS”

Number of persons
Wage and salary receivers

69,300,400
Self-employed 7,051,089
Total 76,351,489

Step 4. Workers are workers because of their relation to the

means of production, which requires them to work with the
means of others in return for g wage or salary and to yield up
surplus labor. Class Position is independent of the particular kind
of work one does, of the industry one works in, and of the public
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or private, or profit or non-profit, designation of the employer.
Most attempts to eliminate persons from the category of the
working class and thereby reduce its size are erroneous, as will
be discussed later. For example, performing the function of
supervision and administration does not make one a capitalist or a
petty producer. Supervision is a necessary part of the process of
production, although its nature differs in different modes of
production (for example, capitalism and socialism).

One group of persons, however, is not hired for their ability to
do mental or manual labor, including the supervision of such.
labor. Rather, a small group of top executives, nominally paid a
salary, actually are assigned to guard the interests of the
capitalist class and of capitalism in general.’® Every mode of
production ruled by a minority, exploiting class develops such a
group: in the slave system, the slave owners had their overseers;
the feudal lords had bailiffs on their manors; and capitalists have
their top executives. In the last case, these men (and a few
women) must be classed with the capitalist class, obtaining their
income through the preservation and expansion of the capitalist
ownership and use of the means of production. They do not
supervise relations among workers in production, like lower
managers; they guard the class relation itself. Their “work” and
forms of income have already been discussed (p. 22).

The U.S. Census does not identify this group. The closest
approximation is made through study of the earnings of wage and
salary receivers. We will assume that with a salary of $25,000 per
year or more at 1969 dollar salary levels, the person is such a
lieutenant and member of the capitalist class. This level exceeds
by 50 percent the earnings of the highest-skilled professionals,
illustrated in the table below. If a salary is not a payment for a
highly skilled type of labor power, it contains surplus-value; the
recipient is not yielding surplus labor but receiving it. The use of
the $25,000 cutoff point to discover capitalists on salary has
nothing in common with the elaborate division of workers into
several income strata to reflect standards of consumption.
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MEDIAN EARNINGS FOR WHITE MALES IN PRIME OF WORK
(AGE 35 TO 54) FOR SELECTED OCCUPATIONS!®

Occupation Earnings
Aeronautical and astronautical engineers $17,213
Physicists and astronomers 18,515
College and university teachers 15,107
Airline pilots 22,253

There are 884,023 salaried persons earning $25,000 or more, of
whom approximately 93,794 have already been removed from the
category of wage and salary earners as employees of their own
corporations.2°

Step 5. It is necessary to divide the category of “self-
employed” into petty producers and capitalists. This distinction is
the one most obscured by the Census. Data on “class of worker”
are submerged within the Census, which emphasizes occupation
and income categories. The name “self-employed” taken as a class
suggests the petty producer; the capitalists are hidden in the
statistics more securely than any other class. “Class of worker”
requires the several adjustments made in the first four steps, and
still the capitalist class has not emerged into the light of day. The
U.S. Census is unwilling to admit that there is an exploiting class
in a capitalist society.

To begin, let us turn to the census of farms. Here, among
tables of expenditures on equipment and pesticides, there is some
data on expenditures for hired labor. Let us assume that a
capitalist farmer spends at least $5,000 on hired labor; this figure
is probably low. If the rate of exploitation is 100 percent, then
$5,000 of his income derives from exploitation, the remainder
from the labor of himself and his family. There are 62,050 such
capitalist farmers,21

For the rest of the economy, we will arbitrarily assume that
self-employed workers with earnings over $25,000 are capitalists,
deriving most of their income from the exploitation of hired
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workers. Excluding the farmers, there were 429,622 such
capitalists.?? This yields:

CLASS OF EMPLOYED WORKERS

Class Number of persons
Wage and salary earners 68,510,171
Petty producers 6,465,623
Capitalists 1,375,695
Total 76,351,489

Step 6. In the above enumeration of capitalists, the distinction
between the experienced civilian labor force and those actually
employed has been ignored. But among workers there is a great
mass of unemployed—at the time of the Census, 3,541,048 per-
sons age 16 and over.?® These must be added to the working
class.

On the other hand, an unknown number of capitalists are not
counted in the labor force because they are not “employed,” yet
they draw a capitalist income from bonds and so forth, like Mrs.
Dodge mentioned previously. These persons are classically
named the rentier capitalists or coupon-clippers. Let us assume
there were 200,000 such persons. These are not dependents of
economically active capitalists, but rather persons who hold no
salaried post, who are not listed as self-employed in running their
business, but who collect property income from businesses, cor-
porations and bond issuers like governments, bridge and port
authorities, etec.

Adding these two categories to the table, we finally obtain a
picture of the size of classes in the United States.
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CLASSES IN THE UNITED STATES

Class Number of persons Percent
Working class 72,051,219 90
Petty producers 6,465,623 8
Capitalists 1,575,695 2
Total 80,092,537 100

Spouses and children who depend on someone for their income
belong to the same class as the earner.



5. The Ratio of Class Revenues in the U.S.

Because the population is approximately 90 percent working
class, eight percent petty producers, and two percent capitalists,
it does not follow that the ratio of revenues obtained from the
economy is proportional to these percentages. On the contrary,
class contradiction demands a separate calenlation of opposed
economic rewards. Such a computation set against the figures of
population will express the antagonism at the core of every class
society.

Of the community’s productive wealth, its means of production
in factories, shops, offices and farms, we know that the working
class owns none. Nearly all are in the hands of the capitalists; a
few are still held by petty producers. The relation between these
latter two classes will be explored later.

With the means of production, worked by the labor of the
workers and petty producers, the national income of the United
States is produced each year. It must be remembered that this is
no cooperative venture of “factors of production,” as capitalist
economists call them. The laboring people created the means of
production in previous generations, but these means have passed

33
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into the hands of a nonlaboring minority. As the price of accegg to
the means of production, to make their daily bread, the workep
must submit to wage slavery and work beyond the time requireq
to supply their own needs, performing surplus labor for tpe
capitalist owners of the means of production. We are estimating
not the share of cooperating groups but rather the numerieg]
expression of the antagonism between classes.

Let us first estimate in dollars the portions at the disposal of
the three classes. As with the calculation of population, we must
interpret and adjust the categories and amounts reported by the
United States government, a capitalist tool.

The Gross National Product (GNP) for 1970 was $977.1 billion,
of which $87.3 billion represented the value of machinery and
other productive stock on hand January 1 but used up during the
year. (See table, p. 39.) In order to account only for newly
created value, this amount will be deducted from GNP. In other
words, the maintenance of the capital stock of the capitalists will
be conceded. This leaves a Net National Product (NNP) of $889.3
billion to be divided among the classes.?*

The working class received $542 billion in wages and salaries,
before deductions to be considered below. Also, payments from
private pensions, as a sort of compensation for sacrificing arms,
lungs and other bodily parts, powers, and duration of functioning
amounted to $32.2 billion. Next, we must add some governmental
“transfer payments.” Let us assume that the working class
received 95 percent of all payments of old age and survivors’
insurance and governmental health insurance. This amounts to
$36.6 billion. Making the same assumption for veterans’ benefits,
we add $9.2 billion. All unemployment insurance payments, $3.9
billion, and other transfer payments, $27 billion, will be allocated
to workers.

The U.S. government counts as supplements to wages and
salaries the various employer contributions for social insurance
and for private pension and welfare funds. This is erroneous, for
un.der capitalism the working class can only spend what it re-
ceives, and this has already been counted. Workers are familiar
with such propaganda from the employers, too, who inform
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employees from time to time of the huge cost of employing them,
including in the total various sinking funds with which the
employees have nothing to do. These trusts, such as pension
funds, are accumulated, administered, and invested by em-
ployers, banks, national trade union bureaucrats, and the state.
Only payments made from them to workers can be counted; the
building up of these funds is in the hands of the capitalist class.

From the total of $650.9 billion that we have reached we must
deduct taxes, both direct and indirect. As a rough approximation
of direct taxes, like the income tax, we will assume that the
working class share of them is directly proportional to its share of
gross personal income. In other words, the fiction that capitalists
with higher incomes pay a higher percentage of income in direct
taxes will be discarded in favor of the assumption of uniform
proportional payment of taxes at all income levels. This deducts
$89.8 billion from the working class.?5

Concerning indirect taxes, we will arbitrarily say that the
working class pays 75 percent of them in its purchases, the
remainder being paid by other classes in individual purchases or
“gbsorbed” by business. This deducts $70.0 billion from the
working class.

Counted as neither direct nor indirect taxes but still deducted
from income are contributions for social insurance. We will
assume the working class pays 90 percent of them, or $25.2
billion.

The spending power of the working class actually received and
at its disposal is thus $465.9 billion. Fifty-two percent of the Net
National Product accrues to a class representing 90 percent of the
persons in the economy. If we divide the figure by the 72,051,219
workers, this gives an average of $6,500 per working class
earner. In reality, there are sizeable variations around this
average. Large numbers of workers, because of low wages or
unemployment, exist in the meanest circumstances: tenements in
the cities without heat or functioning plumbing and clapboard
shacks in rural areas through which the weather passes unhin-
dered, food of the starchiest, plainest kind, clothes that mark
one’s diminished status to all who see them, days and weeks and
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lives lost to illness that could easily have been preventeq or
treated, and hours of time to pass without access to the instyy,.
tion or recreation that help to distinguish human life from animg]
existence.

To make a rough appraisal of the income of petty producers; Jgt
us simply count the $66.9 billion of proprietors’ income. Thig
figure, which divides out to $10,400 for each petty producer, is
undoubtedly high. Therefore, it is a conservative estimate that
the remainder belonging to the capitalists is $356.5 billion.

This divides out to $226,000 per capitalist in the economy, or 35
times the figure per worker. This approximate ratio expresses
the antagonism between the working class and the capitalist
class.

Not all of this $226,000 is personally assigned to the individua]
capitalist. Because the capitalist class owns the means of produe-
tion and controls the state machine, the wealth of the capitalist
class can and does take the most varied forms. The capitalists
allocate what they wish to themselves for individual consump-
tion. The luxurious estates of the du Ponts in Delaware, of the
Rockefellers in New York, and so forth still exist. Consumption,
furthermore, may be charged to a corporation instead of to the
individual member of the capitalist class who enjoys it.

At Universal American Corporation, a subsidiary of Gulf and
Western, the two top offices enjoy “custom-built semi-circular
desks, ankle-deep $31-a-yard carpeting, leather lounge chairs
and push-button control of the draperies, lights and door locks
—for a start.

“The office of the chairman . . . is paneled in rare makassar
ebony from Africa.” Wall Street Journal, June 1, 1971, p. 1)

For the president of Fabergé, $200,000 was spent decorating
his office in the middle of Manhattan. “A hydraulic lift raises and
lowers a marble table to cocktail or writing desk height.” (Ibid.)

This expense is charged to the corporation, which in turn
charges about half of it to the government as a business expense.
The old stories of fantastic consumption need only be reproduced
with a note about the change of accounting. Technical details
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should not clutter the memory, so it is understandable that “The
wife of the chairman of a manufacturing company once dispatched
the company plane from Sea Island, Ga. [an exclusive resort
island for the capitalists] to fetch a tennis racket she had left at
home in Ohio.” (Wall Street Journal, July 15, 1971, p. 23)
Even with such spectacular and decadent consumption prac-
tices, the small capitalist class cannot and does not consume the
bulk of its annual income individually. Part of the income is
devoted to the expansion of the means of production, to increas-
ing the plant and equipment in which the working class is
exploited. Part is devoted to a military machine used to contend
for empire around the world and to guard U.S. society from its
working class. Part is used to inundate the working class and
petty producers with television, films, newspapers, books, and
speeches propagating explanations, salves, and orders to guide
the working people through the intricacies of life. It is all part of
the capitalist world. In a capitalist society, society belongs to the
capitalists. While certain expenditures are necessary according
to economic law, the division of the national income reflects the
effort that the working class is allowed to put into maintaining
and feeding itself in ratio to the surplus labor spent on the care,
protection, pampering, and enlargement of the capitalist class.

In addition to cash “transfer payments” made to workers, like
pensions, there is the question of social services, or various forms
of collective consumption, mainly education and health services.
In a capitalist society, collective consumption is in the hands of
the capitalist class, usually through the state. What will be
taught is decided by business and its servants; the emphasis in
health on cures of the most elaborate and rare maladies instead of
preventive public health is decided by the direction of medical
research and expenditure.

The capitalist begrudges these expenses, yet he must make
them, since they are largely necessities of continued production.
Workers must, usually, be able to read and count, and the
occasional repair of human tissue is a necessity as much as
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upkeep of the machinery. Such expenses are a deduction from the
sum available for the expansion of the capitalist system or itg
enjoyment by the capitalists. Furthermore, these expenditures
open up dreadful possibilities, such as that of literate workers
realizing more easily that they can master society without having
capitalists. Collective consumption in the form of social serviceg
is the first, small harbinger of a rational system of collective
production, which, of course, the capitalist abhors. He reveals hig
horror by ordering his welfare economists to allocate these costg
as revenue to the working class. Nevertheless, the control and
guidance of these social services is in the hands of the capitalist
class. Their amount and specific form is an arena of class strug-
gle.

In any case, the amounts are small. As a rough approximation,
we may take the sum of expenditures for education ($55.8 bill-
ion), health ($3.9 billion) and local parks and recreation ($1.9
billion).26 If 50 percent of this figure, or $30.8 billion, were
allocated to the working class, the relation of the classes would
not be materially altered. It would revise the specific weight in
society of the capitalist class to 30 times that of the working class.

What it comes down to is that the capitalists are balked in their
desire to have capitalism without the working class, an exploiting
system without the presence of the exploited. Classes do not
exist in two (or three) separate worlds; there is mutual presence
and interpenetration of classes as well as contradiction between
them, for as long as classes exist. The calculations above reflect
this fact, and insofar as quantities can express contradictions, it
remains true to say that in 1970, the capitalist class, two percent
of the population, extracted surplus labor giving it over 30 times
the specific weight in society as the working class.
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THE RATIO OF CLASS REVENUES, 1970

Gross National Product
Less: capital consumption
Equals: Net National Product

Wages and salaries

Private pensions and compensation for
injuries _

Old age and survivors’ insurance x 95%

Veterans’ benefits X 95%

Unemployment insurance

Other transfer payments

Less: Workers’ direct taxes

Less: Workers’ indirect taxes

Less: Workers’ social insurance contributions
Equals: Workers’ spending power

This is 52 percent of NNP.

$977.1 billion
87.3
889.3

542.0

32.2
36.6
9.2
3.9
27.0

650.9

89.8
70.0
25.2
465.9

$465.9 billion + 72,051,219 workers equals $6,500 per working

class earner.

If we assume $66.9 billion for petty producers, then capitalists
receive $356.5 billion, or $226,000 per capitalist recipient.

$226,000 + $6,500 equals 35 times.

(Figures from U.S. Census Bureau, Statistical Abstract: 1974)



6. The Polarization of Classes

The same method used to calculate the size of classes from
government data in 1970 may be applied to earlier censuses.
There are differences in detail, however, since capitalist statis-
tics deliberately hide some changes by breaking the continuity of
censuses. An analysis given one time is not available for another;
money divisions between income groups are not revised prop-
erly. Therefore, figures for different years must be compared
only approximately. By applying the same steps used in the
transformation of census data for 1970, we arrive at the following

results:

CLASSES IN THE UNITED STATES, 1940 to 1970

Year Working class Petty producers Capitalists
1970 90% 8% 2%
1960 87 11 2
1950 83 15 2
1940 81 18 1

(Computations are given in the notes?7.)

40
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The figures reveal the steady shrinking of the class of petty
producers that underlies the nearly complete polarization of 1970.
Where in 1940 there was one petty producer for every four or five
workers, in 1970 there is only one for every 11 workers. This
means that the entry of a petty producer into the ranks of the
working class has occurred more frequently than the opposite
movement. Today, the example of the petty producer is far less
common to the worker. Overall, the influence of the petty pro-
ducer over the worker has diminished at least in proportion to
this decline of his presence. (As will be seen later, there are other
sources of ideas typical of the petty producer, but these bases of
ideology do not indicate the existence of a petty producer class.)

The petty producers have seen their number in society con-
tract. They have only 44 percent of the relative weight they had
in 1940. This shrinkage appears as the increase of bankruptecy and
forced sale of the business, the diminishing frequency of the
opening of new businesses, the inability to sell the company on
retirement, and the failure of children to take over the operation.
In reality, the disappearance of the petty producers is a matter of
class.

“The lower strata of the middle class—the small tradespeople,
shopkeepers, and retired tradesmen generally, the handi-
craftsmen and peasants—all these sink gradually into the
proletariat . . .”

“The bourgeoisie . . . has converted the physician, the lawyer,
the priest, the poet, the man of science, into its paid wage-
laborers.” (Marx and Engels, Manifesto, pp. 40, 34)

On the other hand, the figures regarding the capitalist class are
too rough to permit any deductions. We cannot say from them
whether the number of capitalists has changed by one or one-half
percentage point. It matters little. The class is numerically small,
and other data must be used to measure the changes of its
economic situation.

For the history of U.S. capitalism prior to 1940, we have



42 CLASSES IN THE UNITED STATES

i

figures given by the director of the Census. He estimateq t,
percentage of wage earners among all those engaged in gainfy]
occupations to be 66 percent in 1890 and 65 percent ip 1900
(Wright, p. 227) This percent would be raised by COUnting.
salary-earning members of the working class and the unenm.-
ployed, but it would be lowered, though to a lesser degree, by the
other adjustments made in this book on later census datg, We
may conclude that the United States has been a capitalist country
with a majority of the population in the working class at least
since the end of the Civil War. The principal change in the size of
classes has been the steady erosion of petty producers to an

insignificant class. The polarization of classes means the disap-

pearance of the class which stood in between, which both laboreq

and owned means of production. The class of petty producers,

who neither exploit nor give surplus labor, has practically shrunk

to nothing, leaving the working class and the capitalist class face
to face.



7. Historical Developments within the
Propertied Classes

a. Class Boundaries

The three classes of workers, petty producers, and capitalists
are not separate unto themselves. In order to compile statistics it
is necessary to set up mutually exclusive, sharply delineated
categories. The method is acceptable, provided that the inexact
dividing lines and the transitions between the real groups are
kept in mind.

The group with the least clear boundaries is the one caught in
the middle of the polarization of classes, the petty producer class.
The owners and operators of their own means of production are
difficult, at their “upper” end, to distinguish from small
capitalists, persons who derive most of their income from the
exploitation of labor but who also work in the business them-
selves. We saw this problem in step five of chapter four, when it
was necessary to decide when a self-employed farmer is a
capitalist and when he is a petty producer. With this farmer, as
with the small shopkeeper or craftsman employing an assistant or
two, or the operator of a garage factory, the earnings derived
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from the labor of the petty producer himself and the incq

derived from the few hired workers admit of a continuoyg rang,
of proportions. How much labor must the petty producer hire i
order to cross into the capitalist class? Does this happen When 5
percent of his income is obtained by exploitation? Or 80 Percenty
When he leaves the shop floor or the fields for good to move intg ;
new office? This example illustrates a recurring phenomengp in
capitalist societies, the working petty producex: striving tq be-
come a capitalist exploiter. The problem of statistical classifieg.
tion reflects motion in social life.

The transition from petty producers to capitalists is embodieq
in the term petty bourgeois, the French words for smal]
businessman. The class of small businessmen is called the petty
bourgeoisie. These are the petty producers and the sma]lest
capitalists. When the important thing is what petty producers
and capitalists have in common, the term petty bourgeois ig
appropriate. When differences between petty producers on the
one side and capitalists on the other side are important, the term
petty producer should be used, not petty bourgeois.

b. Monopoly Capital

Within the three classes of workers, capitalists, and petty
producers, the members are not all economically the same. It is
necessary to look at the differences in economic power between
individuals within each class; such differences affect the relations
between the classes.

While capitalist apologists focus most attention on real or
alleged differences among workers, the working class is least
differentiated in economic power. Workers earn different
amounts of income, which means that some obtain the necessities
of life, some do not and face starvation, and a few enjoy some
luxuries of consumption. Such differences in consumption are not
differences in economic power. Individual workers in a capitalist

society have no economic power. Collectively, their class struggle
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affects the historical standard of subsistence consumption which
is their lot under capitalism.

The place to look for differences within a class is the capitalist
class. The economic power of a capitalist is measured by his
capital, his command over value of means of production. This
quantity, measured in dollars, expresses his place among all
capitalists. The variations here are of great importance not only
for the strife between capitalists but also for the relations be-
tween the classes.

Extreme differences in economic power have developed be-
tween capitalists in the United States today. Let us assume that
at least $100,000 in active assets was needed in 1970 to be
classified as a capitalist rather than a petty producer.28 Then we
find a very unequal distribution of assets among firms. A mere
six-hundredth of them, those with active assets exceeding $250
million each, control 59 percent of the assets. On the other end,
85 percent of all firms possess no more than $1 million of assets,
so that the specific weight of a firm in the $250 million-and-over
range is 4000 times that of each of these lowest-ranking firms.
The 200 largest manufacturing corporations alone control 60
percent of the manufacturing assets, up from 48 percent in
1950.29

This concentration of capital in large units, surrounded by a
fringe of smaller accumulations, has led to the stage of monopoly
capital. In nearly every industry, a few companies produce 80 or
90 percent of the output. It is within their power to decide on the
amount of production to be released to the community and the
corresponding price that may be demanded. This power is
routinely and consciously exercised. For example, General Elec-
tric entered the refrigerator business after General Motors’
Frigidaire division and Kelvinator had established themselves in
it. The GE executive in charge, T. K. Quinn, relates how, with a
budget to win a market share for GE, he “was given to under-
stand that under no circumstances were we to undersell our large
competitors.” (Quinn, p. 93-4) When a price war developed in
Pittsburgh, the chief of the entire General Electric Corporation
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stepped in. Gerard Swope brought Quinn to a meeting wity,
counterparts from General Motors. Since Quinn was able ¢,
prove with dated newspaper advertisements that Frigidaire had
started the price war, its manager was reprimanded at tp
meeting. Quinn relates how prices were routinely fixed at trade
associations by writing them on a blackboard. This is called “pricq
leadership”—in the crusade against the buyer. (Quinn, pp. 97-8,
130) When a handful of firms are so large that they produce 4
commanding percentage of all automobiles, steel, telephone gey.
vice, paper, or whatever, then quantity passes into quality: a big
business enjoys monopoly control. The main effect is to reduyce
production below easily attainable levels and to keep up the price
of the product. Two major cereal companies can agree that there
is greater profit in selling one billion boxes of cereal at 80 cents
each for a gross sale of $800 million than in producing one-and-a-
half billion boxes but having to set a price of 45 cents per box to
sell them all, for a gross sale of only $675 million. In this example,
a conservative one, the monopoly price and the monopoly degree
of non-production, half a billion boxes, brings a greater total
revenue than competitive capitalist levels based on ordinary
profit calculations. Keeping down production also reduces the
total cost of production, and so less invested capital is required to
obtain a greater total and net revenue. The sabotage of produc-
tion means unemployment. The steadily increasing exercise of
monopoly power is the cause of continuous inflation. For exam-
ple, during the crisis period from the peak of December 1973 to
the widely hailed time of recovery in July 1976, the production of
steel fell by 12 percent, some 19 million tons per year. At the
same time, the steel monopolies raised the composite price of
finished steel by over one-half, not only maintaining their gross
income but increasing it by 35 percent.3°

The concentration of capital is approximately reflected in the
concentration of employment. Of the 70,238,175 employed wage
and salary earners in 1970, the ten largest corporations employed
4.5 percent, the 500 largest industrial corporations employed 21
percent, and the 1250 largest corporations in industry, retailing,
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utilities, transportation, and banking employed 81 percent.3!
While the working class is still divided up among small firms, g
large and decisive section works for and and is arrayed agajnsE a
handful of employers. This is an inevitable consequence of the
concentration of capital in the course of eapitalist development.
In class terms, as opposed to differences in the amount of
personal income or variety in the occupational division of labor

much of the working class has been drawn together into largé
brigades of an army facing a compact enemy. This fact under-
scores the polarization into two opposed classes which the mea-
sures of the size and income of classes have revealed.

The existence of monopoly capital transforms the economic
position of the petty bourgeoisie (the petty producers and smal-
lest capitalists), too. One hundred and thirty years ago, the
United States exhibited this petty bourgeoisie; the means of
production were dispersed in a myriad of small collections.
Today, such a situation is technologically impossible. How can
one divide up the coordinated network of large mines, smelters,
mills, and warehouses of a steel company among individuals or
small groups of individuals?32 Still, the change has not been a
uniform gathering of the means of production into fewer but
larger units. Rather, as capital has concentrated, it has left
behind a cloud of small units, each little collection of means of
production assigned to a petty bourgeois. This necessarily
changes the economic power of the petty bourgeois compared to
the early, competitive era of capitalism; it reduces their power.

Consider the automobile industry, for example. When it began,
it was a collection of small capitalists. From 1903 to 1926, there
existed 181 firms in the automobile industry; the maximum at one
time was 69. Furthermore, an automobile company only designed
and assembled the car. The manufacture of the engine block, the
body, the transmission and the other components was carried out
by numerous machine shops and carriage builders. Between
them and the auto companies approximately equal market rela-
tions prevailed. This scene of petty bourgeois prosperity and
rough equality did not last long. Even before Henry Ford’s
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engineers laid the technical basis for monopoly-sized firmg
assembly of cars from parts produced on feeder lines, banker
backed monopolists like William Durant were merging williy ;
firms together and driving out the recalcitrant. The individual, (i
course, is of no great importance. Durant was ousted from hjg
creation, General Motors, in 1920 when a crunch for funds
brought in the du Pont family, who control GM to this day.ss
The petty bourgeoisie in the automobile industry, broadly
considered, did not disappear. Only the independent petty
bourgeois, producer of engines or bodies contracted for in the

open market, disappeared. There are still self-employed men in
the industry.

in the

PERSONS IN THE AUTOMOBILE INDUSTRY?34

Segment of

Wage and
auto industry Self-employed  salary workers
Motor vehicles and motor

vehicle equipment 3,443 1,029,808
Automotive dealers and

gas stations 214,969 1,460,476
Automobile services

(mostly repair) 127,387 434,327

The petty bourgeoisie in the automobile industry consists of
parts contractors, dealers, and repair shops. None is indepen-
dent. The parts contractor does not make short-term contracts
first with one automobile assembler and then another. He is tied
to GM, Ford, or Chrysler, the buyer of nearly all his output, who
can and does decide the appropriate wholesale price for the part.
The big auto monopolies like to have such parts suppliers. The
poor price offered them is transmitted to the employees of the
companies in the form of sweatshop conditions, absence of a
union, low wages, and lack of overtime bonus. It is a form of
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contracting out to evade the union. The sma]] producer of parts
and his employees absorb the business cycle, too. When the
industry is booming, relatively speaking, the small firm stretches
its capacity. Machine maintenance is forgotten, and safety levels
decline. When business slacks off, orders from the big auto
corporations stop. The impact is multiplied on the smalj pro-
ducer, for the big three monopolies, often producing most of the
supplies of a part themselves, utilize the smal] producer only for a
sharply fluctuating margin of production.

Automobile dealers are not retailers besieged by manufactur-
ers competing for display space. The automobile companies ap-
preciated early the advantages of a network of dealers tied to the
exclusive marketing of the cars of one corporation and even of
one division. Dealers have long complained of fixed quotas of car
deliveries, lack of freedom to set the retail price, forced use of
replacement parts from the same company, and arbitrary cancel-
lation of franchises for showing a bit of independence.

Finally, there is the automobile repair shop. The manufactur-
ing is done in three or four giant, coordinated empires of mass
production. They deliberately reduce the product below potential
quality to a flimsy and short-lived thing. This is not an inevitable
characteristic of mass production. It is the result of mass produc-
tion for profit, which leads to speedup on the assembly line and
hence the impossibility of good work, to the sacrifice of engineer-
ing design for considerations of salesmanship, and to the sub-
stitution of cheap materials for the technically appropriate ones.
Once the car is sold, the manufacturer is through with his concern
for it. Repair shops then crowd into the industry of doctoring
these infirm beings of the world of metal and plastic. Parts must
again be obtained from the original manufacturers at exorbitant
prices.

Automobiles are an item of individual consumption, and neces-
sarily a large percentage of the customers are workers. They
have little sympathy for the dealers and repair men, who utilize
every petty trick of trade and swindle to relieve themselves of
the economic pressure exerted by the big automobile companies.
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The latter stand aside from t
caused.

\
he exasperation and strife they hay,

To summarize: if we examine the concentration of
power, we find an intensification of the opposition between
classes. A handful of large firms with monopoly power dominateg
the capitalist class. The working class is partly gathered int,
large units facing these employers, but partly secattered among
other capitalist and small capitalist employers. The petty
bourgeoisie continues to exist in considerable numbers, a sma]]
percentage of the population, and under economic ties of depen.
dence on big capital. Both in basic outline and in secondary detail,
this is a setting for intense class struggle.

economjp

c. Types of Capitalists

When counting the capitalists, we included individuals re-
warded with salaries above a certain amount. A somewhat arbi-
trary dividing line, based solely on income, had to be accepted as
a makeshift approximation to distinguish these capitalists from
managers and higher mental workers who earn their living by the
sale of their labor power. Among capitalists, a capitalist on
“salary” is least of all of them an independent owner of the means
of production.

This odd appearance is a result of the splitting up and dispersal
of functions once united in the capitalist, the decline of some of
these functions, and the expansion of others. At the start of
capitalism several centuries ago, the capitalist was closely in-
volved in production—more so than preceding exploiting classes
like feudal lords or ancient slaveowners and more so than his
descendants today. A number of the functions he performed have
been delegated to workers, especially to managers and mental
workers. But this is not all. Within the capitalist class, different
types have appeared. The top executive is one; the owning
capitalist is another; the socially and politically active capitalist is

another; and the consuming capitalist is still another type.
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The top executives manage the class relation within the corpo-
rate world, and in this role they make some strategic economic
decisions. A group of such men, the Business Advisory Council
told President Nixon after the election of 1968 that the unem.
ployment rate had to go up. The chief executives are at or near
the apex of a hierarchy of authority, which gives them qualities
not found in independent capitalists. They have mastered
bureaucratic politics and palace intrigue, something like the
eunuchs behind certain dynasties of ancient China. Yet they
understand the limits of their power and learn to consult and
coordinate on policy while they promote their individual careers.
They know their subordinate position in the capitalist class
(unless coming from a monopoly capitalist family), do not aspire
to leave their name on things, and can give their children comfort
and a head start but not a guarantee of big wealth and power.
This is left to the owning capitalists, like John D. Rockefeller,
who passed his gains to his sons. The owning capitalists step in
and shake things up when there is trouble in the corporation. If a
big scandal breaks or the company is going seriously downhill,
the overriding power of the owning capitalists is felt, perhaps
through the executive committee of the board of directors or an
“independent” audit committee chaired by the family lawyer.35

Besides these two types of primarily economic capitalists, the
top executives and the owning capitalists, other big capitalists
specialize in managing the affairs of monopoly capitalist society
over a wide spectrum of social departments. In politics, they are
usually appointed to office rather than elected. Corporate attor-
neys knit together industry, banking, and government. Some of
these capitalists assemble intellectuals into “think tanks” like the
Council on Foreign Relations or the Brookings Institution and
oversee their attempts at social engineering. The junior exam-
Ples of political capitalists resemble executives in their under-
standing of bureaucracy, their ease of movement in a hierarchy.
The socially and politically active capitalists typically move from
one post to another every few years. Of all types of capitalists,
they have the widest perspective, one that concentrates on their
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nterest as a class—not to the exclusion of a nice deal for thej,
company or family, but in tandem with personal gain.38

Finally, some capitalists specialize in consumption, whethey
cultivating the false elegance of a supposed classical tradition oy
displaying the open degeneracy of the cafe society crowd or “jet
set.” They simply spend money on a lavish scale for persona]
luxuries.

The individual capitalist cannot be designated strictly as one or
another of these types. He or she is largely one kind of person at
one period of life, but still the characteristics overlap, and in the
course of their lives, capitalists may take several of these roles.
All of them become increasingly isolated from production itself.

On the grounds that various types of capitalists have acquired
a niche for themselves like species within a genus, some have
asserted that there are no more capitalists. This is obviously a
fraudulent claim. Because each type of monopoly capitalist lacks
one of the qualities once joined together in a single individual of
earlier days, or because he has developed some new characteris-
tie, it is argued that none is a capitalist and that there is no
capitalist class! Mass magazines and publishing houses owned by
big businessmen disseminate this nonsense. But for all the differ-
ences in roles and functions of various types of capitalists, to-
gether they make up a class which does not labor but rather
extracts surplus labor from the working class. Overall, there was
little difficulty in counting these individuals. Details of the par-
ticular social activities of capitalists round out the picture of the
class, but the essence of class is the economic forms in which
surplus labor flows. Social sketches are an addition to economic
science, not a replacement for it.



8. The Invisibility of the Petty Producer
Class

Every class has its own mode of production. A class will be
found under other modes of production, too, but it always strives
to establish its own economy. The mode of production corre-
sponding to the needs of the working class is socialism: the social
productive forces are developed by collective production rela-
tions; with regard to the class relation, the means of production
are owned socially by the working class, so that it can keep and
dispose of its surplus labor collectively. Capitalism is the mode of
production championed by the capitalists. The means of produc-
tion are privately owned, each capitalist obtaining some of the
surplus-value exploited from the working class. The other pro-
duction relations tend to become more collective with the de-
velopment of the social productive forces. Like all exploitive
modes of production, capitalism is marked by an irreconcilable
contradiction, here seen as the private appropriation of surplus
labor by a few from the collective production relations of large
bodies of workers.

Is there a mode of production belonging to the petty produc-
ers? Yes, there is the petty mode of production, a collection of
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families of Petty producers. It is based on individual ownership of
the means of production, individual appropriation of one’s OWn
surplus labor, and individual relations of production throughoyt,
not only in the class relation. This mode of production is conceiy.
able in theory and existed to a certain extent in history.

“Ownership of the land is as necessary for full deveflopment of
this mode of production as ownership of tools is for free
development of handicraft production.” (Marx, Capital, I11, p,
807)

The petty mode of production consists of individual peasants
who own and farm their land and of handicraft producers on the
same dwarfish scale in the peasant home and craftsmen’s shops,
The major example of the petty mode of production oceurs
between feudalism and capitalism; in England, this would be the
fifteenth and part of the sixteenth century.

“This form of free self-managing peasant proprietorship of
land pareels as the prevailing, normal form constitutes, on the
one hand, the economic foundation of society during the best
periods of classical antiquity, and on the other hand, it is found
among modern nations as one of the forms arising from the
dissolution of feudal landownership. Thus, the yeomanry in

England, the peasantry in Sweden, the French and West
German peasants.” (Ibid., p. 806)

The correspondence of class and mode of production extends to
earlier societies, t0o.37

Because of the class struggle and the contradiction in
capitalism between its class relation and its other relations of
production, capitalism might seem to be the most unstable mode
of I?roduction. This is not how it turns out, however. This
distinction goes to the petty mode of production. It rapidly
dgvelops into capitalism or socialism. In England, and wherever
history developed spontaneously, variations arising in productive
POWer among the petty producers became entrenched in the
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whose descendants become wage laborers. The division of labor
and the production of commodities for the market spreads, cash
must be earned, and self-sufficient farming and home indust,ry for
subsistence become impossible. Qut of the petty mode of produe-
tion springs capitalism.

In other countries, landlordism or semi-feudalism is destroyed
by a democratic revolution led by the working class through its
communist party. Peasants divide the land, creating the petty
mode of production. This happened in the Russian revolution of
1917 and the Chinese revolution of 1927 to 1949. But within a few
years, the petty producers agree after examples and appeals by
the proletarian government to enter the road of cooperation.
They voluntarily change the ownership of means of production to
more collective forms and pool their surplus labor. Individual
petty production disappears, this time yielding not to a few
capitalists who exploit a propertyless mass of wage workers but
rather to cooperative production for the common good of the
producers themselves.

Individual production relations and the small secale of produc-
tion which necessarily correspond to them cannot survive for
long. Collective relations in production are bound to arise. The
only question is whether the class relation will remain individual,
giving rise to the tremendous contradictions of capitalism, or
whether the class relation will develop along with the scale of
production and its relations, keeping surplus labor within the
hold of the community of producers.

The petty producers under capitalism are the same economic
class as the petty producers under the petty mode of production.
Their relation to the means of production is individual, and they
keep their individual surplus labor, more or less.3® But under the
pressure of capitalist economic forces, the petty producer be-
comes either a capitalist or a worker. Although the latter pro-
cess, proletarianization, is more common, the desire, drive, and
nature of the petty producer as an owner of means of production
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is to become a capitalist. We have seen the gradual degrees 1,,
which this can happen, giving rise to the term petty bourgejg.
One difference between the classic petty producer anqd tp,
petty producer under capitalism is the degree to which the lattq,
produces for the market rather than directly to satisfy his own
needs. Instead of growing his own food and making most of his
own furniture, clothing, and other specific articles of use, the
petty producer sells his products, of which one kind tends t,
dominate (for example, grain), and purchases things to satisfy hig
various needs. In purchase he is like the worker, but he resem.-
bles the capitalist in production of commodities for sale in the
market.

Under capitalism, the petty producer hardly has a place in the
sun. His individual production is more outmoded each day. He
becomes a worker, or he exists under the shadow of bigger
property owners, the capitalists. He loses his own name, petty
producer, and is called instead petty bourgeois. All of this goes to
make the petty producer class the most nearly invisible class in
history.

What survives as a rump is the petty bourgeoisie. Capitalism is
a contradictory mix of individual and collective elements. The
production relations other than class become more and more
collective with the growth of large-scale production. The owner-
ship of the means of production remains private, antagonistic to
the working class, the surplus labor of ever greater social powers
and bodies of production remaining at the disposal of a constella-
tion of ever more narrow interests. The petty bourgeoisie does
not want to resolve this contradiction but to suppress it, to

retreat to an earlier day. The petty bourgeoisie dislikes big,
monopoly capitalists, who crush it methodically. At times, the
petty bourgeois proclaims his identification with the worker as a
fellow in the ranks of labor. That is, ignoring social relations, he
identifies individual labor with collective labor. This was the
tactic of the Populists, a political movement of the petty
bourgeoisie in the late nineteenth century which rallied itself and
workers to demand the breakup of big business and Wall Street
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finance. It was, however, impossible to break up large-scale
production. Once embarked on the road of collective productive
forces and production relations, society can only move further
into capitalism or on to socialism. The Populist movement
achieved the antitrust laws and the various regulatory bodies like
the Interstate Commerce Commission, whose effect ever since
has been meaningless words or the active preservation of exist-
ing monopolies against all challengers.

Capitalism toys with the politics of the petty bourgeoisie. The
petty bourgeois demand for individual relations of production
other than class is backward and impossible. The petty
bourgeoisie also defends individualism in class relations, an at-
titude fully agreeable to capitalists. In the last analysis, petty
bourgeois relations and all reflections of them argue for retarding
the development of capitalism, hence for preserving it, hence
against socialism. Socialism destroys the old class relation. It
resolves the antagonism between collective production relations
and forces on the one hand and individual appropriation of
surplus labor on the other hand by doing away with the latter.3®



9. The Bases of the Petty Bourgeois
Mentality

It is a general principle of social knowledge that

“The mode of production in material life determines the gen-
eral character of the social, political and spiritual processes of
life. It is not the consciousness of men that determines their
existence, but, on the contrary, their social existence deter-
mines their consciousness.” (Marx, 1904, p. 11-12)

Part of the social existence of men is their ideas, which in turn
influence reality. These ideas arise as more or less accurate
reflections of a pre-existing social reality, which is a material
thing, and their power to react on the world depends on how well
they analyze the motion of social and material life and therefore
represent and champion the new against the old.

Since workers are exploited of surplus labor by the capitalists,
it might seem a logical conclusion that the working class would
immediately do away with the class relations of capitalism,
reclaim its surplus labor, and develop society in its own interests.
At least, as soon as the working class outnumbered the capitalists
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and any other classes the latter might arouse to oppose socialism
such would be the expected action. Yet it has not happened this;
way in history. In some countries (for example, China) socialism
has been achieved far sooner than the working class became the
numerically dominant class, while in others, including the United
States, the working class comprises over 90 percent of the
population but remains exploited. In these latter countries the
working class is not class conscious; too many of its members
remain unaware of the nature of capitalism and socialism. They
struggle, but within the system.

There must be a material basis for this situation, if the above
thesis by Marx is correct. If we examine the material relations of
the capitalist mode of production other than its class relation, we
find that a number of them foster a petty bourgeois picture of
society. They cover up or act against the class conscious analysis
of capitalism to which the class relation by itself leads.

a. Wages

The revenue of the working class under capitalism is deter-
mined by the sale of its labor power to the capitalist class. The
value of labor power is the value of the amount of goods needed to
restore and maintain labor power used up in production and to
replace one generation of labor powers by the next. This amount,
as well as the conditions of the use of labor power in production,
are determined within limits by class struggle.

The form of the revenue of the working class, its wages and
salaries, does not reveal but instead hides this content. The value
created in a working day, which exceeds the value of the goods
needed to sustain the worker, is not openly divided into the time
needed to produce the value of these goods and the surplus time
used to produce surplus product.

“The wage-form thus extinguishes every trace of the divigion
of the working-day into necessary labor and surplus-labor, into
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“The wage-form thus extinguishes every trace of the divis';ion
of the working-day into necessary labor and surplus-labor, into
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Paid and unpaid labor. All labor appears as paid labor,” (May
Capital, 1, p. 539) ;

This wage or salary is paid to the individual worker iy oy
change for his labor power (appearing as an exchange fop hi;
labor). Social productive powers seem to belong to Individyg),
who arrange to apply them in exchange for a wage or salary, Ty,
wage form governs the revenue of the individua] worker i,
proportion to his contribution to production—in time if Payment
is by the hour or month, in number of articles if Payment is by
piece rate. The principle of relating a person’s revenye to hig
effort becomes fixed in the mind of the wage or salary workey.
This is a petty bourgeois conception. The payment of wages

“forms the basis of all the juridical notions of both laborer anq
capitalist, of all the mystifications of the capitalistic mode of
production, of all its illusions as to liberty, of all the apologetic
shifts of the vulgar economists.” (Ibid., p. 540)

Class struggle still exists, despite the illusion of the form, and
workers learn to combine in unions to maintain the rate of pay
and to regulate working conditions in the factory or other place of
production. Nevertheless, the individual is paid, and this causes
petty bourgeois illusions that he or she is rewarded for individual
effort, or should be rewarded in proportion to individual effort.

This petty bourgeois conception is recognized in the first stage
of socialism, which necessarily operates on the principle, “from
each according to his ability, to each according to his labor.” It is
only in the second, higher stage of socialism (called communism)
that the need to reward or bribe the individual for contributing
the productive powers endowed in him by society passes away.
Then, all give of their powers of labor freely as they are able and
needed, and all take for consumption what they need. Labor
ceases to regulate individual consumption. Until then, the wage
form is necessarily a source of petty bourgeois individuali§m,
appearing in countless different ways. The wage form gives rise,
among other things, to erroneous definitions of classes.
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The content of the wage relation remains the exploitation of
surplus labor. The wage form does not alter this content and its
workings. With the given length of the working day, the payment
to labor power amounts to what is necessary to purchase goods
for the maintenance and reproduction of the worker. Divide the
amount by the length of the working day, and the hourly wage is
the result. Or divide the amount by the daily production of
articles, and the piece rate is the result. The income of the
working class is a result of class struggle, which determines the
wage rate or piece rate. This income is not determined by first
agreeing on rates and then letting workers try to turn out more
articles or work much overtime. Overtime is decided by the
employer, and if workers drive up production, the piece rate is
cut. Underneath the wage form, the apparent payment of the
individual for all his working time, lurks the division of the
working day into paid labor and unpaid labor, the class relation of
the exploited working class and the exploiting capitalist class.

b. The Private Family

The rearing of children, the next generation of workers, exer-
cises an important influence on the outlook of both children and
adults. Under capitalism, the private family is universal. This
type of family originated with the development of private prop-
erty, but it was found mainly among the minority exploiting
classes of the new class societies.4® It has spread to the entire
society under capitalism, the mode of production of commodities
raised to the highest degree.

In the study of the material bases of petty bourgeois ideology,
the characteristics of the private family that concern us are the
economic dependence of the individual child on individual adults
and the transmission of economic position to individual children
by adults. The child obtains his or her food and shelter from one
or two adults on whom he or she is therefore dependent and from
whom the child consequently receives instruction and upbrinfg-
ing. Although the ideal and typical form of the private family
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under capitalism has been the nuclear patriarchal family (g,
father, his wife, and children), it is not necessary that the
providing adult be the father. Even if both parents work ang
have potential economic independence from each other, or if the
mother or even another relative provides, the child depends gy,
one or two individuals. The providing adult or adults enjoy the
power of ultimatum and the supervision, if not always the actug]
provision, of the instruction and upbringing of the child. If the
child’s behavior is unsatisfactory, the child may receive less op
more commonly, be threatened with economic sanction. Undex’-
this regime, the child acquires an individualist outlook on socia]
relations; the drama of these relations, with all their emotiona]
storms, occurs within the private family, a little solar system of
individuals. The child may exchange comparisons with other
children regarding treatment received, strategy, and so forth,
but the individual setting remains a brute fact.

Also, the economic position of the adult wage or salary earner
is transmitted to his or her particular children, or to surrogates
like a nephew or grandson. Economic hopes are concentrated on
one’s own children. Differences among wage earners are trans-
mitted to children as differences in educational opportunities,
familiarity with an occupation, and savings. All this reinforces
the petty bourgeois outlook in both adults and children; they view
social relations as individual capacities and relations, regarding
one’s economic position as basically a matter of individual en-
dowments, both material and personal.

The influence of schools, mass media, peer groups, and
churches may run counter to the influence of the private family.
A private family institution which is breaking down under ad-
vanced capitalism will produce different results than one which is
flourishing in patriarchal form. Despite all this, however, the
economic fact of the individual source of necessities for the
individual child remains and cannot be overcome completely by
other agencies. Only with the return in a classless society to
collective provision for children, as existed in the original tribal
form of society, will the private family and its effects disappear-
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Until then, the private family remains one of the sources of petty
pourgeois ideology among the working class.

c. Authority Relations

Some wquers 9ccupying positions of management, supervision
and technical direction regard their interests as those of
capitalists, while on the other hand capitalists try to portray their
role as a functional, managerial one that even qualifies them as
members of the working class. It must be explained how the
relations of authority in production give rise not only to capitalist
but to petty bourgeois consciousness as well.

Managerial and supervisory authority in capitalist society is
arranged in bureaucratic hierarchies. Those desiring to enter this
hierarchy and prosper in it want promotions, that is, a career.
Whether promotions are achieved by merit, favoritism, politick-
ing, or other means, the method consists of promoting oneself in
order to be promoted. One’s situation and progress are seen to
depend to a large degree on individual calculations and perfor-
mances. Bureaucratic hierarchies generate their own brand of
petty bourgeois individualism. The influence of the attitude ex-
tends beyond the body of actual managers and supervisors to
others who nurse hopes of entering the hierarchies. This is more
likely to be true in small shops than big factories and among
white collar workers who are socially and physically close to their
managers and supervisors.

Capitalists reinforce this form of petty bourgeois consciousness
by attaching minor privileges to positions of authority. The
privileges bear no functional relation to the work of direction and
planning, nor do they reward a form of skilled labor that produces
value at an intensified rate. Perquisites and slight increments of
pay attract the petty bourgeois outlook and give the individual
something material to identify as his interest in his individualist
actions. This is necessary, because the petty bourgeois operator
in a bureaucratic hierarchy must actively push aside and sell out
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his co-workers in order to further his career. This compoung
1§

fear and loathing of other workers, who in turn identify
renegade from the ranks. This recognition is captureq i, :
number of terms, such as sellout, backstabber, brown-nogey ang
other, more graphic expressions.

While these facts must be recognized politically, the Productiqy,
relations of authority cannot by themselves convert a persop
from a member of the working class, a yielder of surplus laboy, t,
a capitalist, a receiver and disposer of surplus labor. Insteaq, ,We
see here one of the means by which the capitalist class infiltrateg
the working class. In a capitalist society, petty bourgeois cop.
sciousness among workers serves the capitalist class. Hatred of
renegades afflicted with a petty bourgeois mentality must always
be combined with reflection on the subservience of lackeys to
their masters in the exploiting class. The lackeys are more visible
in daily life, often have to be fought in direct encounters, anq

earn people’s contempt, but the big capitalists are at the head-
quarters of the enemy camp.

d. Mental Labor

Productive human activity happens in two phases. First, we
picture in the mind the action to be taken and the goal to be
attained. Then we perform the actual operations, modifying the
plan as we proceed. Before a part is turned on a lathe, a blueprint
is made. Before cars are assembled, a work flow schedule is
written. The entire research of science investigates problems in
order to discover laws and theories before the latter are applied.

Where mental labor is separated from manual labor and per-
sons specialize in one or the other, as is the case in capitalist
society, the division of mental and manual labor is a basis for
petty bourgeois conceptions among those who work with their
minds. Those who do this work, especially its higher forms, are
called intellectuals. They tend to work alone and to produce 2
personal product: his or her report, book, performance (acting),
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artwork, or lecture. The intellectual is similar to the petty
producer in wg>rking by himself and producing a product clearly
identified as his own. The intellectual regards his individual skill
and even his individuality as embodied in the product and so
thinks, conversely, “that he can attain his aim only by expression
of his individuality.” (Ahmati, p. 17)

Frequently, the class position of the intellectua] corresponds to
the qualities of his work, in which case he is a petty producer, for
example, the writer who sells his manuscript, the artist his
painting, the inventor his patent. Even when the intellectual is a
salary earner, however, he retains many of these characteristics.
Capitalist bureaucratic organizations are divided into line and
staff. The former is the hierarchy of authority down to the actual
producers (in a company) or soldiers (in an army). Attached to
the higher levels of the organization are staffs, whose job is to
investigate problems, plan changes in operations, estimate the
outcome of alternative policy decisions, and support negotiations
with other bureaucracies. Those who comprise the staff, although
integrated into a large organization, share many of the in-
tellectual’s qualities in their work. They still undertake specific
projects alone or in small teams. Their assignments are made in
general terms, the exact shaping of the product (the content of
the report) being precisely the substance of their labor. Ad-
vancement and distinction in the organization depend heavily on
the apparent creativity and insight of the particular person, who
regards his individual mental traits as unique and crucial to his
welfare. Like the independent intellectual, the staff worker
evolves a petty bourgeois mentality.

Staffs have their own bureauecratic hierarchy, with analysts at
the base and a series of managers above them. The staff can
become large in absolute numbers, although for economic reasons
it must always stay within proportion to the line organization.
There is an interweaving of the petty bourgeois intellectual
mentality and the petty bourgeois thinking that arises out of the
relations of authority. Yet the petty producer’s outlook develops
in the lowest staff analyst, who, even though his unit be attached
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to the office of the president and even though his invegtjgmy:
take him to various managers who must answer hig gy o
: nags Wer his Questigy
has no authority. The division of mental and manus] labor g 8,
independent source of petty bourgeois thinking. ‘ a
This thinking is accentuated by the fact that “the intéllectum :
. . . . . 18
not in contact with things, but with their symbols.” (Ahmatj
17) The brute obstacle-ness of matter impresses itself every t,ia.
on the manual worker—the repairman who cannot get a motgy tﬁ
run even though “everything is like it is supposed to be,” the
machinist who works to a close tolerance or throws the piece on
the scrap heap, the construction worker whose rotary saw cutg
wood and also himself unless he is careful, and the miney who
moves earth always ready to cave in on him. The thinker and
planner writes the proposal; its logic is internally consistent, byt
it has not been tested in full operation. The author, lecturer, ang
entertainer convey images that must be persuasive to the aygi.
ence but still may not conform to reality. Unchecked by matter,
the mind of the intellectual can nurture illusions about its power.

Also feeding the sense of personal potency is the fact that the
intellectual studies and sums up the work, experience, and deeds
of many others. (Ahmati, p. 22) Practice is the source of theory.
The sweep and depth of the masses’ labor, even of whole histori-
cal epochs, goes into the intellectual’s work and emerges concen-
trated under his name. It is easy for him to lose sight of the fact
that the power of conceptions is derived from the life of the
masses. The intellectual often transposes his work and that of the
masses, endowing his personal mental labor with millionfold
value.

This kind of petty bourgeois thinking is concentrated most
among those who perform the most abstract or highest forms of
mental labor. Among teachers, the college professor feels the
power and freedom of personally shaping ideas and concepts fajl'
more than the elementary school teacher, whose main concern is
not developing the subject matter but rather passing it into the
brains and muscles of a group of children. The effects of
specialized mental labor are most intense where the intellectua!
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charts new conceptual ground in a nonroutine way.

e. The Machinery of Fraud

The wage form of payment for labor power, the private family
the production relations of authority, and the division of mentai
and manual labor are only four of the many bases in social
relations for petty bourgeois consciousness among workers. They
are illusions because they lead the worker to think of his or her
labor power as individual “capital,” to be employed for “profit”
strictly on one’s own account. Capital, however, is not a thing.
Means of production exist in every form of society, but not every
society has capitalists. Only when a minority of society owns the
means of production and uses them to extract surplus labor in the
form of surplus-value do they become capital. To regard one’s
own person and its capacities for labor as capital is absurd. First,
people are a force of production, but not means of production.
Second, capital is the expansion of value into value plus surplus-
value extracted from others. One cannot exploit oneself.4* The
worker is not a capitalist.

Nor is he a petty producer, for the sale of labor power is not the
same thing as the sale of goods or services one produces oneself
for a price or fee. The exercise of labor power is one of the
constituent elements of the production of things; nerves and
sweat must be expended to make something. The petty producer
expends this labor, providing the raw materials, tools, and so
forth which must be mixed with it. Then he delivers the result to
the buyer and collects the price. The worker, in contrast, sells his
potential ability to labor to the capitalist. The labor power of the
day or month belongs to the latter, who employs the labor, the
labor power in use, on means of production the capitalist sup-
plies. The result of production belongs to the capitalist, who
intervenes between the producers and the purchasers. He, not
the worker, sells the product. :

Although the worker may regard himself as a capitalist or
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petty producer, that is, as a petty bourgeois, this illusion doeg
change him into one. The class of workers remains distinCt‘frnot
the bourgeoisie. Consciousness of the class relation Meang t}?m
the worker is aware of his class situation. Consciousnegg baseq i
subordinate relations gives the worker illusions about his ¢ s
position. 5

This false consciousness has its material bases, some of whi

: Sty ch

have been described. An individual worker May pursue secop
dary interests based on them, forgetting the basic determingnt o;
his social position, the class relation. Or the worker may simp]
be unaware of classes and have illusions that appearances like thlé
wage form constitute the real vortex of social motion that ey,
meshes the individual.

Yet the error of thinking does not spring automatically apq
unalterably from the material bases of petty bourgeois cqp.
sciousness. Material bases must be reflected in concepts that
depend not only on the material bases themselves but also on the
thinking brought to bear on them. Ptolemy and Copernicyg
observed the same stars, yet the framework of comprehension
was different. The petty bourgeois illusion among workers re-
quires a material basis, but it also requires continual misinterpre-
tation. This is provided by the various powers of ideology and
politics controlled by the capitalist class. In a capitalist society,
the worker is subjected to an enormous machinery of ideological
shaping, a machinery in service to capitalism. The institutions of
education and upbringing, the network of social information both
formal and informal (mass media and everyday habits of social
thought), and the sphere of explicit deliberation on society, the
political sphere, are all dominated by the dominant economic
class, the capitalists. It is a machinery of fraud exercised by one
class against another. Big capitalists, who own and control this
machinery—the newspapers, the television networks, the gov-
ernment, the universities, etc.—have few illusions of a petty
bourgeois nature. They are aware of the collective nature of
social production, their private ownership of the collective SQCI&I
powers of production, the class antagonism in such a situation,
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and the need to maintain class rule by getive measures of fraud
and force. All this is antithetical to the petty bourgeois world
outlook.

Just as the petty producers are nearly powerless economically
their ideology can no lon.ger serve them. Petty bourgeois ideol-,
ogy is a tool of the capitalist class against the working class.
Someone who pushes this ideology is objectively serving the
capitalist class as part of its machinery of fraud. He is not doing
any historical service to the petty producers, because it is impos-
sible to revive the petty mode of production. This is why Marx-
ists say that all ideology, including the petty bourgeois outlook,
serves either the capitalist class or the working class, 42

False consciousness is not an automatic reflection of a material
foundation. It is a class-determined cognition of some but not all
facts. The capitalists do not focus attention on classes, class
contradiction, and class struggle. But they are a materia] reality,
the fundamental reality. In ideological and political struggle we
can bring out their existence and the necessities that flow from
them. (This is discussed in Part Three.)

One area of social thinking is that concerning class itself. It is
to the examination of definitions of class peddled by the capitalist
class that we now turn.



PART TWO: ANTI-CLASS

10. The Revenue Definition of Class

Bourgeois political economists defined classes by their sourceg
of income. In a capitalist society, “Wages, profit, and rent, are
the three original sources of all revenue” (Smith, p. 52). Adam
Smith was quite aware that these three forms of revenue are
“parcelled out among different inhabitants of the country”
(tid.). '

Wages go to laborers, profits go to capitalists, and rent goes to
landlords. (Rent always means.: ground-rent; building rent is
another matter.) These are the three main classes of capitalist
society defined by Smith, Ricardo, and all adherents of the early
period of capitalist economic theorizing. The petty producer was
regarded as someone with mixed sources of revenue; he paid
himself some wages, earned profit on his stock of means of
production, and if he owned land on which he farmed, paid
himself rent.43 - -

These sources of income were seen in turn to dG:‘Pend i
ownership of “things” which were elements of production. Pro-
duction is possible only if these things come together.

70
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i A
«The produce of thta earth—all that is deriveq from its surface
by the united application of labor, machinery, and capital, i
divided among three classes of the community, namely 1’:he
proprietor of the land, the owner of the stock or ca,pital

necessary for its cultivation, and the laborers by whose indus-
try it is cultivated.” (Ricardo, p. 1)

Of principal interest to theorists of the revenye definition of
classes were the laws governing the magnitudes of the three
forms of revenue.* They saw that the sources of income were
different because the laws determining the quantity of each
operated differently. Wages and profits did not increase together
under the influence of the same conditions; it was obvious that
profits bore a relation to the size of the capital of the capitalist,
regardless of how little labor he might perform.4s Economists
also thought that the laws were natural rather than social.
Ricardo, for example, saw the proportions of rent, profit, and
wages

“. . . depending mainly on the actual fertility of the soil, on the
accumulation of capital and population, and on the skill, in-
genuity, and instruments employed in agriculture.” (Ricardo,
p.: 1)48

This last point is a good one from which to begin a critical
analysis of the revenue definition. Proponents of natural law
expound the way things must be if nature is allowed to run its
course, and then they assert without any grounds whatsoever
that these natural laws should be allowed to run their course.
Immediately after summarizing the natural conditions, such as
the state of agriculture, which regulate the magnitude of wages,
Ricardo admonishes,

“Like all other contracts, wages should be left to the fair and
free competition of the market, and should never be control-
led by the interference of the legislature.” (Ricardo, p. 61)



2 CLASSES IN THE UNITED STATES

ST

It is impossible to repeal the law of gravity. Other Natura] |y,
may be utilized to give new effects, such as the laws of ﬂuids
employed to design airplane wings with lifting force. Still, ths
law of gravity remains in force, too. Ricardo betrays feare
however, that men will try to ignore the natural laws regulatin,
wages. Smith, Ricardo, and other believers in naturs] lawg (¢
classes were really talking about economic laws, a form of socig]
law. It is true that men cannot simply wish for certain States of
society and have them; there are laws that govern Soclety. By
these laws operate in the actions of men, and by acting i,
accordance with social law, classes can change society. The
fertility of the crops does not determine the workers’ fate. The
viewpoint of social law is oriented to change; with an understang.
ing of necessity determined by the past, men by revolutionary
action can alter the prevailing social order. The earliest capitalist
economists ignored basic social change. Capitalism seemeq to
them eternal; it would always be and really had always been,
They felt that wages, profits, and rent had always existed, only
emerging more plainly to our eyes with the quantitative growth
of the wealth of nations.

The revenues of the classes seemed to be governed by natural
laws because they were based on “things”—capital, land, and
labor. To the human representative of each type of thing acerued
the revenue which really belonged to that thing. Rent was
thought to be an inherent feature of land, as was profit of means
of production. But these “things” are not things. Capital is not
the means of production, the plant and equipment and so forth.
Capital is a social relation, the relation which puts some, the
capitalists, in a position to control the use of the means of
production and to require others, the workers, to yield surplus
labor to the capitalists as a precondition of the workers’ liveli-
hood. All societies use means of production, but not all suffer this
social relation between capitalists and workers. As a socialist
country like China builds up more means of production, it does
not thereby become a capitalist society.

The revenue "definition of class was based on the private
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ownership of means of production and of ]ang (and on the free
Jaborer, possessor of the right to sel]l his labor power). Early
capitalist economists did not hide this fact byt simply assumed
that it was the only possible state of affairg 47 Ownership, how-
ever, was not seen as a social relation between people. In;tead
the relations of the capitalist to his meang of production thé
landlord to his land, and the worker to his 1aboy were regard:ad as
they appear on the surface, as three different, independent
relations to unrelated things.

Consequently, the revenues of the three classes were thought
to arise independently, too. In the view of these men, capital does
not exploit labor. Marx summarized their views.

- “Normal average profits themselves seem immanent in capital
and independent of exploitation; abnormal exploitation . . .
seems to determine only the deviations from average profit,
not this profit itself.” (Marx, Capital, 111, p. 829)

In fact, means of production cannot exploit labor; the thought
is meaningless. It is true that production requires all its natural
elements, both subjective and objective; labor alone cannot make
clothes out of air. But looms cannot receive and possess cloth;
only their owners can. The capitalist disposes of surplus labor
embodied in surplus product because of the relations of produc-
tion; the ownership of a “factor of production” is an external
appearance of this class relation. Because the different revenues
appear to derive from independent sources, “they have no inner
connection whatsoever.” (Marx, 1971, p. 503) Therefore, “they do
not stand in any hostile connection to one another” (Ibid.).
Certainly, the three classes might quarrel over the division of the
product to which each has contributed, but there are natural laws
governing the division which dictate the only stable distribution.
It is an obvious arithmetical fact that a value of annual produc-
tion, once given, can be divided in one way as opposed to another
only by increasing one portion and decreasing another. This, too,
I8 a “natural law.” But from the viewpoint of necessary factors of
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production, this arithmetical truism can never have a fundamen-
tal impact. It is entirely different to take the class point of view,
to realize that capital is a social relation by which non-laborers
dispose of the surplus labor of the working people. Then the inner
connection and antagonism are revealed: the working class pos-
sesses only its labor power and must sell it because the means of
production belong to a small class standing over and against the
working class.

The revenue definition of classes divides capitalist society into
the same groups as the Marxist definition. It recognizes the petty
producer as well as the capitalist and the worker. Its distinction
between landlords and capitalists is not important today. The
landowners, descendants of feudal lords in many cases, were
holding up the development of the industrial phase of capitalism,
a position which ran counter to the interests of capitalists,
owners of the produced means of production. The struggle be-
tween the capitalists and the landlords culminated in England
with the repeal of the Corn Laws in 1846, which had increased
the rent of agricultural land by imposing a high tariff on imported
grain. But while the division of the population into classes is
approximately the same, the two definitions lead to opposite
results when it comes to the relations between classes, or the
basis and nature of a class: one confuses physical objects and
social relations, the other gives insight into these relations.

Marx did not claim to discover the concept of classes.4® The
classical political economists, from the Physiocrats of the eigh-
teenth century through Adam Smith to David Ricardo, worked to
identify the constituent parts of the capitalist economic system
and to trace their action much as one might study an automobile
engine. Marx discovered why these forms had developed, and
therefore how they tended to develop. This was not a spectator
science; men are necessarily involved in the class struggle. MarX
understood the difference between society and a physical object
like an automobile engine, but he did not redraw the outlines of
the classes, which had been pictured fairly accurately by the
revenue definition.
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The revenue definition of class is still encountered occasionally
among Marxist and semi-Marxist thinkers.4® The most prominent
example is Maurice Dobb, once a Marxist but later a capitalist
theorist. In his Marxist period he vacillated on the definition of
class. In 1937 he wrote that “a class is to be defined in terms of a
common source of income, which lays the basis of a common
interest” (Dobb, 1955, p. 95). In this essay, Dobb felt that the
importance of class lies in its relation to a basic social antagonism,
but he never explained clearly how class was bound up with
necessary antagonism. This is because he used the revenue
definition of classes just quoted. Given independent sources of
income in three natural factors of production, no basis for an-
tagonism exists.

In a study of the history of capitalism, Dobb rejected the
revenue definition of class: “Nor is it sufficient to say simply that
a class consists of those who derive their income from a common
source” (Dobb, 1963, p. 15). Instead, the important things are
“the relationship in which the group . . . stands to the process of
production,” “the concentration of ownership of the means of
production in the hands of a class,” and the use of capital “to yoke
labor to the creation of surplus-value in production.” (pp. 15, 7, 8)
It may be significant that Dobb was clearest on the subject of
class when writing about the origins of capitalism but reverted to
the revenue definition when speaking publicly about capitalism
today. .

Classical political economy told the working class that its
position was inevitable, that attempts at reform could only make
things worse. To the individual worker, there was held’out the
Possibility of his acquiring some capital.>° After Ricardo’s death
in 1823, plain, unvarnished statements of at least the appearance
of things were not made, and the element of dt}llberate fraud in
economic writing increased. Apologetics and lies took over be-
cause of the intensification of the class struggle, such as the
Chartist movement of the English workers and the revolutions of
1848 on the European continent. The working class had more
economic and social strength than during the French Revolution,
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for example, so it felt that things could be changed. At the same
time, the gulf between classes widened, the minimum require-
ments to set up shop as a capitalist rose beyond the chance of a
worker to save money and start a business, and the examples of
individual mobility from working class to capitalist class became
too few to support the illusion of opportunity. For awhile, vulgar
economists struggled to calm the working class with twistings of
the revenue definition of class. But it was no use. The capitalists
therefore abandoned the revenue definition of class. This was
accomplished by use of a transitional conception, which preceded
the modern, completely false definitions of capitalist fraud today.



11. The Transition to Apologetics: Max
Weber

Max Weber, one of the fathers of the capitalist discipline of
sociology, hated and feared the working class, opposed socialism,
and campaigned against Marxism and truth in social science.
Born in 1864, the year of the founding of the International
Worldngmen’s Association, Weber was 18 when Marx died in
1883, 25 when the Second International of workers’ parties was
organized in 1889, and 31 when Engels died in 1895. The field was
open for bright young men to distort and “refute” Marxism.
Weber was 44 when the 1905 Revolution broke out in tsarist
Russia, and 53 at the time of the October Revolution of 1917. He
died in 1920.

_ Although Weber defended the capitalist class in practical poli-
ties and took a reactionary stand during the German proletar.lan
revolution of 1918, his principal contributions to the capitalists
Were ideological. In particular, he offered ideas of groupings to
replace class. The revenue definition of the major classes by their
respective sources of income (wages, profits and interest., and
rent), despite its obscuring of social relations and denial of
exploitation, was unsatisfactory to the capitalist class because 1t

17
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still identified the main classes and something of their bases of
income. Capitalists needed a picture which drew the lines of
division completely wrong and which covered up entirely the
economic basis of classes. It took some time to create theories
which accomplished these acrobatics of fantasy. Max Weber is an
important transitional figure who helped to work out the main

lines of the job. :
Traces of the old revenue definition of classes survive 1n

Weber’s writing. He says, “ ‘Property’ and ‘lack of property’ are,
therefore, the basic categories of all class situations.” He spea
of “the entrepreneurial function” and “chances to share . . . in
returns on capital” as attributes of “the propertied” (Weber,
1946, p. 182). Here Weber lingers to the old idea that a thing
called capital produces its own return and that its human rep-
resentative supposedly earns income by taking risks and organiz-
ing and managing productive activity. '

Weber moved away from this picture of the “factors of produc-
tion.” He says, “The economic order is for us merely the way in
which economic goods and services are distributed and used.”
(Ibid., p. 181) Where do economic goods come from, so that they
may then be distributed and consumed? The sphere of production
does not exist for Weber. The early capitalist often knew some-
thing about what was happening in the shop; by the time of
Weber, whole sections of capitalists had become largely divorced
from production. Goods simply appeared, like wild berries on 2
forest bush. As an ideologist for the capitalist class, Weber
articulated what it saw, and then this world view was imposed on
society as a whole, including the working class, through the
schools, press, and other tools of intellectual domination in the
hands of the capitalists.

When discussing class, Weber therefore ignored production-51
Also playing down the sphere of consumption, he concentrated on
the market. For Weber, one’s class situation is one’s mal‘k’e,f
situation. “ ‘Class situation’ is . . . ultimately ‘market situation.
(Weber, 1946, p. 182).52 The specific character of what one brings
to the market determines one’s “class”:
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“We may speak of a ‘class’ when (1) a number of people have in
common a specific causal component of their life chances, in so
far as (2) this component is represented exclusively by
economic interests in the possession of goods and oppor-
tunities for income, and (3) is represented under the conditions
of the commodity or labor markets.” (Ibid., p. 181)%3

Weber went so far in requiring a market source of income as to
deny at one point that slaves were a class!

“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.” (Ibid., p. 183)%

These remarks might appear to recognize a social relation.
They do, but only a market relation, not a relation of production.
The capitalist begins a cycle of production and exploitation with
money. He converts it into the constituent elements of produc-
tion: he buys the instruments of production, the raw materials,
the premises of work, and the labor power needed to activate
them. All these must be available on the market, including
workers who need to sell their labor power. After these elements
have been assembled, the process of production and, the aspect
that interests the capitalist, the process of exploiting surplus-
value occur. The results of production, bearing surplus-vglue, are
then sold by the capitalist, converting these commodities back
into money. The capitalist’s sole aim is that the proceeds shal.l be
larger than the quantity of money originally con\fert-ed into
elements, both dead and living, of production. The capitalist cycle
of exploitation follows the sequence of 1) conversion of money
into commodities (M-C), 2) production, and 3) conversion of
commodities into money (C-M). In total, the sequence is M-C-M.
Two markets are involved. The first market is the one t_hat
appears to be reflected in Weber’s method of economic grouping.
SUPPOSGdly, Weber defines a class by what it bn.ngs to this
market. The worker brings his labor power to it. But the
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capitalist does not bring means of production to this may),
simply buys with money all the elements of production Hee}: - He
a seller on this market at all, but rather a buyer. g biye 1}8 No
Power from workers and he buys machinery and Supplie ffv;bor
other capitalists. These latter, however, are realizing the valom
and surplus-value in the results of production; they are o t}l:e
second stage, C-M, of the sequence M-C-M. ;

The worker has only labor power to sell. Under cg
a commodity. He sells it for a money wage or sal
turn he spends on the commodities he needs
transportation, housing and education for himself and his family
The sequence of his life cycle in the market is 1) conversijgp of
labor-power into wages (C-M), 2) labor for the capitalist, anq 3)
expenditure of his money on the necessities of life (M-C). In total
the sequence is C-M-C. The worker is a seller of labor power oy
the market Weber looks at. By comparison, we see that in the
case of the capitalist Weber is not interested in the same market,
for this perspective might lead to an examination of capitalist
production. Instead, Weber is interested, despite oceasional ref.
erences to the contrary, in the capitalists’ sales of products t,
realize surplus-value. The things he brings to market determine
his class situation. When Weber says, “Ownership or non-
ownership of material goods or of definite skills constitute the
‘class-situation,” ” (W eber, 1946, p. 405), he appears to be speak-
ing about the ownership of means of production in the case of the
capitalists. His writing is thoroughly confused on this point. To
remain consistent in the market approach to economic groupings,
Weber must mean the goods resulting from production, not those
brought to it. This is absurd, of course.

So much for the clarity and depth of Weber’s “theory.” The
payoff is the great variety of “classes.” In the most abstract
terms, Weber had spoken of property and the lack of property as
the basic class situations. In a capitalist society we may think of
these as capitalists and workers. Weber then differentiates both
groups according to their market power. Capitalists who own

Pitalism it is
ary ’ WhiCh in
to live—fooq
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buildings are in a different class than capitalists who own fac-
tories, and they in turn are different from capitalists who own
mines (Weber, 1946, p. 182). According to Weber, merchants,
shipowners, industrial entrepreneurs, agribusinessmen, and
bankers each constitute a different class (Weber, 1968, p. 304).
Or, “the propertied, for instance, may belong to the class of
rentiers or to the class of entrepreneurs.” (Weber, 1946, p. 182)

The capitalist class, owner of all the means of production and
exploiter of surplus labor from the working class, has disap-
peared. Weber pushes the conflict between industry and banking
over the division of surplus-value to the fore, while obscuring the
extraction of surplus laborin a process of production, of expendi-
ture of abstract labor.

The division of the capitalist class into many “classes” is not the
contribution for which sociologists remember Weber. While
there has been some effort to tell people that the capitalist class is
splitting up, as in talk about the alleged separation of ownership
and control of capital with the extension of management, this
digression has been a minor trail. Sociologists especially like
Weber’s division of the working class. Weber puts workers into
different groups “according to the kind of services that can be
offered in the market.” (Weber, 1946, p. 182) Acquired or “defi-
nite” skills distinguish classes, since workers can sell their labor
Power at different rates according to skill. Laborers are divided
according to “varying qualification: a) skilled b) semi-skilled ¢)
unskilled.” (Weber, 1968, p. 304) Then there are classes of
“workers with monopolistic qualifications and skills (natural, or
acquired through drill or training).” (Weber, 1968, p. 304) In the
case of workers endowed with natural skills but unfortunate
enough to have been born to parents without property, we have
the biological determination of class. On the other hand, indi-
vidual workers wishing to change their class do not need to alter
Social relations; they need only acquire a new skill and takeit toa
New and entirely different market for this kind of labor power. It
Is almost as good as becoming a capitalist.



32 CLASSES IN THE UNITED STATES

Weber ends where he began: every individug] constitys
class unto himself: 4

“In principle, the various controls over consumey g0oq
means of production, assets, resources and skijls each cqpg ?
tute a particular class situation. A uniform clasg Situati :
prevails only when completely unskilled and Property] g

es
sons are dependent on irregular employment.” (Weber Slgﬁeg‘
p. 302) ’ ,

Weber advocates here the idea that proletarians ar
with no skills or job security whatsoever. It is
interpretation of labor as pure expenditure of untraineq
muscle.*® Labor is conceived in a physiological sense, indepep.
dent of all social qualities and relations. No such thing exists, of
course. Physiologically, all labor is wear on nerves as well ag
muscles, although not all activity is labor. The wage or salary
worker is defined by nonownership of means of production and by
forced surplus labor as a result. But if pure muscle power is taken
as an extreme case, then Weber can easily assert that most
classes are “middle classes,” another theme that sociologists
repeat with enthusiasm. “In between [such classes as rentiers
and paupers] are the various ‘middle classes’ (Mittelstands-
klassen), which make a living from their property or their acquired
skills.” (Weber, 1968, p." 803) By listing property and skills
together, Weber causes the dividing line between capitalists and
workers to disappear.

Weber carefully distinguished at the outset between class
situation and class. Individuals are in a class situation, or market
situation as defined above. Then, “ ‘Class’ means all persons In
the same class situation.” (Ibid., p. 302) Ignoring social relations,
Weber begins with the individual and works from there. He
obtains only a scheme of classification, perhaps supplemented
occasionally by networks of feeling between individuals. N ever1s
he aware that class societies are fundamentally divideq 1'nt0
classes, and that individuals only exist within classes. This 15 8
bald petty bourgeois approach.

€ only thege
based on gy,
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Weber was quite proud of seizing on market differences,
especially skills, to make class vanish. He felt it was a death blow
to the science of Marx:

“The unfinished last part of Karl Marx's Capital apparently
was intended to deal with the issue of class unity in the face of
skill differentials.” (Weber, 1968, p. 305)

What are we to make of these market and skill variations?
Differences in skills do affect the particular jobs workers can
compete for, and there will usually be some variation in income,
too. If one wants to account for such individual differences in
income, one may study these phenomena. This is what interests
Weber. He wants to know about the economic determinants of
“their life chances,” the “probability of 1. procuring goods 2.
gaining a position in life and [this is a joke] 3. finding inner
satisfactions” (Weber, 1946, p. 181 and 1968, p. 302). We have
here a historical root of another substitute conception for class
that flowered later, strata defined by amount of income.

Forgotten, or never revealed, in this use of the word class for
minor phenomena of the market are the relations to production
and the question of surplus labor. No matter at what price and for
What particular skill a worker is able to sell his labor power to a
capitalist, his labor is still abstract labor as well as concrete, and
he yields unpaid labor to the capitalist. The latter hires the
former only to exploit him of surplus labor. If it does not happ.en
that way, the capitalist lays him off, regardless of the potential
social contribution of the worker’s skill. It is to avoid looking at
this class relation that Weber applies the term class to minor
Variations in the market of the class relation. These vari.altlons in
N0 way change the basic content of production relations. As
variations in the price of a commodity, labor power, they presup-
Pose that labor power is a commodity, that the worker mus.t gffer
his labor power for sale to a class with interests antagonistic to
those of himself and his own class. :

After beginning with the distinction of propertied a}nd unprop-
ertied and then approaching the view that every man is a class by
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himself, Weber regroups individuals into four socig] clasgeg

“Social classes are a) the working class as a whole—the i
So, the more automated the work process becomes, b) :}l;e |
petty bourgeoisie, ¢) the propertyless intelligentsiy , : |
specialists (technicians, various kinds of white-collgp e;d |
ployees, civil servants—possibly with considerable goeiy) dif- |
ferences depending on the cost of their training), d) the Classes: |

privileged through property and education.” (Weber, 1968 D
305) i

In this list all thinking about relation to the means of produc.
tion and to the class possession of surplus labor has disappeareq, |
Two of the four classes, ¢) and d), do not even have names. One of
them, d), might appear to be the capitalist class, but it is not, At
most, those “privileged through property and education” are the
inheritors of wealth, what is popularly known as the old rich. But
as owners of the means of production and exploiters as well gs
beneficiaries of surplus-value, the capitalist class is absent from
this scheme.

Although naming the working class, Weber clearly refers only
to those without special skills or job security. As the class of
laborers who must sell their capacities, whether of muscle or
brain, and work with means provided by a capitalist interested
only in profit out of the operation, the working class includes
many people in the unlabeled category c) as well. Weber, in
regrouping his myriad of individual classes, splits the working
class between blue collar and white collar workers. This is
another of his contributions to capitalist sociology.

What a fine scheme, then, to list four classes, among which_ the
capitalist is not really to be found and the working class is divided
up, spread about, and misnamed. All sight of class relations bas
been banished. Nominally, Weber’s eriterion for social classes1s 8
grouping of individual “class situations within which individual
and generational mobility is easy and typical.” (Weber, 1968, p-
302) However, no evidence is offered to defend the use of such 3
rule, nor to arrive at the particular list and description of four
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classes a) to d). The alleged criterion merely introduces the
theme of individual migration from one eclass to another; this is
another idea that later sociologists took up and studied while
paying no attention to relations between the classes among which
a few individuals migrate.

Of course, Weber wrote on other subjects besides class. He
tried to submerge the topic among them. After shifting class
from the arena of production to the market, to the arena of
exchange, Weber moved on to the sphere of consumption. The
pattern of consumption, a person’s lifestyle, Weber called the
basis of grouping by status, which he opposed to class. He tried
to assert that social action depended as much or more on status
groupings than on class relations. Whatever the influence of
status, it is clear that consumption depends on the product of
necessary labor (for the working class) or of surplus labor (for the
capitalist class). Status can never be more fundamental in a class
society than class relations. The detailed examination of Weber’s
doctrine of status groupings lies outside the scope of this book.

Throughout his discussion of class, Weber drives toward the
individual and his position within a given social system. Weber
runs away from considering the social system itself and its
character as the system of one class against another. In the study
of class systems Weber wrongly emphasizes the lot of a class
under a mode of production, particularly marginal changes in Fhe
fortune of individual members of classes. But the basic thing
about the nature and evolution of class systems, given the fact
that none is eternal, is the mode of production regarded as 1§he
System of one class and the appearance in one mode of production
of a class which will replace it with another system. Weber
avoided such concerns because they meant in his time as in ours
the end of capitalism and the struggle of the working class to give
birth to itg mode of production, socialism. Therefqre3 Web_er
“illustrates ‘class action’ primarily as struggles within social
Systems rather than between social systems.” (Cox, 1950, p. 227)
To define class situation as market situation serves this evasion.
Market analysis is concerned only with quantitative .ch‘c‘-n.%"‘”—‘S n
Prices and in marginal changes in the share of classes in the total
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2 . . . \
product. The origin of this product in antagonistic socjq) relat;
Ons

and its consequent stamp with the sweat of necessary a54 sup
labor, each in some definite proportion, is hiddep. At Plug

. Mo
market analysis can measure the share of labor power, it 8t,
price. This is the concern of business unionism, the marketinreal
labor power on business principles. Weber approaches th, Stag of
of trade union bureaucrats as his most leftward positiop_ (At ?ﬁe
same time this says that these particular labor leaderg :
Weberians and anti-working class in their theory of classes.)aﬁe |
denies the working class its own social system. Webep explicitle'
admits lack of interest in the course of social development, Thbe
natural law of the revenue theorists is gone. The latter, although
regarding the laws of development as physical laws rathey than
taking social relations of production as their subject, at Jeast tried
to project the course of the capitalist system. Weber, particularly
in his theory of class, abandons the question. He is g self-
proclaimed thinker in the small.

Weber’s outlook on classes plays a transitional role. The rey-
enue definition had gone a certain distance, then split into twg
trends. On one side, the science of political economy continueq to
develop; on the other side, scientific thinking was abandoned in
favor of sophistry and apologetics for capitalism. Weber is a
transitional figure in the second, descending path. His writing
shows traces of the earlier justification for exploitation, but only
as vestiges of a now untenable ideological defense. Weber re-
tained something of the class lines of division but subdivided and
regrouped sections of society. He developed for capitalist
sociologists a number of conceptions which they were to take up,
completely shedding all references to classes as they really exist.
In this sense, Weber is a seminal figure, although as clear
theorist, penetrating scientist, or sharp polemicist, he holds
absolutely no credentials. He made his contribution in the area of
confused and fantastic abstractions, removed from both SU{'faCe
appearances and basic currents underlying social life. It 1slt}f]l |
detailed development of hints in Weber’s writing, along Wltt
speculation on secondary changes in capitalist societies, that -
Weber’s successors devoted themselves.



A. Occupation

12. The Substitution of Occupation for
Class

a. The Concept of Occupations

When the army of workers marches off to set the means of
production in motion, they disperse to a great many fronts and
perform a variety of tasks. They turn lathes and operate punch
presses. They type and file. They drive locomotives, hold down
stations on assembly lines, and supply and maintain photocopy
machines. They draw blueprints, stack pallets, guide airplanes
onto runways, and take X-rays. They put up house frames and
they operate computers. They repair automobiles, catalog books
into libraries, dig coal, sort tomatoes, cast iron, and ring up
groceries. This variety of activities gives workers a number of
different occupations.

If one asks a sociologist about class, one is likely to hear about
Occupations.>® Sociologists group activities into broad occupa-
tional categories. They describe how income, education, mental
health, and child rearing practices vary with occupation. Elabo-
rate methods of ranking occupations are worked out and drgssed
up in statistical symbolism. The principal topic used to divert
attention from class is oceupation.
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Occupation is not class.57 It is not the economic basis of classes.
Occupation and class are related, but still they are independent
concepts at their roots. The relation of the two can be studied and
understood only after recognizing this independence. To cover
over class by talking about occupations and putting class labels on
occupational phenomena is a subterfuge of the crudest sort.

Occupations, types of work activity, are principally differen-
tiated by the technical division of labor and the various relations
of production. When men specialize in one part of the productive
process, they are defining a niche within a technical division of
labor. Instead of producing all the items needed for social life,
they each produce only some. And instead of producing the
product from raw material to completed form, they perform only
one act of labor in the series needed to create the product. An
intermediate product is received, an operation performed, and a
further intermediate product, or a final result, handed on. The
steel cube goes into the milling machine, and the operator makes
it into a semi-finished engine block. The various places in this
technical division of labor are sites of different occupations.®®

While capitalist thinkers recognize the technical basis of occu-
pation, they generally overlook another one, the relations 0
production other than class. Some manage and supervise, others
are supervised—the relations of authority differentiate occupa-
tions. The separation of productive activity into a planning phase
apq a phase of executing scheduled tasks is not only a technical
division of labor, but also a relation of production. The finer
technical subdivision of labor into specialized sub-tasks 1S 2
consequence of the growing collective work relations, the disap-
pearance of individual working situations. A station on an assem-
bly line arises in this way, while an author may still research,
compose, and type his manuseript. Occupations are distinguished
In part by the collective or individual production relations.

_ But the technical division of labor and the relations of produc-
tion other than class refer only to concrete labor, to labor of a

definite and specific type. Regard labor as abstract labor, as
labor without reference to any particular characteristics but
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merely as the exercised power of human muscle, nerves, and
tissue in time, and occupation disappears. As laborers drawing
down on the labor time available to a society in a given period, a
truck driver and a miner cannot be told apart.

Classes are defined with regard to surplus labor, which can be
identified only by regarding social labor in the abstract. Only by
setting aside the particularities of concrete labor and looking at
the flow of abstract labor in a society can we see the existence of
different classes, one providing surplus labor to another class,
the latter disposing of the surplus labor of the former class. It is
impossible to observe both class and occupation at the same time.
This fact is obvious in a capitalist society, where two persons may
engage in the same concrete labor but stand in different relations
to the means of production. A truck driver may own his own rig
and be a petty producer, or he may be an employee of a trucking
line. The two still drive trucks.5?

We have, therefore, to trace how capitalist thinkers have
confused class and occupation and to observe the real connection
between class relations on the one hand and the technical division
of labor and other production relations on the other hand.

b. The History of Occupational Categories

In the United States, Census officials have claimed the ﬁ.rst
social grouping framed around occupation instead of class relation
to the means of production and surplus labor. William C. Hunt, a
chief statistician for the Bureau of the Census, grouped “gainful
workers” into the following “classes” in 1897:

A.The proprietor class

B. The clerical class

C. Skilled workers
D. The laboring class (Alba Edwards, p. 2n.)

Carroll Wright, Hunt’s director, explained the mez}ning of these
groups by enumerating the occupations that comprised each one.
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——

The proprietor class consists of owning farmers, “bankers, bro-
kers, manufacturers, merchants, and dealers,” as well as profes-
sionals. The clerical class is made up of salesmen and agents,
bookkeepers, and clerks. Skilled workers include engineers,
metal workers, printers, railroad employees, and textile work-
ers. The laboring class consists of farmworkers, boatmen and
fishermen, laborers, miners, messengers, servants, ete. (Wright,
1900, pp. 254-55) :

The working class has been made to disappear. Some are in 4
laboring class, while others, skilled workers, are not even given a
definite class name. Still other workers are in a separate clerical
class. Along with the change in the basis of grouping from class
relation to occupation has come a fragmentation of the growing
working class into smaller groups.

Class relations cannot, however, be banished entirely. The
“proprietor class” is defined on a mixed basis; Wright lists both
occupations and sections of classes. A farmer must be a propri-
etor to be listed here, while agricultural wage workers are 111
the “laboring class.” The list of four classes has no unified basis of
definition; both occupation and class relation are used, neither
one systematically.

Within the “proprietor class” are really two classes, capitalists
and petty producers. In the era of trusts, jumbling the two
served to hide the concentration of capital and the Opposfltmn
between the petty bourgeoisie and the new monopoly capitalists.

The list of four “classes” introduces a persistent ther_ne of
occupational substitutes for class, the notion of rank and hierar-
chy. Classes properly defined are groups with relations ?nd
antagonisms between them. Part of the analysis of classes 11 &
specific mode of production, like capitalism or feudalism, 1S -
investigate and discover these relations and antagonisms. This 1S
what Karl Marx’s Capital is all about. The specific class relations
must be discovered in the actual relations to the means of
production; they are not and cannot be contained in the g?neral
notion of class. What would the corresponding relations be 1n the
case of an occupational grouping? In the first instance, one could
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trace the position of occupations in the technical division of labor
and in some of the relations of production. The technical position
of occupations is of no essential interest for political economy and
social science. It is a matter for the student of technology and the
industrial administrator, and while the results of their studies
contribute to political economy, they are not basic foundations
prerequisite to the study of class relations. When the many
occupations are grouped into broad collections, these technical
relations largely disappear. Relations of production are more
Important, as we shall see later. But the approach of capitalist
ideologists has been another one. All real relations between the
groupings are lost, and in their place the vulgar analyst concerns
himself with imposing a hierarchy of ranks on the list of occupa-
tional categories. Wright refers to the various occupations as
“walks of activity,” from “the lowest walks of activity” to “the
higher walks.” There are the “higher stratum” and the “lower
stratum.” (Wright, p. 254) This ranking of strata has become a
fundamental characteristic of capitalist sociology. Sociologists
prefer to avoid the term class as much as possible and to speak
instead of “social. stratification.”

The enthusiasm for ranking arises from inability to investigate
and discover the actual social relations between classes. Instead,
the various occupational collections, between which there are no
material connections or antagonisms, are put along some kind of
scale of higher and lower. In the particular example by Hunt, it is
not surprising that capitalists are at the top and workers at the
bottom.

In 1938, Alba Edwards revised the occupational grouping that
Hunt had substituted for class. Once again, particular o o
tions were collected in a set of broad categories and advertlg,ed as
“a grouping that brings together all of the workers belonging to
the same social-economic class.” (Edwards, p.1) Edwardsarranged
Occupations into six main groups:

1. Professional persons

2. Proprietors, managers, and officials

3. Clerks and kindred workers
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4. Skilled workers and foremen

5. Semiskilled workers

6. Unskilled workers (Edwards
No concept of social-economic class iIs given; he ¢ i b.2)

: ; : %l Clines },
enumerating the particular occupations comprising each groy y

Comparing the 1938 list with the 1897 list, one can obseg
both more confusion of class with oceupation and some economie
developments. Edwards divided the manual occupationsg, rep?
resented as skilled workers and the laboring class in 1897, int,
three groups by approximate level of skill. The solidarity of the
working class is thus further broken up by the magic of
categories. The three-part division also reflects the growth of
mass production and assembly line methods, which Sprea
throughout industry after World War I.

Professional persons have been separated out from ppy.
prietors, conforming to the growth of the salaried contingent of
professionals, who can no longer be grouped among owners with
any semblance of reality. The proprietors have been combined
with managers and officials, also a salaried group to a large
extent, and the entire category pushed to a rank beneath profes-
sional persons. This is in keeping with the decline of the petty
bourgeoisie in both proportion of the population and economic
power.

Capitalists are nicely obscured from view in this occupational
scheme. The grouping suggests that everyone is a worker. The
whole collection is referred to as the “labor force” or the “gainful
workers.” If everyone is of one class, then classes have disap-
peared. The six-way division reinforces this impression, for it
asserts that the only important difference is a non-class distine-
tion of occupational category. The four-class breakdown by Hunt
was obviously constructed unsystematically, reflecting both cla:ss
and occupation. While a trace of the same problem remains in
Edwards’ grouping, proprietors are no longer the first group by
themselves, but only part of the second group. Proprietorship 1s
not regarded as a property relation but as a concrete form of
work similar to management. This achieves greater consistency,
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4t the expense of losing all reflection of ¢lagg realities in the
e.
Sc}fEe(l;,ardS subdivided some groups, giving twelye in all:
1. Professional persons
9. Proprietors, managers, and officials
5. Farmers (owners and tenants)
b. Wholesale and retail dealers
c. Other
3. Clerks and kindred workers
4. Skilled workers and foremen
5. Semiskilled workers
a. Semiskilled workers in manufacturing
b. Other
6. Unskilled workers
a. Farm laborers
b. Factory and building construetion laborers
c. Other laborers
d. Servant classes (Edwards, p.2)
It is apparent that the basis of subdividing some of the groups
is not occupation but industry. In the censuses of the nineteenth
century, occupation and industry were not distinguished. Today
they are. This is a product of the development of the division of
labor, which has destroyed particular crafts and given rise to
activities and skills which may be exercised with little change on
a variety of subjects of labor. An iron molder had to work with
iron or some other metal at most. But an assembly line operative
performs a routine and simple operation at his station; whether
he is turning bolts (on one of a variety of products), loading and
starting a machine, or inspecting, the basic characteristics of the
operation—speed, repetition, rhythm—do not depend on the
particular subject of labor to a crucial degree. Edwards’ introduc-
tion of industrial subdivision recognizes the partial separation of
occupation and industry in the division of labor.
Edwards commented that the six groups could be even more
simply regarded as two collections of groups, the “hand workers
and head workers” (Alba Edwards, p. 1). The first three are
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mental workers; the workers with: skill are manyg] Work
Capitalist ideologists have paid increasing attention ¢, o
theme. The division of mental and manual occupations ljeg att
F)asis of the contrast between white collar and blye collar Wht.he
In turn supports the distinction between “midd]e CIas,s” amh
“working class.”6° Historically, the appearance of this pajrnd
“class” terms depends on the submergence of classes proper?f
defined beneath an occupational grouping. y

The twelve categories of 1938 consolidated the sy
occupation for class. Since then the changes in cens
have been matters of detail only. The breakdown
the 1970 Census was as follows:

Professional, technical, and kindred workers

Managers and administrators, except farm

Sales workers

Clerical and kindred workers

Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers

Operatives, except transport

Transport equipment operatives

Laborers, except farm

Farmers and farm managers

Farm laborers and farm foremen

_Service workers, except private household
Private household workers

References to proprietors are gone. To be an owner is merely
to be one species of manager, a type of worker. Only in agricul-
ture is there still a hint of different relations to the means of
production.

Professional persons have been given a more descriptive name
In recognition of the large number of occupations which in no way
resemble the traditional professions of doctor, lawyer, and minis-
ter. Other changes, such as the combination of factory and other
nonfarm laborers under one heading, are changes of detail.

Everyone is a worker, and therefore the only meaningful
distinctions can be among workers, such as occupational distinc-
tions. This is the message of the table. The monopoly capitalists

bstitution of
US categorigg
employed by
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i particular disappear from view. As the concentration of capital
e raised .the.contradlctlon. betwgen their small numbers ang
peir exploitation of an entire society to the most intense an-
tagonismm, the statisticians have simply erased such 3 handful of
ersons. ;
Twelve categories are too many to describe the basic lines of

division in a society. They are necessarily recombined into larger
groupings-



13. Class and the White Collar
Occupations

a. General

There is a middle class composed largely of white collar mem-
bers of the labor force—this is the main contention of writers who
substitute occupation in place of class. They separate the white
collar occupations (clerical, sales, managerial, and professional
and technical occupations) from the blue collar workers and call
them a class. This is not simply a discussion about the facts of
occupation; these theories substitute the concept of occupation
for that of class. The negative result of this maneuver is the
Important thing: attention is drawn away from relations to the
means of production and from surplus labor and product.

What new “middle class” has appeared under capitalism? In
class terms, none. Do white collar employees stand in a different
relation to the means of production than workers, petty produc-
ers, or capitalists? No, white collar employees can all be ac-
counted for by division among these classes. How do they star}d
in relation to surplus labor? Those who receive surplus-value In
the form of a salary bigger than any payment for labor power

96
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pave been accounted members of the' capitalist clas
four). When that calculation of the d1v1smr.x of society into clagses
T made, 1O problerfl arose with occupation in general nor with
white collar workers in particular. Those persons in white collar
work who operate.busmc'esses by themselves are petty producers.
A consulting engineer 1s as much a petty producer as 5 self.
employed plumber or electnclar}. The great majority of white
collar workers are sellers of their labor power, members of the
working class. They must sell their ability to labor in order to
survive; this is their source of income. They perform both neces-
sary and surplus labor.®* They cannot go into business for them.
selves because they lack th.e means of production—office byild-
ings and equipment, hospitals and equipment, or stores and
merchandise.

How to create a new class separate from the working class and
diminishing its ranks is the problem faced by the capitalist-
minded social theorist. The answer can only be to forget about
the criterion of class and to argue from another characteristic.
Occupation is the chosen one. Yet there are too many occupa-
tions, thousands of them, and even too many broad occupational
groupings, a dozen or so. The super-grouping of white collar
workers emerges as the vehicle of confusion.

The dividing line between white collar and blue collar occupa-
tions is not easily grounded in a theoretical distinction. Their
incomes overlap; most clerks earn less than most craftsmen, for
example. At one time, the distinction was supposed to be that
between a wage and a salary.®2 The blue collar worker was paid
for each hour; the salaried person gave his employer not hours
but his whole being (often specified in rules that governed
soclalizing and leisure activities). Supposedly, the white collar
employee was something of a partner in the business or on his
way to becoming a partner in return for this loose and total claim
on his time. The illusion has long since gone, and today most
biweekly or monthly salaries are essentially wages, as proved by

the application of strict hourly equivalent rates for measured
overtime,

S (see chapter
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Education is no dividing line either. o

Too mg
V\_forkers have and must have the same amount ofnfirblue Colly,
Jon as many white collar workers. mal €dugy,
Differences have existed between white co]]

( ar g
workers with regard to secondary attributes ] il

; < ue ¢q
lke Si1ze uar

measurement of labor time, mobility, and educatioy Ofrlncome,
main, although diminished. In any event, these Characée .he_y re.
not define the division of white collar and blue collay: tlll’lStlcs d_o
tion is supposed to be clear before examining these,difsedeﬁm-
and similarities, on all of which there is considerab]e 'enceg
between individuals from each half of the divide. Overlay
The general distinction most frequently offered as the definj

difference between white collar and blue collar occupations ig thnt
between primarily mental labor and primarily manual op musci.
lar labor.®® Yet students of the problem have admitted that

“it is plainly impossible to draw a hard and fast line betweep
those occupations characterized principally by the exercise of
muscular force or manual dexterity and those characterizeq

chiefly by the exercise of mental force or ingenuity” (Alba
Edwards, p. 1).

Since Edwards made this observation 40 years ago, the gray area
of clerical work has become larger and grayer.®4 Edwards com-
bined muscular force and manual dexterity to get the blue collar
grouping. Many clerical jobs require as much dexterity as the
average operative job and as little nonroutine use of the brain.
Who is doing more mental work, a tomato sorter or a
keypuncher?

The difference is not in the worker’s use of mind or brute force,
but in the subject of labor—the product itself or the accounting
symbol. This is perhaps the most nearly solid distinetion between

blue collar and white collar work. This difference in the subjectof |

labor clearly has little to do with the class relation or even \:;151}1
secondary social qualities of work like pay and working Cf:l al
tions. For various reasons, labor on symbols grows .
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nopoly capitalism f.aster than labor on prodycts s i
?}?is 11; the hjfiden l?aSIS of the gx"owth of the white com:;iig.
which capitalist writers have seized upon ag 5 new class undex’-
capii:alism- : : .

Besides occupations worl_upg with things or symbols, there is a

oup of jobs whqse practitioners work with people. They are
ineluded in the white collar.occupations. But to call white collar
workers those who work with symbols or people makes it clear
what a grab bag the category is. What makes a physicist closer to
a politician than_ to a mach1ms}:? A few occupations stand at one
pole of the relations o.f authority or at one pole of the division of
the labor of conception from the labor of executing planned
tasks—managers, especially higher managers; scientists; ete.
The super-grouping of white collar workers associates vast num-
bers of jobs which do not stand at such extremes with these few
exceptional positions. There are also a number of occupations of
political and social manipulation found in class society or
monopoly capitalist society in particular, such as politician, cler-
gyman, or psychoanalyst, which are placed at the head of the list
of white collar occupations for the same purpose of rubbing off
their attributes onto many others who do not possess them
intrinsically.

In order to understand what the occupation theorists of class
are doing, it is necessary to look at the several occupational
groupings within the white collar category. This method is histor-
ically correct, for capitalist writers have taken up these group-
ings one after another as the main focus. The commentaries have
followed the numerical growth of each grouping to a significant
size. “White collar” once meant clerks, when this occupational
grouping was expanding. Now professional and technical work-
ers are the prime example. A growing sector received attention
as the core of the so-called middle class precisely when its
secondary distinguishing qualities, such as greater income, were
reverting to the working-class average under the inexorab}e
force of the class relation that opposes capitalists and workers in
a capitalist society.
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b. Clerks \

Clerical and sales employees were 10 percent of g]
in 1880. By 1920 they were nearly 20 percent and together -
wage earners they made up 70 percent of the “gainfy] °T With

. : G Workerg”
all classes. But if they could be classified into g “middle i
with farmers, businessmen, and independent professiona]g ?s
newly defined class would comprise 38 percent of the géi L
workers and serve as a counterweight to the primarily p)ye 5 O?ful
wage earners. (Spurgeon Bell, p. 10) &

Since clerical employees are nearly all members of the worki

o : n
class by the definition of class, it was necessary to appeal to other
conditions and relations in order to argue that they were “Mmidqle
class.” Clerks and others were told that clerks make up a migq,
class and differ from the (rest of the) working class because 1)
their payment was in the form of a salary instead of 3 wage
packet, 2) their earnings were greater than workers’ earnings, 3)
their jobs were not affected by layoffs during recessions, 4) they
enjoyed better hours and working conditions, 5) their work was
mental work, of a higher order than manual labor, 6) they worked
with management and were entrusted with confidence and re-
sponsibility, and 7) they were more likely than blue collar work-
ers to become part of management (in the case of men) or to
advance as secretaries when their boss was promoted (in the case
of women).

There was some truth to these claims, least of all to the
possibility of social mobility into the capitalist class or the petty
bourgeoisie.®> The Horatio Alger myth (marry the boss’s daugh-
ter) was part of the apologetic material put out by the capitalist
class to clerks and sales agents. Employers told clerks that t.hey
were “professionals,” too. Valid or not, none of these distinctions
changed the employee status of clerks, their relation to the
means of production, the hidden division of their working day
into necessary labor and surplus labor, in short, their class
position.

! emPIOyeE,s
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Furthermore, the “middle class” interpretation was based on
the combination of two facts that Were moving in opposite direc-
tion. The number of clerks was growing; this Provided occupa-
tional theorists with a significant group to classify out of the
working class. As the numbers grew, however, the minoy distinc-
tions between clerks and other workers shrank to insignificance.
This qualitative m_over_nent ?;he occupation theorists ignored. The
underlying question is tl.us: does class ultimately determine
amount of income, _\:vorkmg conditions, nature of work, and
chance of social mobility, or do these factors exist independently
of class?6€ The truth is that class is primary, while the implied
answer of the apologists with their vision of a middJe class was
that class is irrelevant.

Honest observers already by 1930 saw the actual trend:

“Recent studies of wages and working conditions in terms of
hours, occupational hazards, economie security and oppor-
tunities for advancement tend to show that the shadowy line
between many of these clerical tasks and unskilled factory
occupations is becoming more and more imperceptible.”
(Hewes, p. 552)

By 1926, weekly clerical earnings were slightly below those of
manual workers (Coyle, p. 29). The difference was that manual
workers earned more during relative prosperity but lost ground
with the turn of the business cycle and layoffs. It was still
probably true that clerical hours and benefits were better. But
the gap was narrowing here, too. The principal fact is the
direction of movement: from 1890 to 1924, the relative advantage
of clerical pay over wages In manufacturing contracted by 15
percent.67
Even as regards job security, it was clear 45 years ago,

“As their numbers increase, however, clerical workers are
more and more likely to be subject to the incidence of cyclical
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fluctuations, especially in view of the steadily incrﬁ
supply of office workers turned out by the schog]g » (Igig't’)er‘
In other words, so long as the number of clerks waq
capitalists could tolerate their minor advantages iy, Smay|
conditions. They were even useful. Such differences m; 111) Eg ang
basis for campaigns to divide workers, hold out hopesg . € the
and recruit elements to defend capitalism. Byt capitalistz e ;
thought of the wages of clerical employees as anything othe:f\fer
an expense to hold to the minimum. In the 1840’s employers han
the patriarchal tone of the office relation to hold down sa]a;l.ised
English banks sent their clerks around to customers at Christr: .
time to solicit donations for a clerks’ fund. The bankers diq n?)i
add the charity to the regular salary, but rather Subtracteq jt
from the salary paid for December! In J anuary 1852 the clerks at
the London Joint Stock Bank staged a one-day strike, Measure(
in 1871, real salaries of clerks had fallen during the climactie
decades of England’s industrial revolution. Capitalists turneq t,
new methods to realize the fixed goal of keeping clerical wages
down. As the demand for clerks enlarged, the employing clags
simply had the schools train more clerks,é8 Typewriters were
introduced. Employers hired women at much lower wages,
breaking the prevailing wage scales. The tactics worked. By
1900, clerical pay in Britain was down to the level of skilled
manual workers’ wages.59

Today, clerical and sales workers are 26 percent of all wage and
salary workers (1970 Census, Report 7A, Table 43). Their me-
dian earnings are essentially the same as those of workers in
general. There is a division by sex between clerical and sales
workers. Among men, sales workers run slightly ahead in median
earnings, less than 10 percent, while clerks lag in pay. The
position is reversed among women workers. (1.970 Census,thz
port 7A, Table 24) Most salaries are convertible by stamd :;e
formulas into hourly equivalents for purposes of oyertlme an¢ -
like. Clerical and sales employment fluctuates with the buslllged
cycle, although instead of layoffs, hiring freezes may be uset
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use of sufficiently hig.'h.rates of turnover, The conere

g; cjlerks has been I_‘out}n-lzed, 31mp1-iﬁ9d, and renderet; 1121}3;(1):
different from operatives’ jobs. Th<.e higher menta] functions are
not called upon in k.eypunchmg, typing, sales counter chores, and
5o forth. There is just engugh n.lental Involvement tq make the
work tedious and exhausting. F nally, offices have become pro-
duction shops in their own right, with supervisorg distinet from
general management. The clerk at a station op 5 floor with 100
fellow workers has no direct contact with management and ng
real chance to move up into management circles. (This was never
a real possibility for most. The main effects of being in a small
office with the employer centered on two othep points: 1) his
shorter office day, not factory hours, became the clerk’s hours,
too, and 2) individual self-promotion with the boss could be
reflected in salary, something not open to a mass of workers paid
according to a fixed schedule.)

In objective conditions, the clerical and sales occupations have
approached the general working-class level in all secondary con-
ditions and relations of production. The class relation has deter-
mined the other conditions and relations, although with some
historical lag.

Today, therefore, clerical and sales workers are listed as
middle class only under the cover of other confusions. They form
a large chunk of the white collar employees—5&5 percent of white
collar wage and salary workers (1970 Census, Report 7TA, Table
43)—whose unexamined conditions are glossed over in the drive
to construct a middle class. But while the scene of apologetic
attention has shifted to professional and technical workers, the
method is the same one used 50 years ago to classify clerical
employees out of the working class.

C. Professionals

.Two occupational groupings, the professional, technical and
kindred workers ang the nonfarm managers and administrators,
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were only nine percent of all employees in 1920, but repr
percent today (Spurgeon Bell, p. 10, and 1970 Censyg e;ent%
TA, Table 43). If class lines could be ignored anq these €port
tions made the vanguard of a middle class containing thoccupa-
bourgeoisie and the other white collar workers (clerica] a:dpetty
S : sal
workers), then this middle class would Comprise over 48 2
of the labor force and would neatly divide the working Ic)le Gl
2t . S ass
two (1970 Census, ibid.). In this way, capitalist apologists In
escape the nearly complete polarization of United Stateg so?md
into a numerically overwhelming working class facing 5 narmty
but dominant capitalist class. RN

The professional, technical and kindred occupations are g
up largely of wage and salary workers. As recently as 1950 1;:
percent of them were self-employed, but by 1970 the gq
employed (and employees of their own corporations) were down
to nine percent of all professional, technical and kindred workeps,
(Ibid.) This is roughly the same percentage of self-employeq
petty producers and capitalists as among the entire labor force,
The professional and technical occupational grouping cuts a fairly
representative section through the class structure.

Among the professions we expect to find the creative thinkers,
the scientists, the practitioners of the higher arts like the author,
physicist, and doctor. The work depends on the personal qualities
of the individual, who has become competent by a long education
or the display and exercise of exceptional ability. These persons
are not innately superior—that notion is a myth—but the profes-
sions are supposed to represent those fortunate enough to re-
ceive the highest cultural and scientific training that society can
offer. If this were true, then the growing numbers and pe?cen_t-
age of professionals would demonstrate the work of capitalism in
spreading civilization and ennobling work.

There are such culturally fortunate persons among the PI‘Ofe‘Z'
sionals, but they do not represent the bulk of the category, 321
their weight in it is becoming smaller. Of the profession ;
technical and kindred members of the working class, 30 perce:
are teachers. The changes occurring in other realms of the bro
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ouping suggest that professionalism is mogt
tglfat “kindred,” a vague term the_ Census uses for unsolved
roblems of clasmfica'tlon’ ranks with technica] a5 the typical
uality of the occupamqn. -

Bigr aexaith £ Salme.d professmnal, technical ang kindred
workers in the health ln<?ustry can be grouped intq the fol-
lowing: doctors, P harmacists, nurses, and technologists ang

technicians.” Their numbers changed from 1950 to 1970 2
follows:

ly an illusjop and

HEALTH PROFESSIONALS ON WAGE OR SALARY (THOUSANDg)7

Type 1970 Percent 1950 Percent
Doctors 134 10 84 12
Pharmacists 73 5 47 7
Nurses 917 66 497 71
Technologists and

technicians 256 19 72 10
Total 1381 100 700 100

While the total number of health professional and technical
workers almost doubled in 20 years, the ranks of technologists
and technicians multiplied over three and a half times. All other
health occupations lost relative weight to make room for them.
But nurses as a percentage of the remaining health workers
actually increased from 80 to 82 percent. The minority of doctors
became a smaller minority. The skilled carrier of the tradition of
Hippocrates, Galen, and Pasteur does not perform the bulk of
health work. It has become an industry with a routinized division
of labor,

There are stil] many self-employed doctors, more than twice as
Many as there are doctors on salary. This ratio did not change
much from 1950 to 1970. A shift may appear in the next Census,
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for a polarizing trend is undeniably affecting doctors, ¢,
being self-employed petty bourgeois, many are becomin 0. Frpln
employees while a few are becoming health industry cag Si?l%rled
As with health professional and technical persong in g enzr alhsts.
correct perspective on their social development is thea » the
perspective. Occupational groupings that ignore the basic f, Clagg
class society misrepresent the growing numbers of professirce o
by ignoring the simultaneous extension of capitalist orgap; i
of the work. Zation

_ The eradication of the charact'eristi.cs of highly traineq Profes.
sionals can be seen in the engineering field, too. In 1950 ¢,
Census listed 496,000 technical engineers on wage or salary ang
only 26,000 workers in a catchall category of non-health techy;.
cians. From 1950 to 1970, encompassing the Sputnik era, the
number of engineers increased nearly two and a half timeg t,
1,192,000. At the same time, the “technicians not elsewhere
counted” grew to a category of engineering and science techni-
cians numbering 807,000—a multiplication of 31 times.

Engineers no longer enjoy the same salary differential over the
wages and salaries of workers in general. From 1929 to 1954 this
differential contracted by one-third.?2 Engineers with nine or
twelve years experience used to earn nearly three times as much
as beginners. This was in 1929; by 1954, the advantage was less
than double starting pay (Kuhn, p. 87).

Professional, technical and kindred workers in general enjoy
less of a differential over other workers than in the past. Among
men, their advantage over operatives dropped from 79 percent
more pay in 1939 to 49 percent in 1963 (Sturmthal, p. 361).

Of the professional, technical and kindred workers on salary or
wage, 70 percent are health workers, engineering and science
workers, and teachers. The classic professionals are the lawyers
(one percent), clergymen and religious workers (two percept),
and writers, artists and entertainers (six percent). Social scien-
tists, social workers, and personnel workers make up six percent

of the professional workers.
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1900, lawyers and judges were nine percent of all :
In disregarding class (U.S. Censys Bureay, Hisrt);?it;e;l

jonals, 3
glt?;tisticss Series D 123-572). Today, lawyers are less than 2.5
ercent Of all professionals, but they are still 15 percent of

-clf-employed professionals, as are writers, artists ang enter-
tainers together. '..[‘he. old }_)rofessmns are still self-employed petty
pourgeois or capltal-lsts in greate? than average proportiong
while among professional Worke'rs In the strict clagg meaning o;‘
the term, they are a small part indeed.

Professional, technical and kindred oOccupations fall into the
three classes of capitalism without forming a new middle class.
While in secondary characteristics like income ang skill thege
workers stand above the average of the entire working class
they have lost much of their exceptional position and are moving’f
toward the average as their proportion in the labopr force grows.
This change confirms their membership in the working class by
and large, not their separation out as a new middle class apart
from it. The fading aura of the old, highly educated professional
shines around those traditional occupations which still have more
petty producers among them. This confirms the force of the class
relation from the other side.

d. Managers

Managers and officials are divided into classes based on their
relations to the means of production and to surplus labor. The
percentages are as follows: workers, 75 percent; petty producers,
17 percent; and capitalists, eight percent (1970 Census, Report
TF, Table 14 and Report 7TA, Table 43). Petty producers manage
their own little businesses. Capitalists are those whose salaries
were $25,000 or over in 1969, to approximate a dividing line at
which the salary is not a payment for skilled labor but a sharing in
Surplus-value.” Most managers and administrators are working
class, but the proportions of petty bourgeois and especially of



pe cent i,
Managers wep €quateg
capitalists or petty bourgeois, these figures woy) lead o \
conclude that the capitalist class i ]

' tinguisheq,
the lower, middle, and top levels.
The lower managers
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anging concrete labor to achieve this goal.

e Iso @ capitalist practice to subdivide tasks and depend as
sible on the skill, devotion, or ability of the individual

As much as possible, the power of human reason to
" nature is removed from the workers and embodied in
hedules, 2 division of labor, and machinery which appear
to capital, standing over the workers and against their
The manager has 2 conscious grasp on the organization
that labor in general is deprived of it. Subdivided,
routine, and meaningless jobs are adopted not only because they
are efficient and productive (they often are not) but because
leaving the powers of production in the hands of the workers
would increase their strength in the class struggle at the point of

production.
Marx said th

transfo
Jans, SC
to belong
interests.
of the work S0

at “what distinguishes the worst architect from

the best of bees is this, that the architect raises his structure in

agination before he erects it in reality.” (Capital, I, p- 178)
production. Under capitalism, nine
an act while the

im
This is true of all modes of
workers out of ten are excluded from this hum
tenth is required to be the architect of the work.

Another reason for breaking down jobs into a mass of

routinized operations on the one hand and a handful of managerial
hand is to drive down wages.

and design positions on the other

By reducing the training needed, a much greater number of
workers, whose labor power does not include the cost of much
Edp(;tation, are candidates for the mass of jobs. Low wages can be
paid.
There is a differential between the earnings of managers and of
workers in general. Excluding salaries over $25,000, the mana-
gerial bonus was 42 percent in 1970.76 The robbery of involve-
ment in production leads to a robbery of the paycheck of nonman-
ager workers. The manager is left with a premium to induce his
mind to follow and anticipate the contours of the work. With their
low pay, most workers reject these concerns as being of no
application to them. They arrive on time and leave on time; in
between it is management’s job to break the bottlenecks in
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=
supplies and so forth. Furthermore, «;

capitalism can only mean helping g

Pitalists t, st
exploitation of oneself and one’s fellow

e
workers.

concentrating information an
the notice of thejr superiors.
recast them to ap
nates. Activities ]

d selecting problem areg

They receive orders from
propriate form and emp

ike budgeting occupy m

above ang
hasis for their subordj.

uch of their attention.

corporation in capitalist
t accounting, pushes the
more surplus labor, and

chief executive easily
tenure. In relative te

rms within
they never achieve re i

al economic
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These men have never takgn OVer a big corporation from the
magnates who own it.% Typical of top managers are the 94 chief
executive officers (presidents or chairmen of the board) among
the top 300 industrial corporations studied by Larner. In 1962
and 1963, their annual salary and bonuses were $158,000, which
was increased by $23,000 from their common stock in th’e com-
any for which they worked (Larner, p. 260; figures are me-
dians). The total remuneration of top executives runs at several
times these amounts. Other methods of paying them besides
huge salaries and bonuses include stock options for profitable
purchase and sale of stock, compensation deferred for several
years until separation or retirement, “dividend units” entitling
one to dividends on fictitious shares of stock for life, and corpo-
rate payment for numerous perquisites. The owners are also
afraid that top executives will use their power to extract money
from the company by kickbacks and setting up supplier firms
with confederates.

The top executives run a system constructed to make the
production activities of corporations with tens and hundreds of
thousands of employees serve the profit interest of one or a few
capitalist families that own the corporation. A pioneer of this
system, Alfred Sloan of General Motors, has described its goals
and basic methods.

Sloan, son of a capitalist, obtained a degree in engineering at
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and with the help of
his father’s investment became an independent businessman at
the Hyatt Roller Bearing Company. Seeing the inevitability of
monopoly capitalism, he combined his interests into General
Motors, where he became president and then chairman of the

board.
Sloan, neither an industrial nor marketing innovator, contri-

buted a system of organization.

“The General Motors type of organization—co-ordinated in
policy and decentralized in administration—not on}y .has
worked well for us, but also has become standard practice 1n a
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large part of American industry., Combineq With the Drop,
financial incentives [to managers, not Productjgn Worke, ]r
this concept is the cornerstone of Generg] Motoyg’ Organ,,
tional policy.” (Sloan, p. xxiii)

y 1920'5, v

follows policy. Here, Sloan
at “only individuals eap administer policy.” (p. 100)
The problem wag to hand out agm; istrative responsibility while
i demand, enable, insure, and

al Motors’ goal, which Sloan
value:

e faithful purgyit of Gener

clearly recognized wag surplus-
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profits flowed on the company’s interng] b
giving managers explanations for the pe
sion that amounted to passing the buck.
defined, the du Ponts and Sloans haq

allocation of new investment.” (p. 48) Sloan is explicit about the
concern with the rate of profit, not its simple magnitude (p. 49)
If the figures had indicated that GM should movye into impo;'ting-
beef as an expansion of its purchase of natyra] leather for
Cadillacs, and give up making automobiles overnight, then it
would be done.

Sloan and GM’s owners thus decided that in a capitalist system,
capitalist managers had to be motivated and measured by indi-
vidual profit. Certain advantages of scale were foregone or
recognized to be unattainable, while a kind of departmentalism,
attention solely to the interests of one’s own unit, was encour-
aged. Then layers of managers coordinated departmental im-
pulses. Sloan himself, for example, received the managers’ fore-
casts of what they could do in the next four months.

ooks between divisions,
rformance of their divi-
Once profit centers were
‘an objective basis for the

“After consulting with the vice president in charge of finance,
I approved or modified the production schedule for each divi-
sion in the light of these forecasts.” (p. 127)

That is, Sloan reviewed the overall uses of the capital by ch.ecking
with finance, then set the goals of the managers. They carried out
the work within these limits:

“Thus the division manager still bought the materials, but
they were permitted to buy only enough at a time to make the
number of cars and trucks specified in their approved produc-
tion schedules.” (p. 127)

This is the relation of policy and administration. I will approve
the shopping list personally (policy), but you the manager go to
the store and buy the items (administration). And Sloan spe.aks of
these managers as the “men in charge” of “the prosecution of

those operations.” (p. 140)



114 CLASSES IN THE UNITED STATES

It was demanded in this system that innovation be Propoge

from below. The managers must identify problems and PTOSpeq,
from the actual scenes of work, the only real source of them an
propose solutions and projects. Benea}th the finance ang eXeey.
tive committees, an operating committee of general COrporyt,
and division officers was set up to manage this tagk (p. 113)
Sloan insisted “that the Divisions initiate their respective policieé
and problems and refer their solution to the Operationg Commjt._
tee for check and approval.” (p. 175) If funds were required, they
the executive committee of the board of directors decided.__on
the basis of expected profitability, of course. The committee Was
familiar with the strategic interests of the du Ponts ang the
financial groups who own General Motors, and no doubt they took
them into account to calculate profit at this higher level,

This is the bureaucracy that top management oversees. Its
qualities flow from the nature of monopoly capitalism: an ey.
tremely narrow band of owners seeking to hold on to the means of
production in the face of ever more socialized and collectivized
forces of production. The “complexity of modern organization”
and other vacuous evasions do not explain bureaucracy. Bureau-
cracy is the product of maximizing profit, using capitalist motives
and personnel, individualistic and predatory when not watched,
to reach the profit goal of the du Ponts or other stars In the
oligopolistic firmament. As much as possible, the living activity
of production must be removed from the rank-and-file workers
and embodied instead in systems, organizations, and machines
directed by a few managers and technicians, leaving only motor
force, whether of arm or brain, to be exerted by the workers.
This system is what the managerial occupation at its middle and
top levels represents, the specifically capitalist coordination of

social productive activity. It is a way for capital to invade and rob
the living powers of labor.

-

“Managerial decentralization is the almost inevitable corollary
to centralization of power to form policy. It becomes more
thoroughgoing and uniform in application the greater the
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centralization. Thus it has become more complete in such fi
as the American Teleph.one and Telegraph Company H'g}r]lz
General Motors Corporation, the Germap, Dye Trust, and the

managerial decentralization and policy centralization that it
can be taken as almost axiomatic that growth of the former i 3
necessary function of_' expansion of effective monopoly-type
power to enforce uniform compliance with policy decisions

from the apex of the pyramid down through all Ia
base.” (Brady, p. 355-56) yers to the

Here, in the domil.lance of the class relation over other rela-
tions of production, is to be found the key to the white collar
occupations.

e. Absurdities of the Notion of a White Collar Class

By examining in turn the occupational groupings within the
white collar supergrouping, one finds no new class. Instead, each
grouping can be divided into the three basic classes of capitalist
society. Today, clerks are overwhelmingly workers, profession-
als as a whole reflect class sizes in the United States (with
variations in specific occupations), and managers have the smal-
lest majority of workers and the largest contingent of capitalists
among them. When citing the white collar occupations as the
foundation of a middle class, occupation theorists analyze not the
class relation, but various conditions of the work and the workers
to argue that they are something other than workers in most
cases—because of pay, working conditions, nature of the job, and
so forth. This change of subject matter while pretending to talk
about class cannot be justified.

First, it is up to these theorists to refute the class criterion and
to argue that other “factors” should not only supplement it but
replace it. This they fail to do. The closest approach that occupa-
tion theorists make to a comparison of the class criterion and
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other factors is to throw out the relation to the means of progy,.
tion because it does not explain social consciousness by itsel
Lockwood wrote about the clerk that “although he shareg the
propertyless status of the manual wor}{er, the.clerk has neye,
been strictly ‘proletarian’ in terms of income, 39b security anq
occupational mobility.” (Lockwood, p. 204) He said this in a bogk
published in 1958, when the narrowing of differences in pay ang
so forth had already gone far. Lockwood included all thegq
additional influences in the definition of class position (p. 15) gy
the grounds that “To explain variations in class consciousness it jg
necessary to look for variations in class position” and that “the
definition of class that is adopted can be justified only by itg
usefulness in the explanation of particular and concrete eventg ”
(p. 213) Not many writers have dared to be as explicit ag
Lockwood, displaying such obvious bankruptey of scientific
method. To call every outlook a form of class consciousness,
hence the reflection of a corresponding class, is mere playing with
words. One might as well reject the biological criteria for deter-
mining the sex of a person and call homosexuals a new sex, since
to explain variations in sexual consciousness it is necessary to
look for variations in sexual position. Although the homosexual
male shares the glandular status of the heterosexual male, he has
never been strictly “male” in terms of marital patterns, preferred
entertainments, and social setting. While occupation theorists in
general are more reticent than Lockwood about their theory,
they share with him 1) the lack of discussion of surplus labor, the
crux of the question of private property ownership, and 2) a
desire to explain immediately items of social consciousness like
voting and opinion polls, which they regard as the only interest-
ing “particular and concrete events.”

Second, contrary to the reversal of class relation and secondary
relations which occupation theorists carry out under the name of
class, the examination of specific occupational groupings proves
that class dominates secondary factors like pay, working condi-
tions, and the nature of the job itself. Capitalists exploit workers
of surplus labor, doing away with any special conditions of a
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owing “elite” occupation. As g groupin

. R g becom e
the working class, its income and bene es larger within

fits diminigh toward the

of the worker’s ability and more 5 pro

machinery, division of labor, and organization of the work Thi

was seen in the case of clerks, Professionals, and m anagers. Ths
occupation theorist ignores developments within the job \.?Vhﬂe
counting the increase of persons in the category. The use of thz
old name for an essentially new category becomes inaceurate ang
misleading; yet writers speak of professionals after even the
Census has reflected the tension between the name and the fact
in the awkward label of professional, technical and kindred
workers (mostly kindred).

The general motion of capitalism has been to attack succes-
sively more elaborate, more “elite” occupations and subject them
to the laws of surplus-value. This is reflected in the search of
occupation theorists for new candidates to staff the middle class
or its vanguard.

There are countertendencies, to be sure. Technological de-
velopments outpace capitalist class relations, for example, when
a shortage of computer programmers existed. But each exception
pales in comparison with the swelling general tendency. It is also
true that some occupational differences in conditions remain;
complete uniformity never prevails. The differences are small in
comparison with the gulf between classes.

Therefore, when the occupation theorist speaks of a new
middle class, the basic questions about class remain to be an-
swered. How is this class different in its relation to the means of
production from the three classes of capitalist society? Every
class has a mode of production it represents and strives for. What
would be the middle class mode of production? Or is this the first
class without its own mode of production, a class whose interest
15, depending on the fancy of the particular writer, the same as
that of the capitalists (capitalism) or that of the workers
(socialism)? If capitalism, we have a non-capitalist class whose

perty of the capitalist
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basic interest lies in capitalism! We have the neat trick by wh; h
the growth of a non-capitalist but pro-capitalist class countepg t}cl

polarization of classes. In real terms this is to say that some
workers' basic interest is to collaborate in perPEtuatine
capitalism, an older and more familiar position. On the othey
hand, “middle class socialism” always turns out to be somethjy

other than socialism, something opposed to proletarian interests
as will be seen later. :

f. White Collar Occupations and Other Relations
of Production

One more fact has emerged in the examination of specific
occupational groupings. Although white collar occupations are
primarily working class according to class relations, they alsg
contain within them the greatest weight of various other rela.
tions of production. In a capitalist society, these relations of
production, while distinet from the class relations, are nonethe-
less colored and shaped by the dominant relation in a class
society.

Managers represent at one pole the capitalist influence on the
relations of authority in production. Very simply, the work is
organized and supervised for maximum extraction of surplus-
value. From the aspect of abstract labor, the act of production is
the production of surplus-value. The manager represents this
capitalist approach to the organization of work; his job is to
maximize profits. Even the working-class manager will therefore
be the bearer of a capitalist influence on this production relation.
This is a contradiction within the working class that reflects the
basic class contradiction. It is a real contradiction. One example
of it is in the determination of the manager’s salary. On the one
hand, his individual position, success, and pay depend on his
performance of the job, including serving the growth of surplus-
value. On the other hand, the pay of the bulk of lower and
lower-middle managers is some percentage above the pay of the
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- the wage costs of t
capitalist, not a sharing of surplus-valye 81 But their rolg inhZ

production relatcion of auth.ority also affects their pay.

Salaried CHEIICArs; .de81gners, and other professionals simi-
jarly reflect capitalist influence on the Separation of manual and
mental labor. The production process they design aims to create
surplus-value, not only specific commodities. Part of their task is
to serve this goal. The same contradiction between class position
and capitalist influence on another production relation exists
here.

Another capitalist influence on the division of menta] and
manual labor (which is also a relation between persons in work) is
manifest in those occupations which are not directly economic.
The ruling class is served by a number of theoretical, political,
ideological, and literary representatives who think about and
formulate plans and culture for the capitalists and push fraudu-
lent ideas, values, political movements and such on other classes.
Performing these functions, a certain number of writers, profes-
sors, political operatives, clergymen, and so forth are inducted
into the capitalist class. The existence of these cultural represen-
tatives and servants of the capitalists has an influence on many
other cultural workers whose class position is working class. The
working newspaper reporter has before him as one path forward
the attempt to become a columnist like James Reston. To impress
the editor is to demonstrate one’s ability and willingness to put
service to the capitalists ahead of the duty to make words reflect
the truth.

It will be remembered that the relations of authority in produc-
tion and the division of mental and manual labor also were the
basis for petty bourgeois consciousness. In a capitalist society,
petty bourgeois tendencies serve to increase capitalist influence.
The petty producer spontaneously develops, unless forces coun-
teract it, toward bourgeois life as the natural progress and
growth of individualism in the basic relation of production. The
successful petty producer becomes a capitalist. All that tends
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toward the maintenance of petty bourgeois influence iy prof
sional and managerial occupations also merges with anq suppoes'
capitalist influence on these relations of production, It

These facts change neither the criterion of class nor t,
tive class position of specific persons. One relation divide
into classes. Furthermore, the class relation is the domj
and determines the evolution of the other production relation
When looking at occupations, for example, we find that continu:i
“proletarianization” of Seconda_‘l‘:y attrlbutes 18 OCCUITing', That iS
the various conditions and relations represented by an occupati 01;
are pressed, for the mass, into line with their working-clagg
position.

The picture is the very opposite of the one drawn by theoristg
who substitute occupation for class. The polarization of 5 fow
capitalists against the mass of workers is increasing, both quan-
titatively and qualitatively. The ranks of the working class aye
becoming ever more extensive, comprising a vast legion of work.
ers, blue collar and white collar. The detour of occupationg]
analysis arrives at the same conclusions about the size and weight
of classes in the United States today. In all walks of life we fing
the working class. Everywhere, the workers’ lives are shaped
fundamentally by the antagonism between their class and the
narrow capitalist class.

© objec.
S peOple
nant One



14. White Collar Occupations and the
Notion of Post-Industrial Society

In this and the next three chapters we criticize particular
authors who set white collar occupations against the working
class.

According to Daniel Bell, societies have evolved from pre-
industrial to industrial and now, with the United States leading,
to post-industrial society. (Bell, 1976, p. 38) These are his names
for economies with a large agricultural, machine industry, or
modern service sector respectively. “A post-industrial society is
based on services.” (p. 37) What are its classes? Bell says, “Not
only are we a white-collar society, we're quite definitely a
middle-class society.” (p. 38) The basis for this is that “In large
measure, occupation is the most important determinant of class
and stratification” (Bell, 1973, p. 15).

Although in passing he cites the vulgar Weberian definition of
class, “the bare, abstract materiality of ‘class’ based on market
position” (p. 70n.), he makes no use of it. Bell is an occupation
theorist. ;

Not all white collar occupations get Bell's equal attention. He
directs our attention to “the scientists and engineers, Who form

121
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the key group in the post-industrial society.” (p. 17) This ,

the broader assertion, “The central occupationa] categy €Comeg
society today is the professional and technical.” (p, 13 5) Filn the
he adds up all white collar persons and names them tp, n?iguy'
class. The aura of the scientist in a white frock amidgt dle
equipment of a modern laboratory is supposed tq form 5 the
around the other white collar settings: the cavernoyg barn of talo
aircraft company with hundreds of draftsmen at thejp tableg t}}:e
department of women at keypunch machines on the Win do‘r"lle e
fifth floor of the bank as well as the sales girls, typing pools ansg
so forth. Let occupation substitute for class, but make One \’Nork
setting symbolize the variety necessarily included in any oceupy.
tional aggregation.

In passing, Bell tries a few digs at the notion of clasg.

“Is the proletariat, or the working class, all those who work
for wages and salaries? But that so expands the coneept as tg
distort it beyond recognition. (Are all managers workers? Are
supervisors and administrators workers? Are highly paid pro-
fessors and engineers workers?)” (p. 148)

As a first test, the revenue definition (“work for wages and
salaries”) is far more accurate than occupational schemes. But
this is not the essence of class. The working class consists of those
who must sell their labor power because they have no other
source of income and because they do not own means of produc-
tion with which they might work in some other way. Many
managers are workers, although if we look at whether they work
for someone else (petty producers do not) and at whether they
are really selling their labor power or sharing in surplus-value,
we find that some are not workers. Most engineers are workers,
too, and it does not help to borrow their numbers to bolster the
image of the capitalist professor, highly paid by a major Ivy
League university such as Columbia or Harvard, who has become
an ideological spokesman for the monopoly capitalist class, sup-
plementing his salary with consultations, speeches, royalties, and
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other bonuses. Such a man is a member of the ca
even while he 1s denyltng the existence of cap
stituting fantasies of a ‘post-industrig] S0

What industries represent the post
Bell? “The first modern industry is ch
to have a theoretical knowledge of t
romolecules you are manipulating j
produce-" (Bell, 1976, p- 37) Electro
are other examples. While there may be more scientists workin
in these industries than most others, it is not 5 scientist’s servicg
or information alone that produces and delivers a petrochemical
like gasoline. He cannot fashion a macromolecule with his hare
hands. People in many occupations do the work. They are work-
ers first and members of an occupation second. The electronics
industry is known for its exploitation of the unskilled, assembly-
line labor of nonunionized women and of worker
countries like south Korea.

Furthermore, these industries require the most invested capi-
tal in capitalist terms. Chemicals and petrochemicals require
elaborate refineries and plants—real assemblies of special metals
in elaborate piping, valves, measuring instruments, and so on, as
well as the raw material, the crude oil. In a capitalist society, the
determining group, the “major class of the emerging new soci-
ety” is not “a professional class, based on knowledge rather than
property.” (Bell, 1973, p. 374) It is the owners of the refineries
and the leases on the oil fields who wield power, the Rockefellers,
the Pews, and in chemistry proper the du Ponts and the Olins—in
other words, a handful of monopoly capitalists.

So much for “class” changes in the producing industries now
allegedly based on professional occupations. Regarding the
€conomy as a whole, Bell emphasizes the theme that the Unite:d
States today has a large service sector. He has specific services in
mind: not the old household and domestic services, nor services
auxiliary to production of goods like transportation and distribu-
tion, but “such human services as education and health” an.d
“professional and technical services.” (pp. 37-38) Yet when it

* capitalist class,
L capitalism and gyb-
clety.”

-1nfiustrial mode of life to
emistry, because you have
he properties of the mac-
N order to know what to
nics, plastics, and computers

s in low-wage
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comes to the statistics, Bell moves the old servj
bolster the figures. Here is his division of industy;
tions into a goods sector and a service sector:

ces back in ¢

ah

Goods sector: agriculture, forestry, and fisheries; Manugyq
Ing; mining; construction. ur.

Services sector: trade, finance, and real estate; transportag;,
and utilities; professional service; domestic and persopg sern
vice; government (not elsewhere classified). (Bell, 1973 p~
130) i

Only professional service and part of government repregent the
image that Bell wants to impose on the entire economy. Byt jt
helps the statistics to include transportation and utilities frop
industrial society, as well as the distribution sector of trade ang
finance, which is partially an outgrowth of industry and partially
a feature of monopoly capitalism, not “post-industrial society.”

Some services are growing. When food was prepared in the
home, it was purchased at the market as a good. Restaurants
were part of the “pre-industrial” sector of domestic services,
Today, they are being transformed. Fast food service increases
while hamburger sales in the market are not holding pace rela-
tively. The meaning of this change cannot be understood in
industrial terms alone. The mode of production, in class terms,
must be examined. More women must go to work because the
husband cannot earn enough or because, the family not surviv-
ing, individual women live alone or with their children. While the
wages of one earner no longer support a family, the intensity of
labor mounts. In every minute at work, more attention is re-
quired and nervous exhaustion increases. Child care is unavail-
able, forcing working women into makeshift arrangements. Con-
sequently, home preparation of food declines. It is too much to do
at the end of the day; the wife is arriving home from work qust
like the husband. Other errands seem to take more time
—shopping, medical visits, and straightening out the error of
some government or credit bureaucracy. The result: thereis only
time to grab a fast bite to eat.
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character changes entirely.

This is one aspect of the growth of services. Another is that the
reproduction of labor power requires more services. These are
the education and health sectors of which Be]p speaks. As man’s
power over nature increases, his labor POWer naturally requires
more care and p?eparation before its application to work 82 The
greater integration of man into produetion that occurs in this
sense, while his muscular involvement decreases, is still part of
the total process, part of the alteration of matter which an
educated person will help to set in motion.

There is no escape from the class relations of the mode of
production. Under capitalism, the education and health of the
working class are never equal to the needs of the process of
production. The workers fight for every increase of expenditure
in these fields and win it only by bitter struggle. Periodic crises
and growing general stagnation under monopoly capitalism mean
fiercer assaults by the capitalists on the workers’ education and
health. If there is a temporary boom and bottleneck in educated
labor, the capitalists move to break workers’ bargaining power.
For example, the post-Sputnik shortage of engineers became a
glut with the end of the Vietnam war, when these engineers were
in the middle of their working lives. At the same time, capitalism
tries to make such services into vendible commodities on which a
profit can be made. When this happens, services appear in the
Gross National Product of a market economy. Part of the growth
of services is not a technical development but rather an expansion
of activity organized under capitalist and state-capitalist rela-
tions.

The notion of post-industrial society has its uses for combating
class consciousness with another attempt to look at occupation
instead, spinning out cheap philosophy about information versus
Production and covering up the private ownership of the means.of
Production. Bell writes, “One of the features of an industrial
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society was the existence of deep conflicts betweep
and workers” (Bell, 1976, p. 38). Half hoping to
working class, half believing himself that class eo
eliminated from capitalism, Bell speaks of post-industyig] SOciet
in his service to the monopoly capitalist class. Will post-industrig
society be capitalist or socialist? Avqld the very idea of a mode of
production with its specific production relations. Wag indUStrial
society built under capitalism (for exafnple, England) or can it ha
built under socialism (for example, China)? Cover up the questiop
with a non-class label. Bell misrepresents the changing characty
of the forces of production in order to ignore the re)

ationg of
production. To do this, he employs occupation as a substityte for

class.

capitalists
dazzle gy
nflict cgy b




15. White Collar Occupations and the
Notion of a New Working Class

Looking at occupation in place of class, writers who defend
capitalism take the growth of professional and technical occupa-
tions to mean the creation of a new middle class.83 Therefore, the
anti-capitalist analysis should regard these occupations as a new
working class, or so it seems to some theorists.84

These writers speak in the name of the new technical, scien-
tific, and cultural workers and their social problems. Aware of
the numerical growth of these occupations, they observe:

“But as these occupations have grown they have become
proletarianized. Formerly independent professions have be-
come routine and bureaucratized. The pay is sometimes better
and the working conditions are usually less hazardous than in
factory work ... But the educated white-collar worker is
increasingly powerless, alienated and exhausted by wor 7
(Boyte and Ackerman, p. 46)

The members of the new working class are equipped to.make
creative contributions to society, but capitalism prevents ite
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“And technicians, engineers, students, researcheys
that they are wage earners like the others, paid for 4 pie
work which is ‘good’ only to the degree that it is proﬁtab(ie?
the short run. They discover that long-range researc}, eeln
tive work on original problems, and the love of Workm’ it
are incompatible with the criteria of capitalist profit
(Gorz, p. 104).85

anshiy
ability'

Since the tyranny and coercion of capital blocks the creatiy
impulse, one requirement of the new working class is liberatime1
from this authority:

“For scientific workers, . . . they cannot exercise their cpe,.
tive praxis unless they bow to the tyranny of capital” (Gorz,p
113). -

“ ... emancipation from the tyranny of capital becomes j
fundamental demand.” (Ibid.)

“Tt is truly impossible to order around the skilled worker of the
pioneer industries [nuclear, chemical, automated factories,
ete.]” (Gorz, p. 112).

There are “visions of a qualitatively new society growing out
of rebellion against coercion.” (Boyte and Ackerman, p. 56)

These writers agree that capitalism has largely provided for

the workers’ material needs, or at least those of the new working
class. The basis of struggle cannot be against material depriva-
tion but must be against constricting authority instead.

“ ... poverty can no longer be the basis of the struggle for
socialism.” (Gorz, p. 3)

“Capitalism in the United States, and very lilfely in Eul_'opg
and Japan, has passed a watershed of sorts; 1t has attalkll}ﬁ
sufficient material prosperity for a majority of the working
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class that the revolution can ng longer be based solelv on
rebellion against material deprivation ” (Boyte and Ackerr{lan
p. 59) ’
«This conflict no longer essential]
tion, nor the exploitation of work,
(Gorz, p. 112)

Yy concerns the work situa-
Which is often highly paid.”

« . the worker§ move towards se!f-management ... of the
means of production” (Gorz, p. 120);

Isn’t this narrow thinking on the part of these self-appointed
spokesmen of the new working eclass? It is not enough to say,
«But while keeping in mind the continuing importance of the
revolt against material deprivation, it is also important to be
aware of the rising role of the revolt against coercion, which is of
course related.” (Boyte and Ackerman, p. 57f.) Poverty still
exists for a large number of workers. There are many million
more persons in low-paying jobs; black women working as
janitors; families broken because the man, unable to support the
family, has had to leave while the woman and two children join
other welfare mothers in struggle simply to obtain clothing for
their children and repairs on rat-infested tenements; “old” work-
ers in their fifties sacked from declining industries and agricul-
ture, unable to get new work; young men of the ghetto, out of
high school, college unimaginable, drifting on the streets because
the employers have no work for new entrants into the labor
force—there are many million more such workers under “ad-
vanced” capitalism than there are members of the new working
class.

Furthermore, the lot of the impoverished workers weighs upon
the entire working class, affecting its wages and working condi-
tions. The employers use them as a threat, an example, a reserve
of labor, and a source of insecurity for workers up the line. The
steady workers are driven harder, because others are ready to
take their places, says the boss. The blue collar.' worker cannot
think about pressing for technical apprenticeship on the job to
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upgrade his skills; keeping up on wages and job se
enough of a problem. The college-educated whit :
fear layoff and trim their sails accordi Co twol
ordingly, because a Jopg .
of unemployment may lead to blue collar work ang 103g Perigg
career. All along the line, the existence of hunger unz of the
ment, and job insecurity gives the capitalists a Weapo’n agalfnploy.
workers. New working class workers do not live on an eco?]st a.ll
island that separates them from other workers in this I.esomlc
class relations affect all members of the working clasg ané) i;t;
theoreticians of the new working class are doing their clai ;
constituency a disfavor to suggest otherwise. e
Poverty alone has never been the basis of the struggle £,
. 18 . . I
socialism. Gorz speaks as if once it were but no longer. Povert
testifies to the life-and-death nature of the class struggle. Buyt
had it been the basis of the struggle for socialism, revolutionarieg
would have concentrated on the poorest lumpenproletariang® oy
sha}re-croppers as the Vangu:.lrd .1nstead of on the working clags.
It is not poverty, but exploitation of the working class by the
capitalist class that has always been and remains the basis of the
class struggle and the fight for socialism. Capitalism imposes the
struggle for existence, for maintaining a standard of living, and
against dangerous and life-shortening working conditions on
nearly all workers. Exploitation means that the workers provide
surplus labor to the employer, that the capitalist class is receiv-
ing the surplus product and using it against the working class.
The capitalists make the working class itself forge the chains
which bind it, increase the social distance between the classes
and, therefore, force the relative lowering of the working class.
Yet Gorz hints that the new working class is not exploited, that
the conflict is not over exploitation, for the technician or cultural
worker “is often highly paid” (p. 112). The capitalists hire only
workers they need to hire. The work force is only so large as
maximizes the rate of profit under the given and foreseen condi-
tions. Not one extra technician is hired, and his salary represents
his paid labor only, for the capitalist calculates (in m}’ertﬁ
terms) the unpaid labor which makes it worthwhile to hire the
last technician added to the staff.

Urity is
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For all their blindness to exploitation, these writers seem to
have put their finger on something in the alienation of the new
working class, the suppression of creativity, the coercion from
above, the clash between the instinct of workmanship and the
demands of short-range profit, the heavy hand of authority,

‘Work is not only exploited, it is alienated.8”

The descriptions often reflect experience, but the analysis is
wrong. It does not deepen the insight but veers off into a dead
end. Alienation can only be understood with a class analysis of
exploitation. Taken by itself, or given the primary emphasis, the
theme of alienation reflects the stand and outlook, not of the
Proletarian, but of the petty bourgeois.

First, those who dwell on alienation pit the individual against
authority, regarding all authority as coercion.® Gorz objects to
“the hierarchy of the enterprise” (p. 36), the very existence of
direction, supervision, and command. This is the cry of the
individual producer who does not want to work collectively, who
refuses to submit his work efforts to the coordinated plan of the
whole. It is no accident that Gorz portrays the new working class

In agreement with the petty producer, like the small farmer, on
this point.

“At the bottom, in the technologically most advanced
industries—as well as in the professionally qualified sectors of
the small and medium peasantry—the workers move towards:
self-management (cooperative and regional, in the peasants
case) of the means of production” (p. 120).%°

Authority exists in any mode of production with c°1.]faclt.“;§
relations of production. This includes both developed cap;{ 18T
and socialism. In neither society can a small group of wor :rs,&g
one factory go off on its own. In neither do the techmt(:lla;:s i‘ﬁe
by themselves what they would like to wo‘rk on and how ty
would like to do the work. The inferiority of capitaism ®
socialism is not at all a difference between authority and 1;1_19 ‘ch-
of it, but between bureaucratic authority and democraic €
tralism. Bureaucratic authority serves profit and 15 & TECOOSES
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System for the exploiting capitalist class. Democratice
doe.s not abolish authority but establishes the g
eéntire working class over all spheres of life ang work
Individual worker, far from being sent off on his OWn, is cafl o
Join with others in planning for the interest of the entiye e‘id to
across all lines of occupation, department, enterprise, and lass,
Interest. Then this authority is necessarily embodied iy, insst(')fal
tions, committees, and leaders during the actual performancé e
the work. Here, too, the entire working class is called on t, eheco}f
up on, watch over, and contribute to this exercise of authorit
New ways of mass management appear one after anothey on tﬁ'e
road from socialism to communism. In the theory on the new
working class there is not a hint of this. These writers are looking
backward to the individual producer, not forward to socialign,

The basic conflict in class societies is between one clagg and
another, not between the individual and society. Exploitation of
one class by another is the issue. Alienation, the feeling of
isolation from society, of external repression of one’s capabilities,
being, and so forth, is mostly a concern of petty bourgeois
intellectuals.

Second, those who make alienation their theme do not grasp
the reality of working conditions in the buzz words of “coercion,”
“creativity,” and “manipulation.” These three words with some
synonyms fill 90 percent of the discussion of the new working
class theorists when they analyze the new workers. This view is,
in the philosophical aspect, an idealist one: some spiritual impulse
of the new worker is thought to be suppressed by the capitalist’s
orders. No abstract creativity, however, rests within a person,
nor any primal instinet or id (as Herbert Marcuse, whom Gorz
praises, would have it). The problems of the technicians and the
cultural workers are specific results of their working com'htwns '
The three nuclear engineers who quit General Electric In 197_6
over the issue of building more nuclear power reactors qmtf
because the company and the government hid specific findings 0
their research. Newspaper reporters are cynical not becal_u.‘:‘se
they are prevented from writing great novels and short storie

Central'
uthority of l:}:z
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are assigned to select
but becaz:et?;y distort the public wq
the Strethey must conduct pleasant int
becal3® es and turn in favorable storieg
c.elc-:b!‘ltlllst transeribe police statemen
they m but ignore the obvious
incident orker or militant. This is not g problem of authority,
framed-up W suppression of creativity in general, nor is the
cOcECh OT"free” the technician or the reporter to dq what he
solution 1:1(1) feels right. Socialism liberates these workers by
indiwdlla. iin their ties with the rest of the working class and
. e'?Stabhs t% draw on the wisdom of the masses and learn from
e t}s,lezuch as it requests them to devote their specially
(ti];?;’opaed talents to popular service.

Gorz appears to have a social outlook when he says,
0

emarks from the man in
rkers’ strike going on,
erviews with degenerate
about them, and becauge
ts about a police shooting
refutation coming from g

( ated worker] furnishes it [his labor power]
. h(iatgihoi' :g]i}icty, knowledge,.and experi.ence accumtﬁlateg
LoD ocial process of upbringing, education, research, anlf
i - tion. And this labor power is worthless in itse
commm‘ncafa.r ;ts it articulates with the labor power”of others
frf Z?)g;cail;:zognition, collaboration, and interchange.” (p. 101)

This apparently social outlook turns out to be ilheﬁf:zl:?lllbé 1(\::1)}115{;1
i f the bourgeois social contract, of the i ion
tlj{,e %ghaiogirr?s with others for his own gpod ﬁrSt; Gor:nl] e
his Tabor ek A Ul (p. 111-112).
organize its relationships with the forces qf 0 F; ol
socialism, that interests the theorl.stS. O'd a(; dgingly submits
No, it is the process by which the indivi l'lal iriliberation- Giats
to the collective that they pinpoint as cruclrds of a socialist, are
expressions, if taken seriously as th'el WOd education of the new
extraordinary on this point. Of the skill an “that it [this skill] is
technical and cultural workers, he declares
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the worker himself, that it belongs to him by right, and that he
has the right to determine its social use” (p. 110).

Third, those who make alienation their theme separate the new
workers from the working class as a whole. They are elitist about
it. Gorz asserts that “qualified workers are no longer (and will
become less and less) interchangeable vessels of physical energy”
(p. 111). He emphasizes the new worker’s individual skill and
ability, when the progress of technique proves just the opposite,
that anyone under proper conditions can develop a skill, and
furthermore, that skills are best exercised under the direction of
the collective, who are fully capable of understanding a “genius,”
of training substitutes, and of rearranging work as necessary.
But for Gorz, “They possess it in their own right because they
themselves acquired it, because they are in the best position to
know how it should be utilized” (p. 111-112).

In this respect Gorz consciously distinguishes between the new
working class and the old. Someday the former will be a majority,
but the future can be handled later. In the meantime, here and
now (and hence with the existing barriers to education), Gorz
claims for the new workers a higher sensitivity, higher capacities
which in other men are only a potential.

“For the semi-skilled workers, the dominant contradiction is
between the active, potentially creative essence of all work,
and the passive condition to which they are doomed by the
repetitive and pre-set tasks dictated by assembly line
methods, tasks which transform them into worn-out acces-
sories to the machine, deprived of all initiative. For the highly
skilled workers, on the other hand, the dominant contradiction
is between the active essence, the technical initiative required
in their work, and the condition of passive performers to which
the hierarchy of the enterprise nevertheless still condemns
them.” (Gorz, p. 36)

When one \yorker is denied the chance to exercise the love of
workmanship (p. 104), it wears him out and makes him hopeless:
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When the new worker meets the same capitalist obstacle, this is a
contradiction with his active essence. For the average, semi-
skilled worker, his creative essence is only potential, that is, of no
real force (only a moral duty to realize in the future), while the
highly trained new workers have an active essence being re-
Pressed here and now. Why the difference, except to foster
elitism and split the working class?

This theme is linked to individual ownership, which the sham
Proletarian thinker Gorz champions:

. . . the skilled workers of the leading industries, in the
minority today but the majority of tomorrow, possess in their
own right, unlike the classic proletarians, the labor power they
lend. They possess it in their own right because they them-
selves acquired it” (p. 111-112).

The skill that was the result of a social process of upbringing has
suddenly become a private possession!

Writers on alienation take an individualistic approach instead
of a class approach; they view the work problems of educai:,ed
Workers in idealist, abstract terms of creativity apd coercion
Instead of identifying the specific problems that capitalism puts
into the content of their work; they reinforce elitism based on the
distinction of mental and manual labor instead of insisting.that
the skills of the working class belong to it as a whole and will be
disposed of by the working class as a whole under soclahs:m.
Alienation, in short, is the catchword of the intellectual holding
onto a petty bourgeois outlook. ;

The writers who parade under the banner.of a new working
class have selected some occupations in which the secondary
relations of production bear more than the average amount of
petty bourgeois influence—educated and skilled positions of men-
tal labor, conducted alone and producing a product still closely
identified with one person. Yet the class relat_ion puts most of the
members of these occupations in the working class. The new



136 CLASSES IN THE UNITED STATES

W({rl{ing class is part of the working class; it cannot revolt against
being workers nor achieve petty producer status. Since the class
relation is principal, since it is impossible to convert these work-
ers into petty producers, the contradiction can only be resolved
by waging a revolutionary working-class struggle against
capitalism and for socialism, where the secondary relations are
brought into harmony with the class position of the worker-. This
is the way to fight capitalist speedup, wreck of the environment,
and misuse of technology. But the theorists of the new working
class defend the petty bourgeois aspect of the secondary relations
of production. This is not progressive but reactionary. When
Boyte and Ackerman talk about occupations becoming more
proletarianized, they voice the protest of the petty bourgeois or
would-be petty bourgeois against proletarian status instead of
joining a working-class struggle against capitalist exploitation.

The new working class theorists are not really spokesmen for
most professional, technical and kindred workers. These thinkers
speak for a few intellectuals among them whose resistance to the
working-class situation is greatest. They are most aware of and
opposed to authority of any type. Gorz's book is full of classic
expressions of anarcho-syndicalism, like his talk about self-
management, his praise of Yugoslavia, and his theory of struc-
tural reform instead of revolution.®°

“Be it in agriculture, the university, property relations, the
region, the administration, the economy, ete., a structural
reform always requires the creation of new centers of demo-
cratic power . . . a decentralization of the decision making
power, arestriction on the powers of State or Capital” (p. 8n.)-
“ .. we must firmly reject all attempts to subordinate the
union to the party” (p. 14).

“The de facto dictatorship of organized capitalism can Nno
longer be combatted in the advanced industrial countries in
the name of an opposed dictatorship” (p. 131).
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Identification of all state power with capitalist rule, no leadership
by the working-class party, no dictatorship of the proletariat
over all that is bourgeois—combined with the elitist view of the
educated, this amounts to a demand for a share in capitalist
power for these anti-working-class intellectuals. The working
class cannot make a socialist revolution: “Seizure of power by
insurrection is out of the question” (p. 8). Gorz tries to cover
himself by maintaining a utopian approach throughout his
“strategy for labor,” simply asserting that structural reforms
must not be perverted into capitalist schemes that would divert
class struggle into participation in management. But it is not
enough to put out a warning and a disclaimer. The scheme is still
utopian, and it does not serve the interests of the working class,
“new” or old.

Gorz winds up with a nonelass view of the highly paid manage-
rial and technical servants of the capitalists, the “technocrats.”
These are the highest administrators and professionals, yet Gorz
will not classify them among the capitalist class. Occupation
remains for him more important than class.

“ ... technocracy is not generally the errand boy of the
monopolies and does not necessarily wield power as their
representative. It is rather the mediator between the particu-
lar and contradictory interests of the capitalists on the one
hand, the general interest of capitalism on the other, and
finally the general interest of society.” (Gorz, p. 122)

Technocrats “are rather a ‘caste’ ” who vacillate and are to be
won over. This is the classic position of the reformist who wants
to serve the capitalists and share power as their servant: t.he
capitalist state is misrepresented as being above class, authority
is above class, and we must win it over (that is, we must be
allowed to merge into it!). The theorists of a new working class do
not speak for the great majority of these workers. They are
riding on a petty bourgeois focus on certain aspects of t}}ls
OCcupational stratum, on a plausible misinterpretation of its
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social position, for the place-seeking goals of a few political
intellectuals.

We can now observe the essential unity of the notions of the
“post-industrial society” and the “new working class.” Both
frauds are based on the use of occupation in place of class. Both
fasten on a period of growth in the professional, technical and
kindred occupations. The difference between the two approaches
is that the outright servants of monopoly capitalism like Daniel
Bell regard these workers as middle class and try to portray
monopoly capitalism as something beyond capitalism and class
conflict, but not socialist. Those who speak of a new working class
distort certain contradictions that these workers run up against,
and propose to solve them by various petty bourgeois hopes for
admission to a share of capitalist rule. The difference between the
two outlooks is minor. Bell accepted some points made by the
theorists of a new working class.

“The engineers, for example, fit many of the attributes of the
alienated ‘educated worker.’” Few of them are allowed to
decide how their skills and knowledge will be used” (Bell,

1973, p. 153).

Bell simply felt, as a confident observer from the standpoint of
the monopoly capitalists, that the engineers did not think they
were workers; therefore, they could not be treated as part of the
working class. The writers on a new working class are saying to
the monopoly capitalists, make some concessions or you will have
serious problems later. Both Bell and the writers on a new
working class emphasize secondary aspects of occupations in-
stead of the class relation. They ignore class and the exploitation
of one class by another. Both would diminish the strength of the
working class and split it.

The underlying identity of the two approaches is not only
provable in theory. At least one writer has combined the themes
of post-industrial society and the alienated new worker, the
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monopoly capitalist fraud and the petty bourgeois program. Alain
Touraine’s book, The Post-Industrial Society, appeared in En-
glish in 1971, possibly forcing Bell to complicate the title of his
1973 book, The Coming of Post-Industrial Society. Like both
Bell and the new working class theorists, Touraine agrees that
the definition of class should be replaced by market power or
occupation,

“In a market capitalism, the wage-earners are the dominated
class because they are subject in the labor market to the power
of those who hold capital.”

“One’s trade, one’s directly productive work, is not in direct
opposition to capital . . . man is no longer involved simply in
his occupational role.” (p. 54)

While Touraine, a student of standard capitalist sociologists,
Peddles many of their ideas about post-industrial society, he
duplicates the formulations of the theorists of the new working
class, too. Instead of class against class, Touraine focuses on the
alleged “contradictions between the needs of these social systems
and the needs of individuals.” (p. 61) The “revolt against a system
of integration and manipulation” must lead to the “call rather for
self-management” (pp. 74, 75). “We are leaving a society of
exploitation and entering a society of alienation” (p. 61).

Touraine believes that plenty is assured to all. With exploita-
tion no longer an issue, he downplays any vestigial capitalist
Class.

“No longer is it the concentration of available surpluses but
the rational organization of human and technical equipment
that governs economic development. Under these cond;t.lons,
the idea of two basic classes that constitute separate milieux,
one reduced to subsistence, the other to managing surpluses,
loses its importance.” (p. 81)
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It is not so much that capitalists do not exist; perhaps one or two
percent of the population are capitalists. But the exploitation of
surplus labor, “the concentration of available surpluses,” loses its
importance. Touraine has improved on the usual crude, quantita-
tive fraud which simply omits the monopoly capitalist class and
its collection of surplus labor from tens of millions of workers. He
has managed to deny the importance of exploitation itself.

Only “industrial society” contained classes with an objective
antagonism between them. Post-industrial society is based not on
surplus labor but on “information,” and the conflict in it is 2 moral
one. Touraine is a theorist of social movements without a basis in
class. With Bell he has dropped the concept of class. Unlike Bell
he is not content to observe some attitudes; he believes there is @
politics of social movements, although a moral politics. With this
new wisdom Touraine has some advice for the student movement
of which he had been a leader in France in May 1968.

“The student revolt could, for example, give rise to a dogmatic
devotion to confrontation which would be as burdensome aS

conformist integration.” (p. 13)

The notion of a new middle class and that of a new working class,
besides sharing the theory that substitutes occupation for class,
end up with the same political outlook, too: defend capitalism.

- ———




16. Class and the Blue Collar
Occupations

A blue collar worker belongs to the working class for the same
reason as any other: working for a wage or salary, he does not
OWn the means of production and yields surplus labor to the
capitalists. It is possible to be classified blue collar and be a small
businessman, like a self-employed painter, a construction con-
tractor, or the owner of a janitorial service. But to an even
greater degree than white collar occupations, blue collar occupa-
tions are overwhelmingly working class. In the white collar
Occupations, one is more than twice as likely to find a member of
other classes.®? The influence of capitalism and the petty
bourgeois mentality on relations of production other than the
class relation is concentrated among white collar workers, too.
More than them, blue collar workers labor collectively and pro-
duce a collective product, are subject to authority without w1e1.d-
Ing it, and do manual work in closer contact with the material
world.

By any measure of numbers, these workers are a sizeable part
of the working class. According to the 1970 Census, there were
34 million blue collar workers, or 49 percent of all employed
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workers.?2 Basic industry pays nearly 30 million workerg, . 4
percent of all employed workers.®® Plants with 500 or mq :
workers employ more than six million production Workepg I;i
Over 15 percent of the labor force consists of production workér
in plants with 100 or more workers. The blue collar workeys e 8
large part of the working class, and they include the workera
whose various relations of production conform most closely t, ths
class relation which dominates a class society. >

These workers are not to be opposed to the rest of the workj,
class. White collar workers are not a new middle class, nop are
professional workers a “new” working class. The logical criticism
of views that split the working class leads to uniting workerg It
criticizes the use of occupation as a definition of class and explajng
what determines class: relation to the means of production and t,
surplus labor.

This approach is not the one taken by blue collarite occupation
analysts. These writers oppose the theme of a new middle clasg
or a new working class by dwelling on the position of blue collar
workers. They reject the claim that the United States is almost
completely or largely middle class, but they accept the criterion
of occupation to determine class.

Blue collarite occupation analysts begin by counting the size of
the blue collar sector of the labor force, equating blue collar to
working class as they make the tallies.

“. .. labor force data for 1970 showed that 57.5 percent of the
total non-farm male population was engaged in manual or
working-class occupations.” (Parker, 1974, p. 38)

Levison counts craftsmen, foremen, operatives and laborers in
the working class. He notes that most service workers are blue
collar workers, t00.95 Finally, a few detailed occupations within
the general category of clerical and sales positions are really blue
collar, and altogether he shows, “Thus, three-fifths, 60 percent of
America is working-class.” (Levison, p. 25)
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“Manual or working-class occupations”—this is how these
writers define class.

“The gap between the working class and the middle class,
between those who work basically with their hands and

those who work with their minds, is enormous” (Levison, p.
13).

"

- . . blue collar or white collar; working class or middle
class.” (p. 20)

In other words, these writers claim that everyone works. There
isnot a capitalist class and a working class. No, there is a middle
class (middle between what and what?) which works with its
minds, and there is a working class, which works with its hands.
This is merely the occupational substitution for class. The type of
work activity, the technical division of labor, and various produc-
tion relations other than class are substituted in place of the class
relation. When it comes to classifying a specific stratum of
workers, the blue collarite writer, revealing his lack of a stable

view of class, draws on any available combination of characteris-
tics.

“In income and education, as well as family background and
prestige, they fall well within the ranks of the working class
rather than the middle class.” (Parker, 1974, p. 38)

Against the claim that the United States is a mi.ddle class
Society, the reminder of these writers that there is a large
working class seems to be a positive contribution. But what are
the results of their calculations? Accepting their figures uncriti-
cally for a moment, we find that between 55 and 60 percent of the
Population is working class. That means that 40 to 45 percent are
not working class, and the only other class tha}t these thle
collarite writers impress on our awareness is the' middle class. In
other words, United States society is divided into two camps,
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‘poth too large to ignore. Instead of a society sharply polarized
into a vast working class facing a narrow capitalist class, with a
few petty producers in between, this is a picture of two large
classes which had better live with each other, regardless of the
difference in their share of man’s worldly goods.

Furthermore, what is happening over time to the size of the
working class? Levison is reduced to arguing that the working
class is not disappearing, citing a slow change in its size from 62
percent in 1950 to 58 percent in 1969 (Levison, p. 27). At this
rate, he says, there will be a sizeable working class for a long
time. Still, it is a decline. Levison’s definition denies the polariza-
tion of classes.

Blue collarite occupation analysts play up the differences be-
tween blue collar and white collar workers. Levison makes many
remarks to incite the anger of blue collar workers at the affluence
of white collar workers, or some of them. Blue collarite writers
compare the two sectors of the working class on such matters as
income, unemployment rates, working conditions, and the qual-
ities of mental and manual work under capitalism. These differ-
ences exist. The working class will never become a homogeneous
mass under capitalism, so clearly and obviously identical in every
detail of social life, standing in such visible contrast to the
capitalist class. Such a situation is technologically, economically,
and politically impossible. It is probably true, however, that
differences are narrowing. The crucial point of comparisons is the
trend over time.

For example, if we set the average wage in manufacturing in
any year at 100 and compare the salaries of professors (“upper

middle class” or “new working class” white collar workers) and
elementary school teachers (closer to straight white collar work-
ors like clerks), we find the following narrowing of the gap: the
index for professors’ salaries declined from 361 in 1904 to 173 in
1953, and the index for elementary school teachers’ salaries fell
from 159 to 119 at the same time (Keat, p. 590). The comparison
is very much an approximate one, but the change, from a gap of
almost four to one to differences that are marginal or at most twO
to one, is clearly demonstrated. One could make other comparl-
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tions. For example, unemployment e
workers and factory operatives, but
much unem;;loyment ft:or the latter.
overstated: owever, for the Census counted e

ployed if they had looked for a job in the Jast foug vtl;se(:erllcz 2?1; ?Veer;:
available for work. Such unemployment, ang layoffs, which are
also counted, are more common among operatives, vs,rhile unem-
ployment created by attrition and by rotation of women out of the
Jabor force who are then discouraged from returning for a long
time is more common among clerical and sales workers. Properly
measured, this would increase their unemployment rate.

From a class standpoint, relatively minor differences between
types of workers can never overshadow the polarization of the
working class against the capitalist class. These differences are
primary to blue collarite occupation analysts, who define class by
occupation and rely on an eclectic jumble of other characteristics
to distinguish their working class from their middle class.

Typically, these writers illustrate the middle class by the
example of doctors, lawyers, and executives (Levison, p. 21).
Having abandoned the class perspective, blue collarite writers
ignore the distinction between the self-employed or the petty
bourgeoisie and the wage and salary earners. Doctors and
lawyers, it will be recalled, are a small part of all professional,
technical and kindred workers, but still represent a sizeable
chunk of the self-employed professionals. Within the white collar
working class proper, the blue collarite writers must distinguish
between well-paid professionals and clerical workers. Among
white collar wage and salary earners, clerical and kindred work-
ers are 40 percent of the total (1970 Census, Report 7A, Table
43). Levison alludes to them as a gray area. “Some jobs fall in a
gray area between these two poles [lawyers versus assel'nbly hn.e
operatives]. These are, in general, the lowest level clencal-posr
tions.” (p. 21) The scheme of these occupation analysts bfagms to
fall apart. In a class society, class sooner or later determines the

Xists among both clerical
; 6the _ﬁgures show twice as
This gap is undoubtedly
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position of workers in all occupations. Levison senses this but
does not define class properly. Instead, he assigns the bulk of
clerks to a gray area. His chance remark that “Eighty percent of
the labor force are either manual or clerical workers, with the
majority in manual jobs” (p. 23-24) is not used in his general
theme.

There is more to this treatment of clerical workers, the one
piece that will not fit into the jigsaw puzzle of occupation-as-class.
Clerical workers are disproportionately women, yet these writ-
ers measure the relative size of the blue collar sector by counting
men only. Parker took data for “the total non-farm male popula-
tion”; Levison confined his figures to men, too. The conclusion
that blue collar workers were 55 to 60 percent of all workers was
based on this limitation. If we look at non-farm wage and salary
workers (that is, excluding self-employed workers and employees
of one’s own corporation) of both sexes, the blue collar categories
(craftsmen and foremen, operatives, laborers, and service work-
ers outside private households) comprise 49.7 percent of the
total. It is clear why these writers exclude women: by not
counting most clerical workers and by excluding all white collar
women workers in general, the figure for blue collar workers can
be raised from less than half to 55 percent. The halfway point is
an important one emotionally to their scheme, hence the need to
boost 49.7 percent just a little.

These writers claim that the size of the white collar sector has
been inflated by counting women who swelled its ranks after
World War II.

“ .. the 1950s was able to claim a shift or revolution in work
patterns only by assigning the seeretary-wives and waitress-
daughters of blue-collar factory workers to the white-collar
group, thereby generating its great hope for a new middle
class.” (Parker, 1974, p. 38)

“In terms of the social class composition of the population,
there has been no significant tendency for the white-collal
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proletariat to grow relative to, or at the expense of, the
blue-collar proletariat. What has happened is that women from
blue-collar families whose husbands work in factories or at
similar jobs have left the home and taken Jobs, more often than

not temporary and frequently changing, as saleswomen and
office workers.” (Szymanski, 1972, p. 111)

Szymanski joins Parker in deprecating the participation of
women in the working class.

“It is generally the occupation of the man of the family that
determines a family’s social class and concomitant conscious-
ness. The woman’s job, at least among manual workers, is
generally marginal to the overall family situation. Women
tend to work irregularly, change jobs more often than men,
define themselves less in terms of their jobs, join uniqns less
frequently, and carry over job experiences to their non-
working times less than men.” (p. 105)

Instead of first defining and determining class, occupation
analysts draw on all sorts of ad hoc arguments for their proce-
dure of measuring class by occupation. This is true even for
SZYHIanski, who differs from Parker and Levison l?y admitting
that he is counting sectors of the proletariat, not different clas-
Ses. Yet he claims to talk about social class whfen he talks abogt
these sectors, and his writing contains phrases like “blue-collar in
their social class” (1973, p. 113n.) which zu'e1 telescoped expres-
slons of the theory that occupation defines ¢ ass. :
The allusion to gecretary-ugves and the discussion of the i;alx.mlty
in which both spouses work are irrelevant aqd erToneous. : 1r;.r é
this approach ignores the 43 percent of working women who :
Not married or whose husbands are absent (1970 Census, GT“S‘;}“;
Social and Economic Characteristics: U.S. Summary, Table 90).
If these women are selling their labor power for neciiia;i
income, or are unemployed and trying to sell it, they m‘dering
Counted as part of the working class. Thus, we are consl
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only those 57 percent of working women who are Marrieg
living with their husbands. Szymanski’s arguments were n? dan_d
a.debate with a proponent of new working class theq a. o
dispute came to center on whether individuals or fa:rniliesrg}; e
be counted when tabulating classes. This question becomguld
problem only when occupation is substituting for class. Unde, :ha
criterion of class by relation to the means of produection the
working class is represented by its economically active memi)er :
the employed and those who need to sell their labor power b;’:
cannot. Their dependents are part of working-class familjeg for
they depend on the sale of the provider’s labor power for t’heir
income, upon his or her performance of necessary and surplug
labor.®7 Measured either way, the working class makes up the
overwhelming majority of the population.

If the wife works, she is a direct participant in the working
class. This can only strengthen the class character of the family,
The percentage of married women who are working has in-
creased, from 14 percent in 1940 to 40 percent in 1970.98 Thjs
demonstrates the increasing exploitation of the working class,
forcing both husband and wife to supply the capitalist class with
surplus labor in order to earn the necessities of life. The only
problem of classification under the class perspective is the mar-
riage of a member of the working class and one of the petty
bourgeoisie.®® Such instances are necessarily few, because the
petty bourgeoisie is small numerically and because marriages
tend not to cross class lines.

The very existence of a supposed problem of classifying by
individuals or by families shows the non-class character of the
occupation definition of class. If our attention is gradually re-
moved from the workplace into attempts to construct a sociology
of family life, of interaction between blue collar husband and
white collar wife, this is a sign that the analysis of sectors of the
working class has led us away from the analysis of classes. There
is such a “problem” regarding a visible minority of workers. _Of
the total labor force, 39 percent are in husband-wife families
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where both spouses work.1% Of these, approximately 36 percent
are marriages between blue collar and white collar workers.0! It
is roughly one-seventh of all workers over which Szymanski and
Stodder are arguing.

These are the results of substituting occupation for class.
When Szymanski employs the correct definition of class, the
contrast between his outlook and that of Stodder is clear.
Szymanski as a class theorist emphasizes “the convergence of the
‘new working’ with the manual workers” (1972, p. 109). Stodder,
on the other hand, is a theorist after the likes of Bell, Gorz, and
Touraine, the ideologists of a new middle class or a new working
class opposed to a vanishing working class. He follows Bell in
talking about a service economy as a new phenomenon (Stodder,
P. 100n.), deduces that the key group in the performance of work
is the professional and technical workers, “who for the first time
can enable the working class to run society without any outside
help” (Stodder, p. 105), and concludes with an emphasis on splits
rather than unity of the working class.

“The working class in the United States is split . . . based on
immediate economic conflict of interest” (Stodder, p. 106).192

There is a variety of political orientations open to blue collarite
occupation analysts, but they have in common a lack of awareness
of class and of the fact that, since a kind of society corresponds to
each class, the basic struggle is over the revolu!:ionary change
from one mode of production to another. Levisonis a reformist.

“Sixty percent of American men still work in ess.entially rote,
manual jobs ... To anyone who is involved.m organizing
communities, winning elections, or passing legislation this 1s
the reality they must face.” (Levison, p. 26)

He wants an alliance of the trade unions and liberal politif:ians.
At first, they can work for full employment, more meaningful
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jobs, participation in management, and career ladders offering
upward mobility. Ultimately, these require “democratic
socialism” (Levison, pp. 289-90).

Parker, on the other hand, has studied the distribution of
wealth as well as distribution by occupation (Parker, 1972),
making the illusions of reformism apparent to him. Lacking a
class analysis, he is reduced to pessimism and mysticism. The
United States, he says, needs not a reform of wealth but a new
“vision of change.”

“The class structure of America depends, in the deepest [that
is, murkiest] sense, not on wealth, but on alienation and the
isolation of individuals” (Parker, 1974, p. 42).

These inward-turning, quiescent, demoralized words are
Parker’s conclusion.
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17. Evolution of an Analyst of
Occupation

Between 1934 and 1945 Lewis Corey wrote extensively about
white collar workers. Many points sound very modern, which
demonstrates the hackneyed nature of writing today about “the
middle class.” Trying to use class labels for occupational
categories, Corey demonstrates the inevitable confusion of such
an approach.

After setting farmers aside for separate analysis, Corey puts
wage workers and clerks (including salespeople in stores) into the
working class. All others—capitalists, petty producers, .and
White collar workers except clerks—he classifies among various
Strata of the bourgeoisie. The white collar employees within this
bourgeoisie Corey labels the “new middle class.” (Corey, 1934, p.
960, 562; 1935, p. 139) Why are “technicians, teachers, profes-
sionals” a new middle class? Corey gives all sorts of reasons and
never settles on a definite answer.

Sometimes he implies that they are not working class because
they receive a salary instead of a wage. (Corey, 1987, p. 139) But
Why were salaried clerks moved into the working class? Some-
times he says these occupations “are not really a class, merely an

151
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aggregation of functional groups” (Corey, 1935, p. 140n.). Some-
times he uses a moral definition, the performance of useful
functions. (p. 336) Sometimes he calls most white collar workers
“economically and functionally a part of the working class: a ‘new’
proletariat” (p. 259). The theme of a new working class is an old
one!

When Corey alludes to the Marxist criterion of class, it is not
clear whether he accepts it as the very definition of class.

“I,ower salaried employees, as muchi as the workers, are
separated from ownership of the means of production and ;-«:.
must sell their labor power to earn a livelihood.” (p. 259-60)

On the other hand, writing in Marxist Quarterly, Corey argues
that salaried employees are part of the working class not for this
reason but because of a number of changes in their income and

conditions. They have become “proletarianized.”

“Security of employment, privileges and differentials in
salaries compared with wages have all been undermined.”

(Corey, 1937, p. 140)

Here proletarianization means low income and job insecurity.
True, income and unemployment vary among parts of the work-
ing class, but this cannot define class. The exceptional segments
of the working class can never be large; as an occupation in-
creases in size, any privileged conditions diminish. We have seen
this in the case of succesive waves of white collar occupations. In
the strict sense, proletarianization refers to the loss of means of
production and the consequent move from the petty bourgeoisie
to the working class.

In the first half of the twelve years from 1934 to 1945, his
period of evolution, Corey offered an alliance to the new middle
class, or new working class, or lower bourgeoisie, or agg’regate_()f
functional groups between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie.
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He offered them socialism because it needs them and will not
demand any changes of them.

(11

. . socialism needs increasingly larger numbers of clerical
and managerial and supervisory workers. As economic activ-
ity more fully realizes the promise of technology, completely
automatic production, it becomes more and more an activity of
organization, management and supervision. But when mana-
gerial and supervisory functions are stripped of their exploit-
ing capitalist. relations, their performance becomes wholly a
form of productive social labor.” (Corey, 1935, p. 353)

The political allegiance of the new middle class “may be changed
by emphasizing that socialism liberates and amplifies the func-
tional services now performed by salaried groups.” (Corey, 1937,
P. 143) In other words, occupations will not change. Corey had
never defined class relations, so he sought an alliance with his
new middle class on the basis of not disturbing other production
relations, such as the division of mental and manual labor and the
Production relations of authority. This approach has nothing to do
Wwith socialism. The working class, over 90 percent of the popula-
tion in the United States, can be united to oppose the capitalist
class, fight the crises of capitalism, and realize socialism throqgh
working-class revolution. But the morning after the v.vorkmg
class has smashed the capitalist state machine, set up 1ts own
State, and nationalized the capitalist means of produgtlon, C?al}ge
does not stop, nor has socialism been completely bul%t. Socialism
is a transition to classless society. After the capitalist c.lass has
lost its state power and its property, the other production rela-
tions still carry the influence of the class relation. The dlffe?ence
is that the remolding of production relations need not be v1ole}111t
and is a joint activity of nearly everyone at both poles of the
relations. But to promise managers and technicians that soc1a191§g1
simply brings “the liberation of their craft function (.Corey, 1 ali
P. 361) is both incorrect and unnecessary. The working class—
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parts of it—fights for socialism as the only way oyt o 2 Gartt .
crisis, not because the workers are shopping in depzﬂtahst
store of modes of production for the nicest one. Ment
It is no accident that at this time Corey playeq down ¢
importance of the dictatorship of the proletariat, saying “T{ie
dictatorship is brief’ (p. 362). HaeiR

In 1945 Corey retained the occupation analysis. Hig tableg
display the same occupational categories, only now they are
regrouped and given different labels. White collar workers are
definitely “the new middle class of salaried employees, especially
the technical-managerial and professional personnel” (Corey,
1945, p. 68). Corey has decided that they are not part of the
working class, and therefore their increase is a growth of the
middle class, disproving the polarization of capitalist society.

“But the Marxists [among whom Corey once numbered
himself] were wrong, too, for there is no fulfillment of their
prophecy of a rapid, inevitable polarization of classes into

proletariat and bourgeoisie, with the virtual eclipse of the
middle class.” (Corey, 1945, p. 69)

Nor are these new occupations capitalist.

“In objective functional aptitudes and interests the
technical-managerial personnel is not capitalist. It has an

instinet for workmanship, which calls for doing a job of produc-
tion” (p. 78).

The “craft function” has become “an instinet for workmanship,”
yet these people are not “new” working class (as writers like Gorz

were to make them 30 years later) but are still middle class.
Why?

{3

. . . their occupations, their functions and their potential (if

not actual) incomes differentiate them from the workers.” (p.
80)
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as at last resolved the confusion of his earlier writing, not

g the definition of class, but by dividing people up
to occupations, income levels, and career prospects. He

e criterion of class.

Corey b
py findin
gccording
rejeCtS th

«Nothing is gained . . . by stretching the meaning of ‘working
class’ and ‘proletariat’ until they become all-inclusive, mean-

ingless concepts.” (p- 82)

For the pragmatist, a category embracing 90 percent of the
population is no tool of analysis. Since Corey lacks any idea of the
extraction of surplus labor, he finds no significance in the growth
of the exploited and the narrowing of the capitalists to the point
that tens of millions labor for the benefit of a handful.%3

Politically, Corey moved from a brief dictatorship of the pro-
letariat to that phony brand of socialism which never socializes
anything except the power of the capitalists among themselves.
The task is to “break monopoly capitalism and build democratic
socialism.” (Corey, 1945, p. 86)

Despite the changes of labels and politics, Corey’s building
blocks throughout are occupational categories. He paints them
with different labels depending on which transient phenomena of
income and working conditions he wishes to emphasize. As
occupations rise and fall, reflecting technological and other
changes all within the capitalist system, the political interpreta-
tion varies. Semi-moral judgments of functional usefulness add
spice. All this was done 30 to 40 years ago. The peculiarity of the
analysis then was the lumping of the “new middle class” with an
old middle class still of some size, petty producers and small
capitalists. Other than that aspect, occupation analysts are still
chewing over the same material, whether as new middle class,
the heralds of a post-industrial society, or as new working class,
champions of the struggle against alienation—all to oppose that

“old nineteenth century Marxism!”



B. Sham Marxism

18. Class and Unproductive Labor

Some writers distort the nature of classes by appealing to
criteria and restrictions supposedly taken from the theory of Karl
Marx. They claim that the working class does not include so many
people as we thought and even that Marx predicted the rise and
expansion of a new middle class. Among such criteria are asser-
tions that workers are only producers of material goods, that
some occupations performing unproductive labor do not belong at
all to the working class, that proletarians must produce surplus-
value, and that there is a large middle class whose role is to
consume surplus unproductively. These claims allegedly derive
from the notion of productive and unproductive labor, or they are
presented in the atmosphere of this distinction. Therefore, it is
necessary to see what productive and unproductive labor were in
Marx’s time and what they are today.

a. History of Unproductive Labor

The distinetion between productive and unproductive labor

156
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was largely develoged by.Adam Smith, the famous economic
writer during the rise of industrial capitalism in England (his
Wealth of Nations appfaared in 1775, and he died in 1790 at the
age of 67)- Marx studied Smith and all the classical capitalist
writers on political economy in depth, critically analyzed and
summed up their economic science, and gave us political economy
on a completely scientific basis. His treatment of the distinetion
petween productive and unproductive labor was part of this
work.1%4

Smith mixed together two definitions of productive and unpro-
ductive labor. The first and principal distinction identifies pro-
ductive labor as wage labor hired with capital and unproductive

labor as labor hired out of revenue.

«Productive labor, in its meaning for capitalist production, is
wage-labor which, exchanged against the variable part of
capital (the part of the capital that is spent on wages), repro-
duces not only this part of the capital (or the value of its own
labor-power), but in addition produces surplus-value for the
capitalist.” (Marx, 1963, p. 152)

“This also establishes absolutely what unproductive labor is.
It is labor which is not exchanged with capital, but directly
with revenue, that is, with wages or profit (including of course
the various categories of those who share as co-partners in the
capitalist’s profit, such as interest and rent).” (p. 157)

The capitalist is in business to make money, to expand his capital.

He invests in machinery, premises, and raw materials, and he
also uses part of his capital to hire workers to operate the means
of production. This latter part of his capital, called variable
capital, employs wage labor with the intention of making a profit;
it hires productive labor. Besides investing, making a profit, and
reinvesting, the capitalist withdraws some of his profit for per-
sonal consumption. He buys material goods with his revenue, but
he may hire servants and cooks and patronize an artist, too.
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Revenue spent on unproductive labor is unproductive jy, th
capitalist sense because the money is not going to return, witp, e
added profit yet. It is not producing surplus-valye, i

Workers receive wages for the sale of their labor
income, very rarely converted into capital, remaing
enue, spent on the needs of the worker and his famil
himself, to maintain his energy and skills. Most of th
spent on material goods, but it may be used to hire
clean the house, too. The maid is an unproductive 1a
the worker’s revenue is not invested as capital but
to keep up the house.

(Marx is dealing here only with capital invested in production,
not capital invested in merchandising or banking, which he treats
later (p. 413).)

This definition is concerned with the social relations in which

labor is performed. It has nothing to do with the concrete
character of the labor.

Power. Thig
Simply rey.
Y to sustaip
€ revenue i
Someone tg
borer, since
merely spent

“The same kind of labor may be productive or unproductive.

“For example Milton, who wrote Paradise Lost for five
pounds, was an unproductive laborer. On the other hand, the
writer who turns out stuff for his publisher in factory style, is
a productive laborer. . . . A singer who sells her song for her
own account is an unproductive laborer. But the same singer
commissioned by an entrepreneur to sing in order to make

money for him is a productive laborer; for she produces
capital.” (p. 401)

“These definitions are therefore not derived from the material
characteristics of labor (neither from the nature of its product
nor from the particular character of the labor as concrete
labor), but from the definite social form, the social relations of
production, within which the labor is realized.” (p. 157)

Since occupation reflects the concrete character of the labor, we
cannot under the social definition include or exclude whole occu-
pations as productive or unproductive labor. Nor is any judgment
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made about the_: use-value which the productive laborer produces
for the capitalist to sell. A capitalist may hire lab workers to
distill cocaine, heroin, and other debilitating drugs which he will
then market with the aid of a network of gangsters and the
protection of the Central Intelligence Agency. Still, the em-
ployees are productive laborers under the capitalist definition. 05

The social definition is not the only one in Smith’s writing.
Eager to reflect the new phenomena of capitalism, Smith was not
too particular about definitions. It is characteristic that “Jumbled
together in his presentation we find two definitions of what he
calls productive labor” (p. 152). Smith slips from the social
relations of labor to a physical characteristic of it. Under the

second definition,

“ .. a productive laborer is one whose labor produces com-
modities. . . . His labor fixes and realizes itself in some such

vendible commodity’ ” (p. 164).
What is a commodity here?

“A commodity—as distinguished from labor-power itself—is a
material thing confronting man, a thing of a certain utility for
him, in which a definite quantity of labor is fixed or

materialized.” (p. 164)

“The commodity is the most elementary form of bourgeois
wealth. The explanation of ‘productive labor’ as labor which
produces ‘commodities’ also corresponds, therefore, to a much
more elementary point of view than that which defines produc-
tive labor as labor which produces capital.” (p. 173)

Under the material definition, “unproductive labor is such as

produces personal services.” (p. 173) _
There is some question about where to draw the line between

someone who produces a commodity, a material thing, and some-
one whose service leads to the production of a commodity. Smith

and Marx drew the line narrowly in order to reject contentions
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that everyone is a productive laborer in one sense op anothep
Still, :

“Included among these productive workers, of course, are g
those who contribute in one way or another to the Produection
of the commodity, from the actual operative to the manager op
engineer (as distinet from the capitalist).” (p. 156-57)106

A factory manager on salary is a productive laborer under the
material definition; his counterpart in a trading company is not, A
scientist in the laboratory of Shell Oil Company developing
petrochemicals is a productive laborer. If he leaves to do research
at a university on the theory of the carbon bond, he is no longer a
productive laborer. Under the second definition as under the
first, it is impossible to categorize whole occupations as produc-
tive or unproductive labor.107

Before examining the relation of these two definitions of pro-
ductive and unproductive labor, we must look at the historical
meaning of the distinction for Adam Smith. For capitalism to
grow, unproductive labor should be kept to a minimum. Smith

pulled no punches identifying unproductive labor. His words on
the subject have become famous.

“The labor of some of the most respectable orders in the
society is, like that of menial servants, unproductive of any
value. . . . The sovereign, for example, with all the officers
both of justice and war who serve under him, the whole army
and navy, are unproductive laborers. They are the servants of
the publie, and are maintained by a part of the annual produce
of the industry of other people. . . . In the same class must be
ranked . . . churchmen, lawyers, physicians, men of letters of
all kinds; players, buffoons, musicians, opera-singers, opera-
dancers, ete.” (quoted by Marx, 1963, p. 160)

These people are maintained out of revenues. Instead of being
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oked to capital by an exchange of their labor power against
yariable capital, they live off revenues, the private consumption
funds of various classes. In particular, when Smith was writing in
1775, unproductive laborers were the minions of landlords and
banking capitalists. Behind the criticism lay Smith’s attack on
their revenues. He stood for the industrial capitalists driving to
accumulate, to increase capitalist production, to exist solely as
numan representatives of the urge of capital to expand itself, to
add surplus-value to itself.

“This is the language of the still revolutionary bourgeoisie,
which has not yet subjected to itself the whole of society, the
State, ete. All these illustrious and time-honored occupations
. . . are from an economic standpoint put on the same level as
the swarm of their own lackeys and jesters maintained by the
bourgeoisie and by idle wealth—the landed nobility and idle

capitalists.” (p. 300-01)1%8

Here is the class content of the distinction between productive
and unproductive laborers. The landed nobility were leftovers
from the ruling class prior to the English bourgeois revolution of
1640. In 1688, the bourgeoisie compromised and brought the
nobles back as junior partners in order to subjugate the petty
producers and workers. As a rule, the landed nobility did not
engage in production, its management or development. Instead,
their rent withdrew funds from capitalist accumulation. Living in
idleness, they and the coupon-clippers spent their income as
revenue. The unproductive laborers they hired represented so-
cial power for the maintenance of this state of affairs and resis-
tance to the demands of industrial capital. Their men of letters
apologized for stagnation, social and economic. State officials
weighed on industry as a burden. The unproductive laborers
were so many persons not working to expand capital. In this
respect, they were no different than the hordes of menial ser-
vants whom the idle rich employed primarily to display their
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wealth. The intent of distinguishing between Productiye and
unproductive labor was to critici_ze this system from the stang.
point of industrialicapitalists. Smith spoke not for NAITOW oceypyg.
tional interests but for the class he defended in the realm of

economic theory. G _ :
What was the relation in this period between Smith’s ty,

definitions? First, the definition that reveals the Superiority of
capitalism to previous modes of production and calls for expanq.
ing it is the definition based on social relations.

“A coat is a coat. But have it made in the first form of
exchange [against variable capital], and you have capitalist
production and modern bourgeois society; in the second
[against revenue], and you have a form of handicraft which ig
compatible even with Asiatic relations oy those of the Middle

Ages, ete. And these forms are decisive for material wealth
itself.” (p. 296)

What counts for capitalism is not only that goods rather than
services are produced, but that goods are produced in the
capitalist factory rather than in workshops attached to priests’
temples, for example. In turn, early capitalism developed pro-
duction at the highest rate then known in history.

Second, the greatest rate of development of capitalist produc-
tion can be achieved by reducing unproductive labor, in the sense
of labor hired out of revenue, to a minimum, setting free the
maximum amount of labor for productive employment, in the
sense of labor that produces surplus-value.

“. . . the greater part of the revenue (wages and profit) that is
Spent on commodities produced by capital, the less the part
that can be spent on the services of unproductive laborers, and
vice versa.” (p. 158)

When capitalism was champing at the bit, this important demand
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was serv ed by the definition of productive labor according to
social relations. P

Third, the two definitions tended to coincide in Smith’s time
More and more production of goods was capitalist production'
Being more powerful than individual, petty production because it';
is more socialized, capitalism was winning this battJe. Material
production was becoming capitalist production. On the other
side, capitalist relations were concentrated in the production of
material things. Services were still purchased primarily by the
revenue of idle classes without going through capitalist inter-
mediaries: footmen hired for display, state and church officials
sucking taxes and tithes out of the economy, and men of letters
preserving the culture that justified this order. If the labor
power was not purchased for production of material things, it was
unlikely to be labor power exploited for a profit.

During the rise of the industrial capitalist, therefore, the social
definition of productive labor reflects the victory over pre-
capitalist production and spurs the development of capitalism.
But the two definitions did not seriously diverge at the time.

By the time Marx wrote, the situation had changed, and he
took note of developments. Having established its complete
domination over society, the capitalist class no longer wanted to
discuss social relations. The social definition of productive labor
was ignored. Furthermore, the bourgeoisie discovered its own
need for state, religious, and ideological servants to glorify
capitalism and ward off the demands of socialism. As justification
for their own position, these ideological servants attacked the
material definition of productive labor and asserted that all kinds
of activity were productive labor, necessary, good, and part of
this best of all possible worlds.1%® In attacking the distinction
between labor producing material goods and other kinds of labor,
these sycophants attacked the primacy of material production
over “spiritual production.” In a long, brilliant discussion which
cannot be duplicated here, Marx showed the utter bankruptey of
this outlook. “Smith does not at all deny that these [spiritual]
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activities produce a ‘result,’ a ‘product’ of some king.” (p. 26g
But if one ignores the social relations of materig] produycti. )

ction,

“If material production itself is not conceived in itg Specific
historical form, it is impossible to understand what ig Specific
in the spiritual production corresponding to it and the recj

rocal influence of one on the other. Otherwise on

€ cannot get
beyond inanities.” (Marx, 1963, p. 285)

These apologists of the mature bourgeoisie argued that if 4
country were under attack, then the soldier helps the peasant to
produce the harvest and is equally as productive,

“... that is not true. Smith would say that the soldier’s
protective care is productive of defense, but not of the corn. If
order was restored in the country, the ploughman woulqg
produce the corn just as before, without being compelled to
produce the maintenance, and therefore the life, of the soldiers
into the bargain. The soldier belongs to the incidental ex-
penses of production, in the same way as a large part of the
unproductive laborers who produce nothing themselves,
either spiritual or material, but who are useful and necessary

only because of the faulty social relations—they owe their
existence to social evils.” (p. 288-89)

One writer argued that a magistrate who provided justice for the
peasant was a productive laborer, as shown by the necessity for

order and justice if production is to g
course, the magistrate’s labor is still,
unproductive. “Otherwise we would hav
magistrate is absolutely unable to live

therefore the peasant is an indirect produ
on. Utter nonsense!” (p. 293-94)

o forward in peace. Of
in the material sense,
e to say that since the
without the peasant,
cer of justice! And so

Neither Smith nor Marx argued that all labor should produce

material things. There must be other activities.
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«gmith never denied this-, as he wants to reduce the ‘necessary
unproductive laborers like State officials, lawyers, priests,
etc., to the extent in which their services are indispensable.
And this is in any caseé the ‘proportion’ in which they make the
labor of productive laborers most efficacious.” (p. 289)1°

qtill, the difference between productive and unproductive labor

«must be kept in mind and the fact that all other sorts of
activity influence material production and vice versa in no way
affects the necessity for making this distinetion.” (Marx, 1971,

p. 432)

In any society, the distinction between material production and
other activity is valuable because it allows us to ask of ideological,
social, and political activities whether they are 1) purely unneces-
sary for the development of production, 2) necessary only be-
cause of the class contradictions in society, in its social relations
(such as the example of the soldier above), or 3) necessary to
material production, revolutionizing man’s powers and forces of
production or the relations within which production is carried
out. Under socialism, for example, the first type of activity is
abolished, such as the play of the idle rich, the second type
continues to the extent needed to defend the dictatorship of the
proletariat, and the third type of activity increases (natural
science, permanently; political activities, for a historical period;
and conscious arrangement of social relations, permanently).

On the question of hiring labor out of revenue, of the social
definition of productive labor, the capitalists reversed them-
selves, too, between the times of Smith and Marx. There was a
period in the middle of the nineteenth century when the number
of menial servants was large, retained more often by capitalists
than landlords.1!* The bourgeoisie was no longer purely an agent
of capital in its drive for surplus-value; it was also learning to
consume surplus product and enjoy.''2 The capitalist class, not
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iR
having developed its own luxuries, copied the feuda] Pattern o

consuming wealth in the form of a contingent of servants,
At this time, the working class began to point out thg
capitalists themselves were no longer a contribution to Materiy)
production. The workers asked, who contributes to the Produyc.
tion of material things? We do, from laborer and operative to
manager. But the capitalist is unnecessary. His role as an op.
ganizer of production, always partial, is now minor., He sits in an
office, does not supervise in the plant, and makes business deals.
Such had the capitalist class become. Now “the real productive
laborers rise against it and moreover tell it that it lives on other
people’s industry” (Marx, 1963, p. 301). The capitalists do not
want to hear about productive labor. They send out apologists to
claim the productive power of labor for the name of capital,
Formerly, the industrial capitalists attacked the landlords and
idle rich. Now their apologists turn around and assert against the
working class that “in fact the ndustrial capitalists are the sole
productive laborers in the higher meaning of the word.” (p. 279)
The retreat to the higher meaning of words admits that the
workers were correct, “that the industrial capitalist becomes
more or less unable to fulfill his function as soon as he personifies
the enjoyment of wealth, as soon as he wants the accumulation of
pleasures instead of the pleasure of accumulation.” (p. 282-83)

What is the overall result of historical changes on the two
definitions of productive and unproductive labor? Their changing
position reflects the role of capitalism as a mode of production in
history, an advance on previous modes but an exploitative mode
of production, certain to die and give birth to a new system. To
introduce such definitions, to praise productive labor and criticize
unproductive labor, is a historical advance. “Aristotle and Caesar
would have regarded even the title ‘laborers’ as an insult” with-
out even asking whether they were Productive or unproductive
(p. 287). At its birth capitalism proclaimed that it would develop
man’s power of production, demanded the right to do so, and
attacked all obstacles left over from previous social systems. The
two definitions of productive labor tended to coincide: capitalist

t the
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social relations went hand in hand with the development of
material production. But as soon as they conquered society, the
capitalists decided that social relations were no longer to be
questioned; this is best enforced by suppressing the concept
itself. On the other hand, the critical attack on the feudal or
absolutist state, the church, and ideology as a waste should now
be explicitly reversed, to glorify spiritual service to capitalism.
The bourgeoisie split the two definitions by suppressing the
social definition and reversing its position on productive labor
with regard to the material definition.

It should be noted that these categories underwent changes
within the life of capitalism, in the 75 years from Smith to Marx.
This is unlike the category of class itself, which reflects the
essence of a society. The definition of classes and the list of basic
classes remain so long as capitalism exists. The category of
productive labor primarily served the early capitalists in battle
against survivals of previous ruling classes. With the develop-
ment of capitalism first to maturity, then to decay in the era of
monopoly capitalism, the meaning of the concept falls apart.
Socialism will make its own social definition of productive labor.
It will obviously not be the same as the capitalist criterion, labor
that produces surplus-value. It will be a call to develop socialist
production—something that can be done only under socialism,

not under capitalism.

b. Class and Productive Workers

From the start it smells a little fishy when writers use the
notion of productive versus unproductive labor to define the
working class in the United States today. The definition of the
working class must be the same throughout capitalism, if we are
penetrating to the essence of this system. The size and qualities
of the working class can and certainly do change within the life of
capitalism, but the class criterion remains. Yet some writers
attempt to make productive labor, with its great changes under
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capitalism, a requirement to be a member of the working clagg 115
Supposedly, there are a large number of unproductive laborepg
who are not members of the working class or the proletariat.

For example, the assumption that the industrial proletariat ig
the only “true” proletariat is often based on or alludes tq the
definition of productive labor as labor which produces com-
modities, material things. This is the second and poorer of
Smith’s two definitions. Never was it a definition of class. Ag We
have seen, the class content of the distinction was to mark off
both workers and industrial capitalists from landlords, the idle
rich, and their retainers. Later, the capitalist class attacked this
distinction and tried to equate mental activity and the production
of material things. Capitalism needed its own ideological ap-
paratus. Today, many workers properly defined—dependent on
the sale of their labor power and dispossessed of means of
production—do not produce material things. This does not
change their class position; it only tells us that in late capitalism
the two definitions of productive labor have separated. The drive
to extend capitalist relations formerly coincided with the expan-
sion of material production. Now these relations encompass even
more than material production and grow even when material
production stagnates. This is a sign of the decay of capitalism in
its monopoly stage, but it would be absurd to think that
capitalism dissolves its principal antagonist, the working class, in
the course of its decline. The industrial workers have certain
characteristics to be considered later, but they are not the only
workers, because of some notion of productive labor which helped
the capitalist class take over society from the landed nobility.

Adam Smith did not have a clear conception of labor power,
only of labor, which is labor power in use. “Commodity” to him
did not include labor power, although it is a commodity under
capitalism of a very special type. Marx discussed the classifica-
tion of teachers under the definition of productive labor as labor
which produces commodities. For the worker, Marx said,

“

. what he pays out for education is devilishly little, but
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when he does, his payments are productive, for education
produces Jabor-power” (Marx, 1963, p. 210).

«productive labor would therefore be such labor as produces
commodities or directly produces, trains, develops, maintains
or reproduces labor-power itself. Adam Smith excludes the
Jatter from his category of productive labor; arbitrarily, but
with a certain correct instinct—that if he included it, this
would open the flood-gates for false pretensions to the title of
productive labor.” (p. 172)

The teaching of basic skills of literacy and all vocational educa-
tion, a concept which broadens with the application of science to
production, is productive labor in this sense.

The principal definition of productive labor is different. It
refers to wage labor hired by variable capital as opposed to
revenue. The classic example of unproductive labor hired by
revenue was the menial servant. The lords consumed part of
their income by employing hordes of these servants. Early indus-
trial capitalists attacked this unproductive labor as a limit on the
pace of accumulation, of the growth of capital, since what is spent
as revenue cannot be laid out as capital. Later, there was a period
in which the capitalists, imitating the lords, hired servants. This
phenomenon was not a basic feature of capitalism but only a
passing moment, when the capitalists had a surplus, were aping
the nobility, and spent their revenue on unproductive labor
rather than on commodities sold by fellow capitalists. Today,
private household wage workers are only 1.7 percent of the wage
and salary workers; the craftsmen, operatives, and laborers
alone are a group 22 times as large.1 When a capitalist con-

sumes revenue today, he buys luxury goods, such as a yz}c}lt, ajet
plane, or a large house.*® He purchases these commodities from

another capitalist, who has exploited labor hired with variable
capital and who makes a profit in this business. These laborers
are productive of surplus-value. A few unproductive laborers are
hired to operate these luxuries, such as the pilot of the plane.



170 CLASSES IN THE UNITED STATES

e i

\
They are only a handful of the total ]

aborers ang even q
laborers involved in the production and consumption of 1uxu1e
3
goods.

These results are the ones we expect if we rem
history of the distinction between productive and yp
labor. Some persons, however, want to use an old iss
the ever growing body of antagonists to the cg
vanish. Strictly examined, there is nothing to thi
twist, therefore, is to abuse the disti
metaphor and vague analogy.

Whatever productive labor Is, it does n
occupation. Production of material things in
of the collective laborer which produces
cases, one may engage in the same occupati
a petty producer (and hence an unproductiv
definition). When a writer calls a whole occupation unproductive,
this represents a lack of understanding of the idea of productive
labor in any of its senses. This is the case when we meet with g
list of “other than productive workers. . . . e.g. bookkeepers,
clerks, secretaries, lawyers, designers, engineers, salesmen,
ete.” (Nicolaus, p. 39) When designers and engineers are part of
the collective labor of production, they are laborers involved in
the production of material goods. They are productive in the
capitalist social Sense, too, assuming they are on salary. The
same is true of clerks and bookkeepers. Under either definition,
some of them are productive laborers.

The example of clerks raises another question, that of the
definition of workers as those who produce surplus-value. Com-
mercial clerks, unlike clerks attached to a factory, are engaged
not in producing surplus-value but in realizing it for the
capitalist. Are they members of the working class?
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1. commercial clerks

In the analysis of ca

pitalism or any other mode of production,
the first thing to exam

ine is the process of production itself. This
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is the essence of a system. Bu.t many other economic activities go
on in @ mode of production: its specific way of distributing the
roducts, its method or lack of it for planning future production,
and so forth. The first and basic volume of Capital is subtitled,
«A Critical Analysis of Capitalist Production.” The later volumes
study “The Process of Circulation of Capital” and “The Process of
Capitalist Production as a Whole.”
Marx followed the same procedure in his discussion of produc-
tive and unproductive labor. At the end of the basic material on
the subject, Marx noted,

«Here we have been dealing only with productive capital, that
is, capital employed in the direct process of production. We
come later to capital in the process of circulation. And only
after that, in considering the special form assumed by capital
as merchant’s capital, can the question be answered as to how
far the laborers employed by it are productive or unproduc-
tive.” (Marx, 1963, p. 413)

After the capitalist has produced commodities and extracted
surplus-value, he still has to convert the surplus-value into
money. The commodities have no use to him, either by their own
nature or as a vehicle for extracting still more surplus-value. The
value including the surplus-value in them must be realized in
money, so that once again the capitalist can convert his capital
into the specific forms needed to extract more surplus-value-
—means of production and labor power. The activity of buying
and selling is necessary for the capitalist, but it does not create
surplus-value. Surplus-value is created only in production.

At first the capitalist sells the product himself, often in
wholesale lots to a merchant capitalist, who in turn divides up the
product and sends it out through the arteries and capillaries of
cireulation.1¢ Soon, both capitalists hire commercial clerks to do
this work for them. What is the class position of the clerks in the
sales office of manufacturers, in the office of the wholesaler, and
at the counters of merchandisers like Wards and Safeway? Do
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they belong to the working class, or do t!'ley make up a ney e
in the history of classes and class societies?

Marx’s answer was always very clear: 1) they do not Produce
surplus-value, 2) they do provide unpaid labor to the capitalist
and so 3) they are members of the working class. :

“Whatever his pay, as a wage-laborer he works part of hig
time for nothing. He may receive daily the value of the product
of eight working-hours, yet functions ten.” (Capital, 11,
132)

“The commercial worker produces no surplus-value directly,
But the price of his labor is determined by the value of his
labor-power, hence by its costs of production, while the appli-
cation of this labor-power, its exertion, expenditure of energy,
and wear and tear, is as in the case of every other wage-
laborer by no means limited by its value.” (Capital, II1, p. 300)

If you do not own means of production and have to sell your labor
power in order to obtain an income, you are a member of the
working class. This is true “whatever the pay,” says Marx. The
capitalist takes advantage of the fact that he pays you, if he pays
for labor power at its value, the product of so many hours of
labor, enough to produce the things a worker needs to survive
and reconstitute the ability to work. Onece you enter his work-
place, he drives you for a full working day. Nothing forbids this
day from containing more hours of labor than are represented in
the wage. Labor power was paid for at its value. Now the
capitalist uses it like the buyer of any commodity, to its full
capacities. This is the essence of the relation between capitalists

and workers. The commerecial clerk is bound up in it as much as
any worker.

“What he costs the capitalist and what he brings in for him, are
two different things. He creates no direct surplus-value, but
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adds to the f:apitalist’s income by helping him to reduce the
cost of realizing surplus-value, inasmuch as he performs partly

unpaid labor.” (Ibid.)
The labor power of the commercial clerk

«ig bought with the variable capital of the merchant, not with
money expende(.i as revenue, and consequently it is not bought

for private service, but for the purpose of expanding the value
of the capital advanced for it.” (p. 292)

«The unpaid labor of these clerks, while it does not create
surplus-value, enables him [the merchant] to appropriate
surplus-value, which, in effect, amounts to the same thing
with respect to his capital.” (p. 294)

Marx is talking about the commercial clerk who works for the
capitalist specializing in trade, the merchant capitalist. His words
apply, for example, to the many thousands of employees of Sears
and Wards. Capital is invested in these corporations to make a
profit. This is done by performing the work of realizing the value
of commodities, or rather by having workers perform this labor
while minimizing their wages and salaries. Except for some
transportation, warehousing, and service functions, Sears and
Wards do not create surplus-value. They only capture part of it
by realizing for the manufacturing capitalist the value of his
commodities. They do not perform this service for their fellow
capitalists out of comradeship. On the contrary, they extract as
much of the surplus-value created by the manufacturer as possi-

ble. The owners of Sears and Wards measure the worth of

engaging in this business instead of in manufacturing on the basis

of what profit they can obtain on the capital used to hire clerks,

build stores, etc. ; -
As we have seen, the wages of commercial clerks are ulti-

mately governed in their magnitude by class relations like those
of all workers, regardless of occupation, sector, industry, etec.
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“The commercial worker, in the strict sense of the tern
belongs [in the 1860’s] to the better-paid clasg of Wagq
workers—to those whose labor is classified ag skilleq anci
stands above average labor. Yet the wage tends to fall, evep in
relation to average labor, with the advance of the capitaljgt
mode of production. This is due partly to the division of labop
in the office, implying a one-sided development of the lahgp
capacity. . . . Secondly, because the necessary training, knoy.
edge of commercial practices, languages, ete. is more anq
more rapidly, easily, universally and cheaply reproduceq With
the progress of science and public education. -« . With feyw
exceptions, the labor-power of these people is therefore do.

valuated with the progress of capitalist production.” (p. 300)

The requirement that to be a member of the working class one
must produce surplus-value is imposed only by those who under-
state the size of the working class. They oust some workers from
the working class, usually into a vaguely defined, amorphous
“middle class.”!17 Yet thege workers bear no different relation to
the means of production. They must sell their labor power to a
capitalist for a wage or salary. They perform unpaid labor for his
business. They are part of the working class.

The analysis of commerecial clerical workers is important not
only for the correct classification of millions of workers in a
prominent industry of monopoly capitalism, but also because it

shows us the way to analyze other alleged exceptions to the
general criterion of membership in the working class.

2. government workers

Are government employees part of the working class? Those
who distort the notion of productive labor say no. First, they
argue, government workers do not produce surplus-value, and

second, did not Smith and Marx denounce state servants as
unproductive laborers?
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Smith branded employees of a state that served the landed
nobility s unproductive laborers. Neither part of this proposi-
tion applies to the question. Today, the state is firmly in the
hands of the capitalist class; when this happens, the question of
unproductive labor changes completely. And the question of
being an unproductive laborer has nothing to do with member-
ship in the working class, as the example of commercial clerks
demonstrated.

Let us look at a functional classification of government and

state employees.

Percent of

Function!® government employees

1. Education 42

9. Health, parks and recreation, and welfare 13
3. Postal, highway, fire, sanitation

and sewage, and natural resources 16

4. Military and police 12

5. Financial, general government, and other 17

Total 100

Productive and unproductive labor are defined in two ways,
according to economic relations and according to production of
material things. When capitalism was a rising mode of produc-
tion, the two definitions tended to coincide. The functions of
government bring home strikingly how much they have diverged
and even become opposites. The great bulk of education and of
health and other recuperative work are obviously directly pro-
ductive of labor power and its capabilities. As we have seen,
Marx would have classified such labor as productive in the
material sense. Production depends more than ever on the
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characteristics of labor power. Capitalism has always reCognizeq
this fact reluctantly, partially, and grudgingly. Educatioy, A
health-work for the workers have been won only through bitte,
class struggle by the working class. For while these activitieg 5,
necessary to production and consequently for the Production o
surplus-value under capitalism, they do not create surplus-valuE
themselves. Furthermore, profit-oriented education businesses
have so far not been very practical, so that not even profit
garnered in the way that bankers and merchants appropriate
surplus-value is available. (All school construction and supplies
are purchased from private business, but we are counting goy.
ernment workers here, not the government budget. The lattey is
a big pork barrel of enrichment for businessmen.)

Postal, highway, and property protection and management
services are clearly necessary activities for the production of
material things. Capitalists allocate the functions to government
because a single agency must carry each one out or because a
higher level of business activity overall is possible if profit-
making is forbidden in these activities. The question of whether
the postal service should be public or private illustrates this
consideration. If it is subsidized, then business activity as a whole
benefits from speedy and cheap communication. If private busi-
ness ran the postal service for g profit, the price of service would
seriously hurt the whole game of extracting surplus-value. Postal
workers are obviously productive in the sense of moving material
goods. It looks now as if monopolies may find it worthwhile to set
up their own postal services and electronic communication Sys-
tems, calling on an expensive public or quasi-public system only
for non-routine letters. Let the workers and smaller businesses
hang. If this occurs, it will be another expression of the decay of
monopoly capitalism, of its sabotage of production. But it has
nothing to do with the definition of classes.

The first three categories in the table account for 71 percent of
the employees. They do what the capitalist class has them do, and
the capitalists have them do what the maintenance of capitalist
production requires. These workers are obviously not being paid
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Education of the workers is controlled by the capitalist class.
The schools teach wor.kgrs more than productive skills like liter-
acy and vocational training. They are a social and political indoc-
trination system 1In the reactionary ideology of monopoly
capitalism, t0O- Here the capitalists have hired some workers, in
o vast bureaucracy, to develop the miseducation imparted to the
workers’ children. This does not remove these specialized work-
ers from the working class. They are a species of mental worker.
Like other mental workers and like managers, their activities
bear much capitalist influence, although the mass of teachers are,
along with clerks, least of all white collar workers an elite. The
class relation is primary.

It is necessary to distinguish between government and the
state. The state is the machinery of repression—the police, army,
jails, courts, and the officials who control them. The state proper
is essential to the preservation of the capitalist system, to the
very existence of surplus-value. Government refers to collective
social functions stemming from production, not directly from
class rule. In a capitalist society, the capitalist class controls both
state and government. The state, the highest instrument of class
rule, must be smashed in its capitalist form. A new state, set up
as the dictatorship of the proletariat, will eventually wither
away. But government functions will remain and grow in a
socialist and communist society, although the people themselves,
not a separate bureaucracy, will carry them out. Within the
military and police functions and, although less so, in the general
government function, are contained the institutions of the state.
The personnel of the state proper cannot be counted as part of the
working class, although economically they are wage and salary

earners.

As distinguished from the personnel of the state, government
workers are wage and salary earners and part of the working
class. The growth of government functions reflects the ascent of
production to a higher, collective level despite capitalism. The
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growth of the state reflects the decay and defelflse of the Capitalig
system. Socialism will mean a great change: In the activitieg 0

many, not only in government. The expansion of an inStitution
under capitalism, however, does not do away with clasg. On the
contrary, every institution under capitalism reproduces itg basie
class contradiction and requires a class analysis to be understogq
Only those who objectively serve the capitalist clasg In its Jagt
days diminish the size of the working class by twisting a questiop
of early capitalism versus feudal holdovers, the question of
productive and unproductive labor, into an allegedly Marxist
criterion for membership in the working class. The confusion cgp
be seen in the contention that

“. .. to Marx, the proletariat meant productive workers only,
If the proletariat is defined to include all those who work for

wages, then many corporation executives and managers are
proletaridns too.” (Nicolaus, p. 49)

No, Marx never defined class by the criterion of productive
worker, neither in the sense of being productive of surplus-value
(commerecial clerks are workers) nor in the sense of being produc-
tive of material goods (the singer in the entrepreneur’s troupe is
a worker). Furthermore, because the writer is not aware of
unpaid labor, he makes a problem out of the question of execu-
tives and managers, who can be divided among classes by quite
definite criteria flowing out of the relation of classes to surplus
labor. It is exactly wrong to say,

“This class of unproductive workers . . . 1s the middle class.”
(Nicolaus, p. 46)
c. The Notion of Consumers of Surplus-Value

So far the category of productive and unproductive labor has
been misused to represent a number of workers as not really
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workers. The distortions hold that only those who produce mater-
ial goods are workers, a confusion of the two definitions of
roductive labor; that entire occupations are unproductive, a
Jain confusion of occupational boundaries with the notion of
roductive versus unproductive labor; or that only those who
roduce surplus-value are productive and therefore workers, an
attempt to judge capitalism in decay by the standards of early
capitalism. When this magic has been used to narrow the ranks of
the working class, the implication is that the persons involved
must be part of a new middle class.
On the other side, some argue that capitalism today contains a
Jarge number of unproductive workers whose importance lies not
in what they do for a living but in their consumption of the

surplus.

«The second reason why there must be an increase of non-
productive workers is that an increase in the surplus product
requires an increase in the number of people who can afford to
consume it . . .; the system would collapse if there were not
also a class which consumed more than it produced.”

(Nicolaus, p. 40)11°

The idea is not new, and it is a service of Martin Nicolaus, a
representative advocate, to bring out its heritage. Over 150
years ago Thomas R. Malthus seribbled out the classic statement
of the necessity for a class of unproductive consumers. Marx
examined this claim in detail in his Theories of Surplus-Value. It
is well known that Marx rejected another theory of Parson
Malthus, his theory of overpopulation, the view that people
cannot produce what they must consume, SO the growth of
population, being the growth of unmet consumption needs, must
lead to hunger, famine, war, and other fine ends. What did Marx
think of Malthus’s more properly economic views?

The root of Malthus’s economics is his theory of the origin of
surplus-value or profit. Marx showed how capitalists extract
surplus-value from the workers in the course of production.
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When the capitalists sell products at their value, surplug.y el
included. Malthus had a different view. 18
“What Malthus does not understand is the differen
the total sum of labor contained in a particular com
the sum of paid labor which is contained in it. It
this difference which constitutes the source of pro
Malthus inevitably arrives at the point of deriving profit from
the fact that the seller sells his commodity not only above tpe
amount it costs him (and the capitalist does this), but above
what it costs; he thus reverts to the vulgarized conception of
profit upon expropriation” (Marx, 1971, p. 20).

Ce betWeen
mOdlty anq
1S Precige]y
fit. Further,

The seller cheats the buyer—this is Malthus’s theory of profit, It

may explain how an individual dealer makes money, but it cannot
explain how surplus-value is created.

“It is in particular difficult to understand how society as a
whole can enrich itself in this way, how a real surplus-value or

surplus product can thus arise. An absurd, stupid idea.”
(Ibid.)

“Thus Malthus, instead of advancing beyond Ricardo, seeks to
drag political economy back to where it was before Ricardo,

even to where it was before Adam Smith and the Physiocrats.”
(p. 16)

Malthus’s and Nicolaus’s idea that a class of consumers of the
surplus is needed to realize the prices set by the cheating

capitalists follows directly from Malthus’s theory of value and
surplus-value.

“Malthus’s theory of value gives rise to the whole doctrine of
the necessity for continually rising unproductive consumption
which this exponent of over-population (because of shortage of
food) preaches so energetically.” (p. 40)
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«This nominal price increment represents the profit . . . . how
is this price to be realized?” (p. 40-41)

«What is required therefore are buyers who are not sellers, so
that the capitalist can realize his profit. . . . what follows from
this is his plea for the greatest possible increase in the unpro-
ductive classes in order that the sellers may find a market, a
demand for the goods they supply. . . . [Malthus] preaches
continuous overconsumption and the maximum possible
appropriation of the annual product by idlers, as a condition of

production.” (p. 22)

Workers work hard. The capitalists add profit to the cost of
goods, and unproductive idlers are needed to consume them, to
provide the additional demand for this added-on surplus-value.
Three classes, each with its role. Marx thought this was a stupid,
absurd idea. He showed how surplus-value, extracted in produc-
tion, is part of the value of the commodity. The capitalists can and
on the average do sell commodities at their value. Marx showed
how markets clear, how accumulation proceeds, all based on the
exploitation and the limited consumption of the working class.
The problem of realizing profit, in the sense of completing a
possible circuit of transactions, does not exist.

Malthus’s idea has been refurbished for the era of monopoly
capitalism. Since Marx lived, the productivity of labor has gone
up enormously; for any given quantity of goods, less and less
labor is needed to produce them. Therefore, the consumption
theorists say, if the system is not to collapse, capitalism develops
a class of consumers of the surplus, an alleged new middle class.

Marx’s theory did not work only up to a point and then fail to
explain things after a certain level of productivity. On the con-
trary, as far as accumulation is concerned, capitalism might go on
forever. What Marx explained remains valid today. The changes
in capitalism are not changes in its essence, but rather the
maturing of new contradictions on top of the basic ones, the
appearance of monopoly capitalism. With the formation in one
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ry after another of a handful of corporations

industry and count _ :
dominating the market, the drive to expand prodpci:,lon slows and
even reverses. Firms now have the power to limit production,

raise prices, enlarge profits this way, and exclpde. newcomers
from undercutting the lovely arrangement. Capitalists exercise

this power. It is not smoothly exercised, and crises of over-
production (at given price levels, which must always be qpheld)
do appear. But more and more the gap between potential and
actual production enlarges. This is a trend of. secplar stagnation,
Monopoly saps the drive to expand production In th.e course of
accumulating surplus-value. Of course, the capitalists do not
hand out the surplus to a class of unproductive consumers num-
bering millions upon millions: This would not be capitalism. With
rising productivity and stagnant output or very slowly growing
Jevels of output, poverty and unemployment grow. Unemployed
workers and poverty of consumption among them—this, and not
the rosy affluence of a new middle class, is the result of capitalism
in decay.
Quoting Rousseau, Marx says,

« “The more monopoly spreads, the heavier do the chains
become for the exploited.” Malthus, ‘the profound thinker’, has
different views. His supreme hope, which he himself describes
as more or less utopian, is that the mass of the middle class
should grow and that the proletariat (those who work) should
constitute a constantly declining proportion (even though it
increases absolutely) of the total population. This in fact is the
course taken by bourgeois society.” (p. 63)

Marx then quotes Malthus to this effect. It is a sign of the
bankruptey of writers like Nicolaus that they take Marx’s ironic
paraphrase of Malthus to represent the considered views of
Marx. This would not be simply one conclusion that Marx con-
ceded to Malthus, for Malthus’s views flow directly out of his
garbled ideas of surplus-value and value itself. That is, to make
Marx and Malthus agree, it is only necessary to argue that Marx
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-
spandoned ﬁft.een years of economic research, Anq this to arrive
ot the conclusion thz_lt t}le pro}etariat will continually diminish ag
4 percentage of capitalist society, while the middle clasg grows
Jiving idly off.the surplus, while the capitalists devote themselves
to pushing thls.machme faster. This theory portrays the gradual
quantitative disappearance of the basic clasg contradiction of
capitalism. ] .

Nonetheless, if one is at all a revolutionary, one might suppose
that even as it shrinks in size, the industria] proletariat, bearing
the weight of gociety on its back, would be 2 revolutionary
agency. One might suppose this, but Nicolaus does not. He
abandons the concept of antagonism between classes as the
dominant feature of capitalism as of all exploiting societies, along
with the pretense to be a follower of Marx.

“The advance of capitalist society has not meant increasingly
sharp conflict between capital and labor. The most industrially
advanced capitalist nations typically have the most quiescent,
noninsurrectionary proletariats—witness the United States;
and in every capitalist country there has arisen a broad, vocal
and specifically new middle class to thwart Marxist theory and
to stifle and erush Marxist action.” (Nicolaus, p. 29)

“It was Marx’s captivation with this choreography [Hegel's
dialectical movement], I shall argue, which led him to the
prediction that capitalist society must inevitably become
polarized into two directly antagonistic classes, and that, in
this polarization, the industrial proletariat must play the role
of successful negation.

“That this prediction has proved to be mistaken . .. has
been apparent for some time.” (Nicolaus, p. 23)

These words were published in 1967. One year later in France,
ten million workers, practically the entire working class, went on
general strike. From manufacturing plants to the staff of the
state radio and television monopoly, they stopped work and
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ripped the cover off the class antagonism in an advanceq
capitalist country. Revolutionary situations in advanced capi.
talist countries, confidently expected by Marxist theory, be.
came a reality none could ignore. Apparently, the French
workers had not heard of their mistaken captivation with g
hypnotic dance of dialectic.?°



¢. The Amount of Personal Income

19. Class and the Amount of Persona]
Income

For everyday propaganda, capitalist apologists most often
substitute the amount of income that a person receives in place of
his or her class. Instead of looking at the division of society into
classes which, based on relations to the means of production,
perform surplus labor or control and receive it, they look at
strata or layers defined by dollar ranges. There is the “class”
receiving $2,000 or less, the “class” receiving from $2,000 to
$4,000, the “class” receiving $4,000 to $7,000, and so on. This is
the basis for the definition of class in popular newspaper sociol-
ogy. Middle class means middle income according to this
conception.??! For example,

“In absolute terms, the middle class has greatly expanded
since World War II. The median income has risen steadily and
is now near $13,000. . . . Americans in the broader range of
$10,000 to $35,000 do three-quarters of the nation’s buying.”
(Barbour, p. 1)
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Many sociologists can think of no other way to measure class thap
by amount of income or by occupation.

“If class is taken to refer to stratification in the economic
realm, conceptually distinct from prestige .status and polit:,ical
power, then financial rewards and occupation become obvioug
candidates for the role of class indicators.” (Haug, p. 447)

«Most studies in stratification have, explicitly or implicitly,
used income as the decisive factor in indicating economie

power.” (Gordon, p. 24())122

As with the grouping of people by occupations, the switch from
classes to income strata is found in Max Weber, too.

“Present-day society is predominantly stratified in classes,
and to an especially high degree in income classes.” (Weber,
1946, p. 301)123

Of the three phases of economic life—production, distribution,
and consumption—production determines the others. It is obvi-
ous that what there is to distribute and consume depends materi-
ally on what is produced. More importantly, the relations in
which men carry on production determine the relations of dis-
tribution among them and their various patterns of con-
sumption.1?4 Class relations are a type of production relation;
to study classes is to study relations among persons in produc-
tion. Categorizing people mainly by the amount of income they
receive abandons the sphere of production. Furthermore, when
attention wanders from looking at tables of income to anything
qualitative, the drift is almost always toward consumption not
production. Students of the income definition of “class” ignore
production and concentrate on what and how much people are
consuming.

“Differences in modes of living and consumption, dictated by
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differences in income, create a sharply stratifieq

and a distinct social structure.” (Kolko, 1964, p. lzzt):lal order

great variations in
€Xperience, wisdom and

«from them [differences in income] stem
health and wealth, knowledge ang
happiness.” (Mayer, p. 1)

These writers conceive the essence of men tq
and how much they consume. Hence Mayer
wisdom of the masses, the assertion that t
wise.

Gabriel Kolko gives a typical picture of income distribution. He
divides all income recipients into ten groups, each containing 10
percent of the total recipients. The highest tenth receive the
highest incomes, the second tenth receive the next highest in-
comes, and so forth. His unit of recipient is the * ‘spending unit,’
consisting of all related persons living in the same dwelling who
pool their incomes” (Kolko, 1964, p. 12).125 Kolko then caleulates
the share of personal income received by each income tenth.

be formed by what
S contempt for the
he wealthy are the

PERCENTAGE OF NATIONAL PERSONAL INCOME RE-
CEIVED BY EACH INCOME TENTH BEFORE TAXES,
1959126

Income tenth Percentage of income
Highest 28.9
2nd 15.8
3rd 12.7
4th 10.7
5th 9.2
6th 7.8
Tth 6.3
8th 4.6
9th 2.9

Lowest 1
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The table is constructed strictly according to amount of income
received; no other considerations intrude: Since c.hffe_rent sources
of income are not distinguished, surplus labor is hidden. Some
persons receive wages and salaries only on the cond1t1on'of
providing unpaid labor, surplus labor, to others, who receive
various forms of surplus-value without woxzkmg- Th1§ ?qusite
and antagonistic relation to surplus labolr, either P{‘OVl_dmg .lt to
another class or receiving it, is dissolved into qu.antltatwe differ-
ences in the amount of income received. An engineer who makes
three times the salary of a typist but who like the typist works for
an employer is presented in the same light as the cap1ta1¥st who
gets three times what the engineer makes but b){ exploitation.
We know that most capitalists must be in the highest income
tenth, but this knowledge brought to the table does not change
its form: a ladder of unequal incomes, without regard to class
position. Class boundaries disappear.

Kolko's table covers only personal income, ignoring the rest of
the surplus product. Kolko makes corrections for some unre-
ported personal income, such as expense accounts for top execu-
tives, intercorporate gift giving, and club memberships paid for
by the company. He also notes the prevalence of tax evasion at
higher income levels and the corporate retention of profits to
avoid personal income taxes. Showing this hidden personal in-
come would increase the percentage of total personal income
received by the highest income tenth from 29 to 36 percent on a
conservative estimate. (Kolko, 1964, p. 23)

These corrections do not challenge the non-class view based on
income received for personal consumption. Kolko never discusses
the surplus product that the capitalist class disposes of outside
the channels of personal income. When Rockefeller and other
capitalists built the World Trade Center, a $600 million pair of
110-story buildings in lower Manhattan, this was not declared as
personal use of surplus labor. Yet it is a material expression of
the capitalist receipt and control of workers’ surplus labor. The
capitalists chose to give themselves this grand monument, to
displace homes and small businesses, and to build this project
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r than hospitals and schools. The W
el sion of class rule and an allocation
exprescapita.list class as surely as the £
¥ theme for a priestly ruling class heade
thio Sal children hear about the treme
Ll ed to build monumental graves for
enSlavhen it comes to this capitalist g
e al income hide the same thing,
person surplus goes to many things, from office
IT};eand equipment to military machines, The
pe under the capitalist system, so capit
e essi}')_’ to count them. But of course, the income statisticians
ey Eélcla‘fine and measure only discretionary income, so the
o is irrelevant. Surplus labor is transferred from one class
fxc:;ft;ler regardless of the laws that govern the system in
. is r occurs.
e tl})u ilf:;ngsiehe division of society into classes and shifting
Byt;)onS to levels of income, theorists of a middle class come into
o No definition of the middle class could be more
!;helr do'wt]; than this one, those with middle incomes, neither the
lmm:exl-anor the smaller incomes. This profound out.look has two
%ra:ations. The first regards nearly everyone as middle class.

“Americans in the broader range of $10,000 to $35,030th
three-quarters of the nation’s buying. When they feel bad, the
nation feels bad.” (Barbour, p. 1)

orld Trade Center is an
of surplus lahoy flowing
gyptian pyramids were
d by the pharoahs. Even
ndous amount of labor
the privileged of Egypt,
ociety, the statisties on

bmldmgs to new
se things may be
alists may cry that

“At one extreme [of the income distribution] will be t}}:e vg:y
oor, who have drawn a blank in life; a:’t the othler, the \lroggr
f')ich ’The vast majority fall in between.” (Samuelson, p.

i to
These writers do not realize, or do not want t.hel(r)' I;':adizr »
realize, that by counting persons and. not emrcange,. e
everyone can be included in a middle incom

ighest and
* arranges all incomes on a scale from lowest to high

i t all but the
chooses appropriate boundary lines to maralli tgl:iisplay b
extremes of the scale, it is both easy and trivi
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i i up. Samuelson tells us that if we exclude the
ﬁgslzégioﬁdgﬁepvery rich, the vast majority will fall i,
between, a statement well worth a Nobel Prize. Bark_Jour, b
include three-fourths of the perg,onal. consumption spending, haq
to extend the upper limit of his middle clgss to $35,000. This
«middle class” undoubtedly thins out con.31derab.ly toward itg
upper limit; yet the limit must be set high to include a fey
families with large incomes who represent so much of the nation’s
bu’BIr‘I}Illeg .second variation on the income approach tq t.he middle
class grants that a sizeable “lower class” is not receiving middle
inecomes—but a numerous group does fall in this range. The
result is to split the working class in two. These authors usually
relate variations of income to differences in occupation. Kolke
refers to “the middle-income classes,” which becomes “the middle
class (the higher-income white-collar workers, professionals, and
managers)” (Kolko, 1964, pp. 106, 114).127 Levison and Parker
incite antagonism between semiskilled manual workers and the
“sffluent” middle class defined by somewhat higher incomes or by
craft and white collar occupations. When 20 percent or 40 percent
of the population becomes the target, this is splitting the working
class, not concentrating on the truly exorbitant incomes obtained
not by holding better jobs but by exploitation.

So much for the nonclass picture of the distribution of income,
of claims on the product of labor. The next task is to explain the
inequality of income, an inequality which exists not only between
classes but within them. There are at least five causes of inequal-
ity of income. The first reason is class itself. The amount of
income depends strongly on its form. Kolko is aware that the
highest income tenth of the population receives most of the
dividends and that wages and salaries are unimportant forms of
income to them. (Kolko, 1964, p. 22) As shown earlier, the
capitalist class, comprising two percent of the population, dis-
poses of 40 percent of the national income. Kolko's statistics give
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e reflection of this fact, showing the hj )
:egzilving over one-third of the persong] incoril:St Income tenth
At the other end of the scale, a gecq
incomes makes itself felt, unemployment
class. Workers must sell their labor for 5

to receive an income. Blllt monopoly capitalism never offers a job
to every worker seeking one. Capitalism ip general ne;]rer
achieves full employment for very long: it requires the existence
of a reserve army of labor, the unemployed workers, or it will
face a fully employed working class able tq push Wag:a demands
successfully and defend working conditions. In the coprse of
accumulation, of the conversion of profit into capital and the
extraction of surplus-value at a higher intensity and on a broader
scale, this reserve army of labor is created 128 Whenever 2
survey of income distribution is taken, there will be 4 group of
unemployed workers, along with their helpless or abandoned
dependents, whose income is practically nothing. They may live
on savings or credit. Crime and charity may provide them with a
pittance. These people fill the lower reaches of the income
distribution, a sizeable group which receives a tiny percentage of
the total income.

A third cause of unequal incomes appears among the employed
workers as well as being reflected in the unemployment just
discussed. This cause is the set of capitalist-maintained in-
equalities among workers such as racism and sexism. Seizing on
one or another historical opportunity, capitalists divide workers
and engage in the superexploitation of one portion of them, for
example, black people and women. The unemployment rate
among these groups is always higher than average, too.

Where there would otherwise be two workers earning the
same wages, say $10,000 per year, we find that one, the worker
subject to this discrimination, earns only $6,000, being forcibly
retarded in the worse job and denied training, seniority and
promotion. Consequently, there is a well-known spread in the
income of workers, with the average income of nonwhite and

nd cause of unequal

among the working
age or salary in order
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women workers falling well below that of white and male work.
ers. :
This cause of inequality reacts on the basic gap between classeg
to strengthen it. The difference in Wages accruos t_o t'he em-
ployer, not to the one worker. More importantly, capitalists use
their own practices of superexploitation as a basis for encours-
ging division among workers, lack of unity in class struggle
and consequently a lower wage level. The general wage leve] i
the outcome of the struggle between labor and capital, between
the working class and the capitalist class. If disunity in the
workers’ camp undercuts the struggle, by refusal.of some }Vork-
ers to support others, by prejudices and fears seeking to maintain
wage differentials between races and sexes, then the capitalistg
can hold down the wage level of all workers, regardless of color or
sex. In the example above, instead of both workers earning
$10,000 per year, one earns $6,000 while the other earns $8,000.
A differential exists, but this does not erase the fact that both
wages are below the potential realizable by united class struggle.
Racism and sexism are maintained solely by the capitalist
class. Capitalists, and exploiting classes generally, have fostered
and maintained distinctions of skin color, sex, religion, or what-
ever. In the absence of capitalists, workers of different skin color
and sex would have identical average incomes, just as workers of
different hair color and lefthandedness or righthandedness have
identical average incomes. Socialism will eliminate racism and
sexism. Perhaps two generations will be required to complete
this task. During this time racist and sexist phenomena will
diminish both steadily and in spurts. The lack of progress under
capitalism is shown by statistical inquiries made a few years after
every wave of small concessions to nonwhite and women work-
ers; the gaps always reappear and widen.

A fourth cause of unequal incomes is the difference in wages for
different occupations and levels of education. Under capitalism,
labor power is a commodity; like all commodities, its varieties
command different prices. The use-value of different capabilities
to the capitalist, namely the amount of value each can create,
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ttracts from him a willingness to pay different prices 7oy them
These are phepomena ot: the market, Specifically, the varioug;
markets for different kinds of labor power. (f course, the
capitalist only buys lapor power so long as it serves him as a
se-value of a pe?cuhar km.d, as something that produces
Surplus—value for hnp. There 1S no need to re-examine here the
the power of the c.apltahs_t Cl'flS'S to hammer occupational markets
into shapes and sizes to its hlﬂqg.

Capitalist apologists give this cause of unequal incomes the
most weight. Economist Paul Samuelson concentrates on them
as shown by section headings in his text: Income Differences
Among Occupations, Is College Worth While?, ang Differences in
Ability and Incomes. (Samuelson, pp. 113-115) The United States
government’s official writer on income distribution, Herman P,
Miller, analyzes the same points. A large chunk of his book is
concerned with these differences in workers’ incomes: Wage and
Salary Trends for Major Occupational Groups, for Detailed Oceu-
pations, and by Skills for Selected Manufacturing Industries, and
finally, Income and Education. (H. Miller, 1966) These authors do
not discuss the buyer of the varieties of labor power, the
capitalist, and what use-value the commodity serves him. They
assume the permanence of capitalism and the unchangeable
course of the evolution of its needs. The writers seek to impart to
their readers only a practical knowledge of the markets for which
the worker might prepare himself or herself. All these markets
are simply departments of one social relation, the class relation
which plunges workers into the sale of their labor power as a
necessity of life.

A fifth cause of unequal incomes consists of the discrepancy
between the role of producer and consumer. The individual
worker goes through a life cycle of varying activity as a producer.
At the same time, he or she is a member of a family, the unit of
consumption under capitalism.!2® Individuals move through dif-
ferent positions in the family, from dependent, consuming c@d
through the phases of family head and provider, to the conch}s.lon
of consuming, non-earning old age. The aged, without families,
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not earning, but still needing to consume, are diSprop.o.rtionate1y
at the lower levels of the income distribution. Families, being
units of consumption, have different incomes depending (amop o
the working class) on the number and type of labor powers they
sell to the capitalist class. There are varying numbers of consum.
ers and earners in families. As Marx put 1t,

«  one worker is married, another not; one has more children
than another, and so on and so forth. Thus, with an equa]
performance of labor, and hence an equal share in the con-
sumption fund, one will in fact receive more than another, one
will be richer than another, and so on.”*3°

Among married working men, some will have working wives and
others will not. How is the income to be measured? If we look at
the family, or the “spending unit,” which is nearly the same
thing, then a working couple may well earn more than another
couple of which only the man works. But if we show a distribution
of income by earners, the pattern of equality or inequality will be
different, depending on how much the wife earns. Finally, if we
measure income per capita, that is, dividing the family income by
the number of persons in it, then a wealthy family with many
children will add entries to the lower middle portion of the
distribution while both members of a working couple with no
children appear to be higher on the income scale. We say,
“appear to be higher,” for one family may be smaller because the
couple cannot afford to have children.!3! It is like squaring the
circle: the family is a unit of consumption, but income is deter-
mined by production, and there is no way to combine the two
relations in one expression of inequality.

The inequality displayed in a distribution of incomes is the
result of numerous causes: class form and size of income,
capitalist refusal to enter all workers into the employment rela-
tion, relations of superexploitation like racism and sexism, occu-
pational differences in the price of labor power, and contradiction
in the units of production and consumption under capitalism.
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causes are basically social relations of capitalism, either
ese = :ons or determined by the dominant class relation of
Th amount of income does not define class; rather,
g determine the facts of income.



income are clearly unjust and unjustiﬁable, €ven as described by
capitalist apologists.
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cOnservatives ask, wha.t causes inequality of income? Superficial
answers about occupations and educational levels lead back to
economic rationales for inequality and demonstrations of its
eternal necessity. Yes, says the conservative, it would be admir-
able to equalize incomes, but then people would not take certain
jobs, there would be tremendous crowding into others, and so
forth. That is, if the radical has not challenged the existence of
classes, the capitalist market in labor power, and other facts of

roduction relations, then the conservative disposes of the plan
for equality with sham science. And indeed, individuals will
never be exactly identical with respect to consumption.

The field cannot be left to income theorists. Long before the
academic servants of the capitalist class had put across the
amount of income as a substitute for class position, Marxists were
aware of the unequal, unjust distribution of buying power and the
consumption of goods. While the ditchdigger’s baby died for lack
of heat and food, capitalists were filling swimming pools with
champagne. Displacing the class perspective by the income per-
spective, however, income theorists asserted that production
relations are unimportant, advanced a peculiar picture of the
division of society, stressed other causes of social infanticide and
robbery of life in place of class antagonism, and “defended” the

goal of abstract equality by opening it to easy defeat.

The problem is not one of individuals but of classes. The “real
content of the proletarian demand for equality is the demand for
the abolition of classes. Any demand for equality which goes
beyond that, of necessity passes into absurdity.” (Engels, 1966,
p. 118) The issue is one class’s exploitation of surplus labor from
another, the appropriation of surplus product. Abolish classes,
and the class determination of income is abolished, too. The
abolition of classes encompasses not only the end of the class
relation itself, but also the reshaping of all production relations to
free them from the dominance of the class relation. Distinctions
between mental workers and manual workers have to be over-
come, as well as those between direct producers and managers.
These relations have been created during thousands of years of
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: i ir gradual reshaping, with the appeay,
class soclety.ovgztg;?; l:;lg;tal and manual work, who both 1a2§§
the needs of consumption change, t00. The leye] ¢
consumption of culture, for example, 1s r:?used and equalizeq,

Particular reforms that wquld. redistribute income or enab]e
individuals to approach equa.llty in various conditions of life are
not rejected. Depending on 1ts. exact conten.t, a scheme may he
worth fighting for. But some Income the‘z?rlsts g0 beyond thjs
For example, Kolko asks us to jomn h;m to evaluat.e the st?ucture
of the American economy and decide whether it has,, in fact,
achieved the equalitarian goal set fqrth by Jefferson.” (Kolko,
1964, p. 7) Jefferson believed in a.soaety of §mall producers ang
small capitalists. Petty bourgeois are txplca'lly aware not of
classes but individuals, so that egalitarianism is a natura] trend
within the petty bourgeoisie.

Those income theorists who call themselves socialists really
have nothing socialist about them. The social democrats, partiey.
larly the British school descended from the Fabian Society,
conceive of socialism in terms of income redistribution.

of people wh
and manage,

“. . .even a modest redistribution [of income and wealth],
together with the general rise in incomes, the expansion of
social services, and greater security of employment, would
clearly bring about an important change in the position of the
working class in society. It seems no longer possible in this
second half of the twentieth century to regard the working
class in the advanced industrial countries as being totally
alienated from society” (Bottomore, p. 23).

Not the revolutionary change of capitalism to socialism, but a
change in the position of the working class in ... society in
general, society in nonclass terms. Never questioning the pro-
d.uction relations, these social democrats, or socialists of distribu-
tion, want to equalize incomes without challenging capitalism;
they want capitalism to provide a general rise in incomes, more
social services, and secure employment for workers.
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«“practical” legislative terms, thepe ; :

¥n P roach to the achievemem;e Pk 2Pp l_‘oach and
g liberal app X g of income equality unde
capitalism. The radical solution is to demand the legislation It:
income redistribution itself, by progressive taxation, closing t:x
Joopholes, large cash welfare payments, anq guaranteed incomeg
Such “radicals” are unaware of what determines the inequality of
income; they qo not act ﬁ:om an understanding of the laws Of{he
subject. The liberal solution is to introduce g number of bureay-
cratic programs that should give individyga]g more nearly equal
chances to earn an average income, such as Programs of edyca-
tion, programs of managing the job market, and programs for
health, family planning, and other services. Liberals do have 3
theory of distribution and consumption, Following mainly those
authors who regard income as determineq by occupation and
education, by place on the job market, liberal theorists attack a
cycle of income and consumption: one’s income determines what
life chances one can purchase for oneself or one’s children, and
purchases of education, health, and so forth determine one’s

~ability to earn an income. Therefore, the government should
subsidize these means to an income for the poor. Instead of
rallying the producers to change class and other production
relations, to fight for socialism and then build it, these theorists
design bureaucratic schemes that will endow individuals with the
proper attributes and attitudes with which they can earn average
incomes under capitalism.

Neither cash grants nor government programs for passive
clients can eliminate class privilege, unemployment, racism, sex-
ism, occupational differences, and the disparities of families. Only
class struggle by the working class, culminating in socialism, can
alter class relations and their effects.



21. Class and Stratification

This chapter and the next are technical and may be skipped by
the general reader.

“Middle class,” especially when defined as middle income,
implies the theory of stratification.

“The very term ‘middle classes’ implies the notion of a society
divided into classes, and at least suggests a main division into
three—upper, middle, and lower.” (Cole, 1950, p. 277)

The theory of stratification regards society as a bonding of layers
each above some and below others (except at the top and
bottom).232 Groupings by amount of income are the basis of the
theory. But classes, properly understood, are not above and
below each other. In specific qualities, one class is superior to
another. For example, as the source of knowledge, the motor of
production, the agent of social progress, and the embodiment of
moxjal a}nd cultural vigor, the working class is far higher than the
caplta.hst class. But classes stand in specific relations and an-
tagonisms to each other. There is no scale underlying them on

200
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h class sits at a certain point. When income theorists
ttention to class and bring income groupings to the fore,

. e is a scale of ranking. Annual incomes can be compared,

then ﬂ;sr and ordered into greater or lesser, higher or lower.

%roufthe distinct strata melt away into a continuous spectrum of
ve

incomes. Sy ;

dollal‘_l:;1 the income grouping is the basis of the theory of stratifi-

:on, sociologists present the idea in universal terms.
1011,

hich eac

cat

wThere is still much controversy among sociol.ogists about the
theory of social class, and more broadly, of social stratification.
The latter term may be used tq refer to any hierarchical
ordering of social groups or strata in a society” (Bottomore, p.

9) 133

Thus begins a book on classes in modern society and a chapter on
the nature of social class. Right away, the author abandons class
in favor of the concept of stratification. “Class” reappears as one
way of social ranking. Class relations disappear; surplus labor is
never mentioned.

The specific content of stratification theory, its pictures of
income and occupation groupings, has already been presented. It
remains to contrast the philosophical approach of stratification
theory to real science. In place of social relations between class-
es, stratification theory arrives at correlations between differ-
ent scales and indexes. Studies of “class” according to stratifica-
tion theory typically measure the correlation between income
levels or occupations somehow arranged in rank order to other
phenomena, such as years of education, tendency toward permis-
sive or strict practices of child rearing, amount of illness suffered,

number of voluntary associations belonged to, ete., ete.
Such correlations are not science but positivism. Positivism

makes our concern not the world around us but mathematical or
other patterns. Instead of being used as tools of description and
calc.u.la.tion, the mathematical or logical schemes become, for the
Positivist, the seat of reality itself. The material world becomes
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unknowable. So long as it displays certain correlations, we ma
make practical use of them, but know.ledge of the !aws of: Matte,
in motion, of real causes and effects, 18 held to be 1r.nposm_b1e_ Al
Lenin said, “positivism is agnos.t1c1sm. and . x 1t denieg the
objective necessity of nature, which ex1§ted prior t.o, and apgyt
from, all ‘knowledge’ and all humal}‘ beings. (L,efn?: 19683, b
168) Positivists say of themselves, modern POSItiViSm regayqq
the law of causality only as a means of cognitively connectjp,
phenomena into a continuous series, only as a form of o5
ordinating experience. . . . Laws d.o-nf)t belong to the sphere of
experience” (Ibid., quoting the positivist Bogdanov). Therefore,
classes do not exist. There are only certain patterns of obserys.
tions we seem to find recurring, if we define our scales in certain
ways. Instead of real relations between classes, the subject
matter of the study of class, there are only correlations. As fo
the origin, development, and necessary consequences of clagg
relations, these do not exist for the positivist. He says that
objective laws, causes and effects, are not to be known because
they do not exist. In place of class relations there are only
inexplicable mathematical facts.

“. . .according to the materialists, sensible phenomena are dye
to material substance. ..; according to Hume and the
Positivists, their origin is absolutely unknown, and we can
only generalize them inductively, through custom, as facts.”
(Lenin, 1968a, p. 32)134

The distinction between positivism and science may be illus-
trated in the area of physical science. The planets are physical
bodies in motion. This motion is not arbitrary nor is it conven-
tionally summarized by equations; the laws of motion of the
planets exist, their paths are necessary. Mathematics serves as a
language for expressing, approximately, these laws of motion.
We say “approximately” because we have attained some knowl-
edge of the motion of the planets but not an exhaustive, total
knowledge. Although this is unachievable, our knowledge of
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tter and its motions becomes dee
ma i

Per all the time, Fop exam-
€epen and extend but o not

of motion. If we ever make
mistake of thinking that differentia] €quations are the syb.-
the

of reality itself instead of 5 representation of our grasp on

stance 1 laws of motion, then some observation of the planetary
matel'l% s will awaken us. We do not say that the planets
revolutlo(li1 the equations but rather that the equations are not
disobf*y etl accurate conceptions of the planetary motions. Then
sufficiently our knowledge of this motion; we do not merely fish
“;)e Sf (}I())inanother convenient summary of it, as the positivist
ano .
would have zls'tl:;-l;i:el;lateria] world, and their basic relation to it

Men areeﬂs of production. The social relations of production,. as
5 thie pro}:: connections between man and nature, are .matepal,
L d developing. The study of class relations is a
ob:] ective, daen artment of our knowledge of the real world :]ust like
science, a Spt ratification theory, a resort to positivist philosophy
asuonor;g;ds denies the reality of classes and confuses the
Sl din, of them. It is opposed to science. Just as as-
understaI;] gbeen burdened with astrology and 1'ts charts, thg
trogor2¥c1;:ses has been burdened with stratification theory an
1Sttsu cgrrelations based on income groupings.



99 The Combined Notion of Occupation
and Amount of Income

a. Practical

Although some capitalist-minded writers emphasize an income
basis of grouping and others an occupational basis, the two
methods are often merged and called “class.”?35 Kolko, for exam-
ple, switches back and forth, combining the two criteria in a rapid

and loose manner.

“the middle-income classes”

“major differences exist in the economic positions of the occu-
pational classes”

“a visible class structure . . . each income class”

“income and occupational classes”

“the middle class (the higher-income white-collar workers,
professionals and managers)”

“the highest income classes”

“the blue-collar class” (Kolko, 1964, pp. 106-15).
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in income. Skilled craft workers may 1
gre shifted down. Mayer, for example,
class in American society with a sect;
classes.” The term hierarchy identifies
terms qf a stratified ranking of layers of people rather than
classes in relation to each other through the relationg of produc-
tion. Mayer distinguishes a large working class composed of
manual occupations, a small upper class of big businessmen and
top executives, and a grab-bag middle class of white coflay
workers and petty bourgeois. (Mayer, p. 40f.) But craftsmen
foremen, and skilled mechanics are hard to classify, partly be-
cause of values and beliefs (an irrelevant subjective criterion)
more because their “high wages nowadays exceed the salaries o*:°
many lower middle class white collar employees” (p. 41). The line
between the two groups “has become increasingly blurred in
recent years.” (p. 42) Still, Mayer holds to large occupational
groupings ranked by average income. He does not move fully to
an income criterion, in which occupation would be forgotten and
each individual ranked by earnings. On the other hand, Mayer
insists on some distinctions within the broadest occupational
groupings because of differences in income. It is like ranking
Detroit’s automobile models basically by length but sometimes by
style of tail light, so that a car owner can shift his model up a
notch or two by emphasizing one or the other. And no one can
dispute him. This exercise is nothing but the reproduction of
unsystematic opinions about conglomerate social status in fancy
academic terms. We learn nothing of the necessity of the rank-
ings, because there is nothing to learn.

Some writers combine occupational criteria with the amount of
income by asserting that occupation is a source of income.

€ moved up, while clerks
concludes his chapter on

on on"‘the hierarchy of
a writer who thinks in

“First, the economic dimension stratifies modern_ populatlons
according to the amount and source of income, which is usually



206 CLASSES IN THE UNITED STATES

derived from a set of occupationa] activitieg, the o :
property, or both. [Such] Differences . . . divide fhe Iirshlp of

of modern societies into severs] Strata or clgggeg » (Maembers
23) yer, .

Mayer thinks of classes as strata
relations. This makes his allusions toth

constitutes the source of it,

Any wage or salary worker who knows tha
might lay him or her off or pass him or her ove
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necessity of contrasts of prosperity and poverty, he emphasizes
the opportunities of sound caleulation and individual effort or the
whard facts” of statisticzfl correlations. The class actions of the
capitalists are ignored; it would not be scientific to talk about
mean class interest and conscious action to realize it. The class
action of the working class is ignored, too, in the hope that what

is not mentioned will not occur.

b. Apologetic

With the growth of knowledge about classes the exploited have
acquired the potential of overcoming inequality. First, the goal
was scientifically formulated by Engels as the abolition of classes.
Then the practical achievements of socialist revolution, in China
for example, have begun to realize this goal.

In this situation Kingsley Davis with the collaboration of
Wilbert E. Moore undertook to outline a theory of stratification
which explained “the universal necessity which calls forth
stratification in any social system.” (Davis and Moore, p. 242) An
opponent of Davis, Melvin M. Tumin, wrote a reply in defense of
equality of opportunity, and the two articles, with additional
statements and commentaries, have become a famous debate in
the field of sociology.

Davis and Moore proved the universal necessity of inequality
with a series of propositions that may be summarized as follows:

1. There is “the requirement faced by any society of placing

and motivating individuals in the social structure.” (p. 242)

2. “some positions are inherently more agreeable than others,
t than others.”(p.

... and some are functionally more importan

243)
3. Some positions require skills “scarce by reason of the rarity
of talent or the costliness of training” (p- 244)

4. A society must inevitably have “s
it can use as inducements” on individuals to seek ce

and to perform their duties. (p. 243, 242)
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0. Therefore, there is a distribution of
ferentially according to positions” and the
the greatest importance for the society” and “require th
greatest training or talent” get the best rewards. (p. 243) ;

These propositions and their terms are so abstract ip the hyg
sense, abstractions used in place of detailed knowledge rathe,
than as summations of it, that they might mean anything, When
Tumin tried to deny them or to bend them to allow for equality ¢
opportunity, Davis shifted ground, saying that “the culprit is the
family” rather than the stratification system. (Davis, p. 397) But
he was very angry, because Davis wants these abstractions, ag is
clear from the entirety of his remarks and from his politicy]

stance, to make the existing order of inequality seem natura],
unquestionable, and “functional.”

The definite meaning of the generali
examples and explanations that Davis and Moore provide. To say

it at once, Davis and Moore are employing the occupation-income

method of grouping to cover up the facts of class division.
What are “positions”?

“these reward .
positions whje},

ties can be found in the

“Practically all positions . . . require some form of skill or
capacity for performance. This is implicit in the very notion of
position, which implies that the incumbent must, by virtue of

his incumbency, accomplish certain things.” (Davis and Moore,
p. 244)136

In other words, positions are occupations. The reference is to the
concrete labor, the specific tasks performed in the division of
labor and the relations of production other than class. Davis and
Moore allow for variation in “the degree of specialization,” that

a class, since doctors may be capitalists
salaried workers). There are “purely tech
as occupations having t

» Petty producers, or

nical positions” as well
0 do not with the division of labor but with

“have
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class relations of productif)n, “r.eligious, political, or economic in
character.” (0. 247) That is, being a priest, a politician, or a top
executive is an occupation existing not because of the division of
Jabor, the relation of men as a coordinated army marching on
pature to win their needs, but because of class relations of
production, the relation of men to men with regard to the surplus

labor of the society.
If position means occupation, then reward means income.

There are three kinds of rewards.

«fipst of all, the things that contribute to sustenance and
comfort. . . . second, the things that contribute to humor and
diversion. . . . finally, the things that contribute to self respect

and ego expansion.” (p. 243)

The perspective is clearly on consumption. There are necessary
goods and luxury or leisure goods. The highest rewards are
“oreat prestige, high salary, ample leisure” (p. 244). Prestige we
may set aside. For the rest, Davis and Moore mean not consump-
tion goods in general but consumption goods acquired by indi-
vidual purchasing power, by the salary. It is “the amount of the
economic return” (p. 246). In the United States the rewards are
“monetary income” (p. 249). As for rewards like service to society
and collective prosperity as a result (the “reward” for members of
a socialist society), Davis, unrestrained by Moore in 2 reply to

Tumin, answers with cynical scorn,

“Finally, as for the sense of social service, any sociologist [who
is ignorant of socialist countries] should know the in-adequacy
of unrewarded altruism as a means of eliciting socially ade-

quate behavior.” (Davis, p- 396)

In other words, consumption must be the result of individual
distribution; it is impossible gradually to satisfy needs collec-
tively, without income payments and purchase but simply by
supplying meals and homes as parks are provided today.
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Davis and Moore’s basic terms, position and reward
ply academic euphemisms for occupation and Income, One ¢
substitute these terms in the summary of the five prODOSitiOHS{;f
Davis and Moore on page 207-208. The meaning and the glorificy,

tion of the existing state of affairs are a little clearer, byt the
content is not altered.

Davis and Moore say,

y dAre sim‘

“If the rights and perquisites of different positions in g societ
must be unequal, then the society must be stratified, becayge

that is precisely what stratification means.” (Davis ang Moore, |

p. 243)

Yes, stratification is the traditional word for the division of
society according to occupation and amount of income. When they
say, “In a sense the rewards are ‘built into’ the position” (p. 243),
Davis and Moore are simply asserting that occupation is the

source of income, denying that the sale of labor power is the
source of income for workers.

Which are the functionally important positions? On the average
they enjoy better reward

8, that is, higher incomes, so it is of
some interest to know which they are. “Unfortunately, functional
importance is difficult to establish.” (Davis and Moore, p. 244n.)
What a fortunate misfortune! Yet there are some clues.

“Thus, in most complex societies the religious, political,
economie, and educational functions are handled by distinct
structures” and within each structure most positions are
“clearly dependent on, if not subordinate to, others”, “the key

positions,” which may be identified as “of the highest func-
tional importance.” (p. 244n.)

In other words, the relations of authority
tify the functionally important positions.
he who commands is indispensable or m
different order than anyone else. Exploit

in organizations iden-
This is the theory that
akes a contribution of a
ing class societies endow
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relations with this illusion; socialist societies break

authority T€ Jais
differences between organizational labor and direct

down the

]abor on things. )
When pressed by Tumin and not restrained by Moore, Davis

pecame much blunter about the identification of functionally
jmportant positions.

«Rough measures of functional importance are in fact applied
in practice. . . . Individual firms must constantly decide which
positions are essential and which not.” (Davis, p. 395)

Functional importance for Davis is the value of the labor power to
the capitalist class. Requiring certain skills to get his machine of
exploitation going, 2 capitalist hires labor powers or inducts
lieutenants into the capitalist class, and the reward is the value of
this labor power or the sharing of the profits. A position “draws a
high income because it is functionally important and the available
personnel is for one reason or another scarce.” (Davis and Moore,
p. 247) This is the capitalist buyer at the labor market speaking.

The assertion that some education “is so burdensome and
expensive” that it requires “a reward commensurate with the
sacrifice” is simply a general restatement of the correlation
between amount of education and income under capitalism.
Samuelson mentioned this economic factor, Miller studied the
actual numbers, and Davis and Moore endow them with the
attribute of eternal necessity.

When Davis and Moore say that “some positions are inherently
more agreeable than others,” they are saying that occupations
must always be divided up as they are in a capitalist society. In
socialist societies, duties and rewards are not separated from
each other and exchanged; both are transformed. Those in mana-
gerial occupations, for example, work on the shop floor a regular
percentage of the time, while mass management committees
draw floor workers into administration. This narrows differences
in the inherent agreeableness of occupations; both occupations

become more agreeable.
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CLASSES IN THE UN ITED STATES

Translating the abstractions of Dayig and Mooye into th:
content, we see that they are talking ahg oI
income, two social relations. Occupation is g
division of labor and the relations of productigy, Other thgy, l
Income, in societies which display this individualistic fonnass_
distribution, is a distribution relation. In a clasg Society, theof
relations are subordinate to the class relation. In 4 Capita]issi
society, the categories of occupation and j

ncome gre fully gq
veloped for the first time and reflect the basi

POL in th,

Person’s ang
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deprived of the chance even to discover what are their tal-
ents.” (Tumin, p- 389)

If this is S0, then the functionality of stratification is doubtful at
the least. At the most, although Tumin did not insist on the point,
if a society is not pressing at the limit to find and utilize all the
talent and to impart all the training it can, then the entire
ment of Davis and Moore outlining the function that a
stratification system performs collapses.
Tumin’s most fervent criticism was directed at the proposition

built on the concept of rewards for positions, rewards said to be
necessary to induce people to seek various positions and perform

the duties of the job.

« .. the emphasis in American concepts of reward is almost
exclusively placed on the material returns of positions.”

(Tumin, p. 390)
Instead, a general theory should recognize that this is

“only one of many variants in the whole range of possible
systems of motivation which, at least theoretically, are capa-

ble of working in human society.” (p- 388)

work, the satisfaction of the
ction, social duty,
e identification of

Four other motivations are joy in
instinet for workmanship or intrinsic job satisfa
and social service. (p. 391) Tumin q,uestioned th

reward with income.
Tumin attacked the concept of sacrifice which linked individual
eward in the result-

f%ducational offort to the individual income ¥
ing occupation. He noted that “the surrender of earning power

and the cost of the training. - - - is generally borne by the parents
of the talented youth undergoing training, and not by the
trainees themselves.” (Tumin,, p- 390) Therefore, Tumin rejected
the inevitability of such a scheme, proposing instead that “these
costs could easily be assumed by the society-at-large.” (p- 391)
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Then differences in occupational ine
particularly if other motivationa] sy

As a result of all this criticism,
bility and functional value of Sys
larly in the form implicitly unders
there is no evidence to suggest
making his goal the abolition of ¢]
and remedies have an anti-

Throughout the analysis,
framework of analysis,138

omes need not be g ]
stefns were €mploye lil;ge,
Tumin questioneq tp,q il.]ev'
tems of stratification, part-lta‘
tood by Davis anq Moore Sltiil
that Tumin Joined Ep, l’

ngels ;
asses. In fact, Tumin’s SEL i

Tumin accepts the
He does not like the

charge this sum up against sacrifices made by
falsely to perpetrate a bill or a debt alr
to the parents.” (Tumin, p. 390)

the youth is
eady paid by the society

As for the individual himself,
period of training, Tumin cal
and concludes,

who sacrifices earning power for a
culates the magnitude of this loss

“One might say that the first ten years of differential pay 1s
perhaps justified, in order to regain for the trained person
what he lost during his training period. Byt it is difficult to

: analyg;
working class character, e
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;magine what would justify continuing such differential re-
wards peyond that period.” (p. 390)

e should think like him in terms of exchanges

in feels everyon
of labor Versus income between the individual and society as a
whole. But this mode of thinking occurs only in a society of petty

producers and survives only among those who still represent this
oint of view. Each individual should contribute labor, or “sac-
rifice,” and receive in return. The view of the individual contract-
ing fairly with society (with others) is a petty bourgeois outlook.
In a modern industrial society, Tumin wants the beginnings of
without the qecumulation of wealth, the differentiation
of petty producers into classes, and the development of inherited

privilege that necessarily result from the individualistic view of

labor and income.13° Because Tumin emphasized the social good,

the perspective of “society” in these exchanges, he conveyed an
egalitarian and progressive tone. But his views are similar to

ty bourgeois socialists like Proudhon who

nineteenth century pet
outlined schemes for individuals to receive labor certificates for
ds with them.

their work and then draw their consumption nee
The development of individual labor into labor by some for others

was to be forbidden by decree, by schemes of distribution with-

out any attention to property in the means of production, class

relations, and their dominance over other production and dis-

tribution relations. e
Tumin’s ignorance of the history of class relations is apparent
Davis and Moore’s assertion that “Every

in his acceptance of
d present distributes its scarce and de-

manded goods and services u

does not know what classles ) e, - do
not realize what changes in class relations socialist societies

make, which must begin to alter distribution rel?tiops among the
workers, too, after first altering the distribution between

classes.4° S :
The classic remedy of this variety of petty bourgeois thinker 18

equality of opportunity. Tumin wants «genuinely equgl access to
recruitment and training” (p. 389). But s0 long as capitalist class

capitalism
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relations and their influence on other production relations exist,
schemes to have the state bear the cost of training, to tax estates
and inheritances away, and otherwise to break up class privileges
and enter each individual in a fair race with others are hopeless.
Equality of opportunity is the petty bourgeois answer to ifhe
proletarian attack on inequality, to the demand for the abolition
of classes. :
There is another tendency in Tumin’s argument. While paying
no attention to real class relations, he dislikes the unequal
distribution of income. The result is an attempt to rise above the
whole economic situation by moral appeals. What do his other
motivational systems mean? “Joy in work” was a favorite slogan
of the German fascist-capitalist regime: the workers were to
forget about the vulgar chase after material goods, to accept
sacrifice and find their joy in the performance of work. They were
to console themselves with “the tradition that each man is as
socially worthy as all other men so long as he performs his
appropriate tasks conscientiously.” (Tumin, p. 392-93) Where
exploiting classes rule, schemes to enforce social duty or social

service mean increased exploitation. Such would be the case, for
example, if

“a system of norms could be institutionalized in which the idea
of threatened withdrawal of services, except under the most

extreme circumstances, would be considered as absolute moral
anathema.” (p. 388)

In plain words, this means forbidding strikes and outlawing trade
unions.

: The views shared by Davis-Moore and Tumin prove more
Important than their differences. Both sides ignore class rela-
Flons. Both accept the framework of stratification theory, the
Investigation of phenomena of occupation and income within the
context of capitalism. One side defended capitalism outright; the

other combined utopian hopes with potentially fascist prop-
aganda.
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23. Individual Mobility to Another Class

I - .
mollali(liiltwduals may leave one class for another. The study of social
o }; conc_entrates attention on the individual’s fate and the
5 %1; a?:e f:) I‘Vhl(lzlh he or she can determine it by self-serving actions

collective struggle to ch iti 4

i gg ange the conditions of one's
ca;fhe relative sizes of classes limit the amount of mobility that
e }:)CCllr betvfreen them. A working class numbering 90 percent
Worke pol?ulatlon can have no practical interest in sending many
i 1‘3r§ Into a capitalist class comprising two percent of the

pulation. This would be the case even if from time to time the

entire personnel of the capitalist class changed, which is obvi-

ously an extreme assumption. One benefit of belonging to the
ne’s membership to

;‘gllmg class is to remain there and to pass on 0
east some of one's children in the average case. Approximate
ty of prominent

Statisties indicate that “since 1801 a majori
ilies already well-established

economically.” (Lipset and Bendix, p. 122) The figures show this
majority to range from two-thirds to three-fourths.4?
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Individuals have moved mainly between the working class and
the class of petty producers. Mobility from the working class to
the petty producers is commonly supposed to be “upward” mobil-
ity. This evaluation conforms to the prevailing values of a
capitalist society. To a large extent, it has no material truth to it.
The income of petty producers is not that much better than the
income of workers, particularly on an hourly basis. Small farm-
ers, storekeepers, franchise food operators, and independent
truck drivers typically put in many more hours of work than
workers. The attraction of the petty producer situation arises
from two illusions. First, the petty producer is like the capitalist
a propertied person, and the hope is to grow into a small
capitalist after becoming a petty producer. As we have seen, this
hope is ridiculous in the extreme today. Nevertheless, capitalist
propaganda singles out exceptional cases past and present for
heavy emphasis. Second, the petty producer escapes the
capitalist-worker relation. He is “his own boss” instead of a
worker subject to the despotism of capitalist authority in work.
At the same time, he loses the discipline of collective production,
of having to arrive at the factory at the same time as the rest of
the. shift, for example, and not when he feels like beginning work.
This mobility does not solve the problem of social production
fettered by capitalist rule; it is a backward attempt to retreat
from cf)llective relations and forces of production.

Statistics now 30 years old suggest that from 10 to 30 percent
of thfe nonfarm labor force launches a business. (Lipset and
Bendix, pp. 102-03) Most fail. Between 1900 and 1940, 15,989,000
businesses were started but 14,013,000 closed. (p. 102) Instead of
:hlarge amount of mobility from working class to petty producers,

ere have been a large number of futile attempts to carve out
gﬁty producer Sltuations. Since the petty producer class has
tiﬁinwscﬁf]lﬁg'g 1;1 size and economic strength, current informa-

icate even fewer attempts to start businesses and a
gr gater rate of fa}llure. This is one consequence of the changing
and now very hl.gh_ratio of workers to petty producers; the
example and possibility of the petty producer situation is exposed



MOBILITY TO ANOTHER CLASS 219

much less frequently and with less force to each of the larger
number of workers.

In the opposite direction, the proletarianization of petty pro-
ducers has been grinding on steadily. This direction of mobility is
pictured as a dreadful fate in capitalist valuations. The petty
producer who enters the working class brings with him a fresh
source of resistance to capitalist exploitation and the tyranny of
the workplace through which surplus-value is extracted from the
workers. Whenever the capitalist mode of production grips a
society and converts pre-capitalist relations into capitalist ones,
the petty producers mount stiff resistance to proletarianization.
The valiant struggles in England by farmers against enclosures,
by the Luddites, and by the Chartists are examples. But the
petty producer also brings with him the petty bourgeois mental-
ity, an outlook incapable of successful struggle against
capitalism. The ideological struggle within the working class
between the petty bourgeois mentality and the proletarian out-
look goes on simultaneously with the struggle between the
capitalist class and the working class, the outcome of each affect-
ing the other. Capitalism may survive the troubles of its i.ntro-
duction. The proletarianization of the petty producers continues
for decades more, but without the same importance. In 1_:he
United States, for example, this vestigial process has been going
on with declining significance for about a century. Only now are
we at a point at which the petty producer class has probab.ly
touched a certain minimum size. Some writers identify the resis-
tance to the initial capitalist assault on a petty mode of production
as the only working class struggle against capitalism. Thlf’ &
incorrect, for so long as capitalism exists, the Workn;g cda?i'
exists and is exploited. It is bound to struggle more,t reeESiSt
many petty bourgeois mfluences inherent n efforts to r
Proletarianization. itk

The outlines of mobility between classes are bare ant ; (‘;11(‘) -
enough. Individual movements between classes calm",talge obility
them. Therefore, capitalist apologists do not study soci 1$ obility
in terms of class, The individualistic perspective of sOci2
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is couched in terms of the occupation-income approach. The study
of social mobility is 1) defined as individual movement, 2) up or
down a rank ordering, 3) usually expressed in terms of occupa-
tional groupings, and 4) concerned not with class position but
with secondary relations like amount of income, mental or manual
labor, and hope for family advancement if not individual
success. 43

Instead of relations of struggle between classes, individuals
move “up” and “down” a scale of positions.'44 This scale is almost
always an evaluation of various broad occupational groupings,
although occasionally an honest methodologist will admit that the
justification for ranking one occupational grouping above or
below another is weak.14®> All changes in secondary relations are
brought in and linked with mobility. Sometimes absurd state-
ments are made that any economic gain is upward mobility,
regardless of the relative position of classes.

“The American working-class has been upward mobile as 2
group. . . . if we consider only economic gains without making
comparisons with the middle classes. This is evidenced by
the increasing real income of the working-class group”
(Havighurst, p. 107).

Suclf thoughts betray the attempt to link in the minds of people
any improvement in conditions of life at all with the conception of
having pulled oneself up.

Apart. from such absurd expressions, writers on mobility al-
most uniformly regard technological progress, with its accom-
panying change in the mix of occupations, as a source of upward
mf)blhty.l"6 This trick merely advances the thesis of a large
middle class of white collar workers all over again. The income,
working conditions, social status, and other minor qualities of
nonmanual occupations are taken to be unchangeably better than
those of manual occupations, Technology and some other de-
velopments have enlarged the number of white collar jobs and
shrunk the relative number of blue collar jobs. Hence, there has
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been net upward mobility to be distributed to U.S. workers.
Changes in technique supersede relations between classes as the
motor of social development. This confusion is the basis for
assertions that, contrary to what we have seen in terms of
movement between the working class, the petty producer class,
and the capitalist class, “Movement . . . from working class to
middle class . .. in one generation is attainable for millions.”
(Lipset and Bendix, p. 278)

What are the problems with the nonclass analysis of social
mobility? For one, researchers usually compare the son’s position
to that of his father, which is intergenerational mobility.4?
Intragenerational mobility, the mobility of a person during his
working life, is rarely studied because it is difficult to research as
a practical matter and because there is very little of it. Workers
shift jobs and move from one occupation to a technically similar
one. But even in terms of occupation, there is a great dividing
line that isolates manual and nonmanual occupations, between
which there is little permanent movement in one lifetime.'* In
class terms, it has already been shown how insignificant the
subject of mobility by individuals is and must be. .

Another problem with the conception of occupational mobility
is the treatment of women.14®° Women in the labor force pose a
problem. Generally, the rank and the change in rank of women s
Judged not by their own participation in the labor force but by the
ranks of their father and husband. Marriages join men aqd
women who differ in participation in the labor force aqd in
occupational grouping; hence the unsolved problems of classifica-
tion. This problem does not arise for the class outlook, since
stable marriages of individuals remaining in different classes are
extremely rare. Classes are basic social groups; occupational
ranks are not.

In capitalist theorizing about social mobility, the gross amount
of mobility is distinguished from the net amount. The latter
refers to the net number of shifts from one rank (or class) to
another; it is calculated after cancelling out 2 worker who be-
comes a petty producer and a petty producer who becomes a
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worker. Gross mobility refers to the total number of shifts of
position. The worker and the petty producer who both move
contribute two counts to the total of gross mobility. Sociologists
interest themselves in the amount of gross mobility as evidence
of the alleged openness of a class society, the supposed absence of
barriers between social ranks, and the ability of the individual to
achieve a new rank. Yet all the gross mobility in the world cannot
change the shape of inequality in a society. If it has a few high
ranks, some intermediate ranks, and many lower ranks, then a
large amount of gross mobility simply means a large amount of
reshuffling that leaves as much bitterness or other reaction to
downward mobility as satisfaction with upward mobility. On the
other hand, a small amount of gross mobility simply brings home
the institutionalized lines of inequality. This dilemma faces
academics who avoid the topic of class and study the movement of
individuals instead.

Mobility in occupational terms is really not concerned with
individuals and their movement up and down ranks. The hard-
nosed sociologists study mobility as a problem in the manage-
ment of the labor supply.

“A high degree of vocational and social mobility (or, looked at
in economic terms, the elimination of rigidities in the supply of
labor) is, therefore, both a cardinal principle of policy and a
condition of survival for the Welfare State.” (Floud and
Halsey, p. 83)

C:flreerism, individual action to improve one’s position, does
not improve the average lot of members of the working elass.
Fevy can benefit by careerism, while individual maneuvering
against fellow workers only serves to weaken and split the
working class in the face of the capitalist class, lowering the
average situation of the workers. Class action improves the lot of
Fhe working class. Collective action defends working conditions,
Improves pay, and establishes principles like seniority in place of
“individual merit” manipulated by the employer. Such collective

e e —
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action is rudimentary training for revolutionary class action. Its
goal is not only the improvement of the conditions of life under
capitalism but the abolition of capitalism and exploitation, the
substitution of the workers and their state in place of the
capitalist ruling class, in a new society, socialism.



24. The Notion of Capitalists as 5
Superior Race

italist view of society, therefore, we

classes. Capitalists think that the
working class is biologically inferior and that the capitalist class is
a superior race.
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Jistinguishes between training and innate talent, so he is con-
: . not about those abilities developed by experience
and the offorts of society but about a mystical talent which flows
in the blood or the genes. It should also be noted that Davis’s
liberal opponent Melvin Tumin does not reject the view “that
some members of any society are by nature more talented than
others” (Tumin, P 389).

The noted economist Joseph Schumpeter, resident for 20 years
ot Harvard University, embraced the view that the capitalists

are a superior race.

«The ultimate foundation on which the class phenomenon rests
consists of individual differences in aptitude. . . . Class struc-
ture is the ranking of such individual families by their social
value in accordance, ultimately, with their differing ap-

titudes.” (Schumpeter, p. 210)

view of the capitalist class as 2

Schumpeter grants that his
d to the belief that some races are a

superior race 1s closely relate
superior class. His essay

“is not meant to deny the significance of racial differences in
explaining concrete class formations. On the contrary, my
early thinking on the subject followed the paths of the racial

theory of classes” (p. 134).

The race theory of class and the overt racist view are essentia.lly
the same. Superiority and privilege flow in the.blood. The ruling
class is the race of the race from there the hierarchy cascades

down.

The book in which Schumpeter published these views was
graced with an admiring introduction by Schumpeter’s student,
“yadical” economist Paul Sweezy. Sweezy is interested mostly in
the structure and plans of the ruling class or elite; he pays little

attention to the class struggle and the action of the working class.
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ly work dissects the interest groups of
d in commenting on current events, ,
dvisory Council this month takes Priop.

His best known scholar
U.S. finance capital, an
session of the Business A

ity over a wave of strikes. _ .
YThe theory that the better off are inherently superior is ny

only a German doctrine. A confident aSS(_értiO‘T‘l without evidenc,
is the hallmark of one Bntlsh‘socmloglst- I feel it really i
necessary to assert that some children are more able than otherg
... and that some occupations demand qualities that are rare,
than others” (Marshall, 1971, p. 161). Therefore, “The Welfare
State is bound to pick the children of high ability for highey
education and for higher jobs” (Ibid.)**®

Joining with the British sentiment is a United Stateg
sociologist, who claims that there are differences in intelligence
between the members of different occupations and. that these
differences “can safely be ascribed in part also to a ‘natural
selection’ process which has brought those of greater innate
ability to the higher positions.” (Kornhauser, p. 206) Regarding
intellectual ability, “The upper classes are, in this sense,
‘superior.” ” (p. 209)

Much less scholarly in tone than these men, more virulent and
explicit about the same dogma, is John Corbin. He asserts that
Thomas Jefferson was wrong, that “some men are destined from
birth to higher privileges and opportunities.” (Corbin, p. 36)
Why? Because “Some men are created taller than others, and
stronger; mentally more able, morally more elevated.” (p. 37) It
is a historical fact that the Greeks and Romans did not know
racism, which began only with the rise of capitalism (see Cox,
1970), but Corbin points out the misfortune this was for the
ruling classes of those societies. Greece and Rome fell partly
owing to “the wasting of the blood of the dominant class in
Wflrfare and luxury, and its weakening through intercourse with
alien peoples.” (p. 50) Just as racism goes along with the race
theory of class, so does imperialism. “. . . there are peoples for

whom self-government is no blessing—inferior peoples, unequal
to the burden of freedom.” (p. 41)
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Corbin wrote to offer the employers :
working class. He suggested that a strategy to split the

. . p they extend ;
poundaries of superior racial endowment to thoszhfvlfg ctolfimzed
themselves as middle class. It is necessary to te]] e :rl; otf‘

0

the middle class that “Very largely the ;

older stock.” (p. 47) Corbin is explicit aboﬁta{;isért,?-z&cam fof .
class polities: “Today, with class warfare threateningg{h(; EII:OSS
ost employer can see in the middle class a POWerful, 5 1§d-
sensable ally” (p. 47). He makes an unusually aggressive attack
on the concept of social relations, reducing them to instinct Tl(;e

sense of private property, it seems, arose before the fish climbed
onto the land.

“The fox owns his hole; the trout owns his favorite bend in the
brook and will fight for it. Among higher animals, of whom
man is one, the possession of females is a primordial instinct”

(p. 38).

(Sexism is another benefit of this theory.) With more study,
Corbin could no doubt extend his insight that the trout fights for
his bend in the brook; he will uncover a mortgage market for
holes among foxes, sales and repossessions, a class of foxes who
build holes and live in the simplest one-chamber burrows while
they construct elaborate multi-chamber complexes joined by
tunnels for the capitalist fox whose foxblood is a superior tone of
blue.

Corbin introduces us to those open reactionaries who bring the
race theory of class out of the parlors of mansions into the arena
of politics. There they hope to use it as the best possible e_xplana—
tion of class, since it is based not on the confusion qf dlfferept
kinds of production relations but on the absolute denial oi" socl'fll
relations. Another race theorist of class along t-hese lines is
Arthur Jensen, the statistical charlatan. For Corbm’§ collo_qulal
terms “blood” and “stock” Jensen substituted the notion of intel-
ligence genes. Where Corbin lauds the superior elements of

mankind, Jensen discusses the problems of the inferior. Although
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he gives the main emphasis to race, Jensen holds to the raeq
theory of class, too. He regards intelligence as g_en.etlcally detep.
mined for the most part and then stat‘es that it 15,3, a “fact that
intelligence is correlated with ogcupatlonal' status” (Jensen, p,
75). (Jensen uses occupation and income as-mde-axes of class.) He
speaks of “genotypic as well as pher}otyplc differences among
social classes. It is therefore most unlikely t.;hat groups differing
in SES [an index of income] would not z}lso differ, on the average,
in their genetic endowment of intelligence.” (Ibid.) With the
falsified data go policy recommendations.

“Unless drastic changes occur—in the population [that is,
Jensen recommends genocide], in educational outcomes, or in
the whole system of occupational training and selection—it is
hard to see how we can avoid an increase in the rate of the
so-called ‘hard-core’ unemployed.” (Jensen, p. 89)

According to Jensen, unemployment is a result not of a class
relation but of the breeding of inferior classes.

Jensen’s own blood or genes must be slightly diluted from the
purest superior strain, for he did not prepare his celebrated
thesis entirely by himself. Jensen wrote his article following an
outline given him by the editor of the Harvard Educational
Review in April, 1968.151 It became well known because the
ruling class decided to celebrate its own views. The lecture tours,
the interviews on talk shows, and the capsule summaries in
Newsweek and other mass magazines were the routine execution
of another propaganda campaign. Dozens of academic figures
served as polite foils, never exposing that this house of cards was
built on such crude chicanery as the confusion of a number
(correlation) and the square of that number (variance).®?

Jensen’s special twist to the race theory of class was
pseudo-science.153 As a politician he was not too skilled. Students
at many colleges ran him off campus before he began to speak.
The master politicians of this theory were the German fascists.
Installed in power by Krupp, Thyssen, Farben and other big
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: their ideas
busmessmen, i were orthodo 5
capitalist race view of class. X reproductions of the

«The biological-medical sciences of th :

taught us that man is conditioned ?npf;tﬁhnl;g gegli'ls -
spiritual qualities much more by hereditary endow;l y and
py all environmental factors. . . . No thinking and feef-nt than
if they are genuine and profound, overstep their I'acialnll)g cag,
aries. . - - Blood and soil [stand] as fundamental forces o(fnllilt3 :
(Quotations from German fascist documents in Brady, p 51e)

anat is .thfa most ger'luine and profound thinking and feeling
possible within the racial bounds of the working class? Hitler
replied, “The working masses want only bread and circuses, they
have no understanding of any kind of ideal” (Brady, p. 1493. Let
us leave these inferior beings to the National Labor Front, which
teaches strength through joy, since even circuses cost money.
We can retreat to chamber music in the Bunker. Hitler is joined
by Goebbels, in from seribbling more fulminations at the unpleas-
antly numerous mass of inferior mankind, and by Goering, alittle
odd in his lace and lipstick. Here are the supreme defenders and
the self-proclaimed epitome of the master race. Servants of
monopoly capitalism, they drag after themselves the economists,
the scientists, and the politicans of the “middle class,” who trail in
the wake of the fascists’ noble descent into oblivion.



PART THREE: CLASS AND
REVOLUTION

“The coincidence of the Changing

of circumstances and of humay,

activity can be conceived and y,.

tionally wunderstood only gqg

revolutionizing practice.”

—Marx, Theses on Feuerbach,
I11

25. Revolution: The Objective Basis in
Class

Capitalist apologists obscure class by confusing the class rela-
tion with other social relations. To define class out of existence,
the apologists use the label of “class” for the production relations
of authority, for the division of mental and manual labor, for
markets in labor power and other commodities, and for the
distribution of income. Class, the relation to surplus labor owing
to the particular relation to the means of production, is confused

with one or another_ or a combination of other relations.
All these production relations operate; there is no question of

denying: their existence, leaving only the class relation on the
theoretical stage. But how do they affect each other? Where class
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relations of authority exist and pogsegs their o
we see their essence only in J wn

Specific weight
? ght of t B,
quthority. A class analysis of supemsoryh:nfilass coloration of

tions is necessary, or the capitalist ¢]ags i Mmanagerial posi-
really is. Occupations exist,

among the mass, and its decline in relativa :

predicted from tl}e class contradiction. 8\1;3%;’,? ::1: ng;mcan Ee
power of the various production relations, we find thatne]t e
without doing away with other relations, dominates them c(!:lass,
makes up their essential content, or forces their develomﬁenﬁi
certain directions, or has effects which reduce those of other
relations to insignificant amounts. To make a class analysis often
means to find out the specific way that class dominates a social
relation.

Once classes appear, the inevitable class antagonisms are the
substance of the basic political and economic struggles. In a class
society, the exploited always live in the round of continual, poorly
rewarded work, some of them are denied the basic needs of life,
and demands for redress take militant struggle to win. From its
beginning, an exploiting class society is headed for revolution.
The revolution needed in a society is determined by the basic
class contradiction; the goal is to replace one class’s mode of
production by that of another class. In a capitalist society, the
basic class contradiction is the one between the working class and
the capitalist class.

So long as capitalism allows the productive forces to develop,
the contradiction by itself is not enough for a revolution.
Capitalism was progressive in this sense through the ipdustr.lal
revolution of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. With
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the appearance of monopoly capitalism, the system became

posed to further development of the productive forces. This déc,

not mean that levels of production decline or that technol,

regresses to more primitive methods; tgesi 1z;.}rle even later stagqg
of decay seen, for example, at the enf 9 1 e anclent world iy,
Europe. The turning point 1n th? life of a class society is paggeq
before that, when the class .relatlon hampers -and slo\‘ws down the
development of the productn{e forces, retarding the Introduetiop
of new techniques and restricting the growth of production, Iy
re United States this happened after the Civil War. Monopolieg
buy up patents and shelve th.em. They hold Productlpn below
capacity to maintain higher prices than otherwise possible.

The inevitable result is intensified class struggle. The exploit.
ing class demands more and more surplus la_bor. At the same
time, the battle between the classes over the historical and socig]
standard of necessary labor rages openly. The workers’ smallest
amenities disappear, situations of modest comfort become lives of
worry and bitter choices, and more people are torn by despera-
tion for food and shelter. The exploiters’ social system collapses.
At every turn, their world is filled with crises, breakdowns, and
disasters. Social peace, always superficial, becomes open class
struggle; the philistines run for cover, while leaders emerge from
among the exploited class which now conducts its war of libera-
tion from the rule of the exploiters.

The revolutionary goal of the working class is to replace
capitalism by socialism. The private ownership of the means of
production is abolished and replaced by the collective ownership
of the factories, offices, and fields by the working class through
its state.54 Surplus labor, exploited from the workers owing to
the private ownership of means of production, returns to the
working class. This surplus labor can belong to the working class
only in forms appropriate to the forces of production and the
relations of production. These are collective relations and forces.
The large scale of cooperation and the intricate division of labor
reached under capitalism become even larger and more finely
developed. The various departments of production are necessar-
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. planned on a society-wide geg] :
gi gnsion .of production. At the samee :?mzc};l}?:e bthfa.balanced
class relation to surplus labor still leayeg tixe ot}? Ohtion.of the
roduction infected by capitalism. The e ler relatl.ong,. of
the division of mental g.nd manual labor, the rel:tlilzjs of bringing
ity, the wage fom of distribution, the family, and alllls of aUthQr-
relations into their collective, : other social

working class f,
capitalist and petty bourgeois influences. This is0 ﬁgggpgsgkeghgf

oes on under socialism. It is a class sty i
gociety has reached the communist stauggegli.ozxvhlz:e}t 1?‘ e
classes, class influence, and class contradict’ions. o

If a society contains a large class of pe :
necessarily affects the kind of revolutimll) t;itpi? iueceec;ss ’ ’i‘}‘:lls
revolutions in Russia in 1917 and in China culminating in 19:49 arz
examples. In both countries, the working class was a small
percentage of the population, and the mode of production was not
capitalist. The largest class was the class of petty producers
mostly rural, farming petty producers. Enslaved in a semi-feudai
form of exploitation, they lost their surplus labor not through a
wage relation, but through the payment of rent, usurious interest
rates on loans, and merchant trade relations. These forms of
exploitation reflected the basic economic problem of the petty
producers, the lack of complete title to their means of production.
Instead of owning their fields, they rented them. Instead of being
able to finance their food and seed costs until harvest, they
borrowed the goods or the cash to buy them.

The immediate revolutionary goal in Russia and China was not
socialism. In these societies, the mode of production was 2
mixture of landlordism, local capitalism, and imperialist exploita-
tion by the monopoly capitalists of several foreign countries,
including the United States. The ruling classes were the land-
lords, some local capitalists, and the imperialists. T?le exploited
classes were the petty bourgeoisie and the working class.*®
Consequently, the revolution, while not aiming at a “{(’de of
production only for petty producers, did give most weight to
their needs. In China, this mode of production was called New
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Democracy. !5 Its basic economic content \gfas expressed in
slogan of land to the tiller. In rev.olutlonal’y Zfse areas carveq gy,
before 1949 and then in th(? entire c?untry i ter Ilbel‘atlon, the
rural petty producers abolished their re}atlon to the landlopg,
and acquired full, unencumbex:ed ownership of plots‘of 'land Which,
they worked themselves. This sol\fed the contradiction fop ¢y,
petty producers. In the Soviet Union, the'e landlord system Was
abolished right after the October Revolution of 1917, Creating 5
broad class of middle peasants, petty producers who neithe,
exploited others nor were expl9ited the.mselves. ;

Petty producers cannot achieve their rc.evolutlonary goal by
themselves. In both Russia and China, as in Albania and othe,
countries that enjoyed New Democratic revolutions, succesg
depended on leadership by the working class, which, to be sure,
did socialize the small capitalist sphere. The working class led by
its communist party put the greatest emphasis on solving the
main contradiction, that between the petty bourgeoisie and its
exploiters. As a result, the petty bourgeoisie trusted the working
class. The petty mode of production could not last for long.
Particularly with the germs of capitalism planted in these coun-
tries, a rapid polarization threatened to force most petty produc-
ers to mortgage or sell their land and become wage slaves, while
a few capitalists, called “kulaks” in Russia, would be at the
exploiting end of this new relation. Because of its political record
and its ties to the petty bourgeoisie, the working class was able to
lead the inevitable collectivization of the forces of agriculture
along collective lines in the relations of ownership, too. Small
plots must merge or be merged; the working class demonstrated
the superiority of collective farming over class polarization in the
countryside and persuaded the middle and poor peasants to
reject the capitalist road, the freedom to lose one’s land by
making a doomed individualistic effort. In the Soviet Union, the
petty producer and semi-worker peasants joined collective farms
and overcame the wrecking attempts of the existing kulak class.
i China, with fewer capitalist farmers and with previous Soviet
experience to go on, the same process occurred even more



worker, so that workers would negoti
ucts to complete the job. Similarly,
not be assigned to the workers emplo
them business partners who woul
factories. The division of labor is
production so large that this syst

into monopoly capitalist. trt{sts engaged in exploiting most of the
“partners.” The revolution in a society must reflect the classes in
it; the new mode of production must correspond to the needs of
the exploited class, including the specific forces and relations of
production it represents.

The predominance of the working class in the United States,
facing “its” capitalist class alone, defines the revolutionary goal
as socialism, and the goal of socialism certifies the overwhelming
weight of the working class. Therefore, it is natural for political
tendencies that oppose the revolutionary goal of socialism to
misrepresent the class structure of the United States, too. If a
person or group does not accept a sizeable number of workers as
members of the working class, then we expect the group to define
the revolution in non-socialist terms. This is the case.

Sham communist parties have dropped the goal of soc1a.11'sm
and substituted in its place a so-called anti-monopoly coalition
aiming to install an anti-monopoly government. ’ljhese are parties
tied to the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, such as the
Communist Party USA, the Communist Party of France,k and S‘S’
forth. Their analysis categorizes many white collar wc:;:h:rznzll
something other than members of the working class. y

ate the exchange of prod-
factories ag g whole could
yed in each of them, making
d buy and sel] with other
SO intricate and the scale of
€m would quickly recombine
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ive i isie, although th

. lternative is the petty bou1:ge0131e, althc S
logical alte have so far qvoided this bald assertion. It ig il

Soviet parties )
that thgy exclude some workers from the working class, becayg,

‘o5 talk about an alliance between the working class gy,
t:rfi&azzlﬁ:r workers or certain sections of them. When Maurici
Thorez, longtime chief of the Communist Party of Frap?e, Wrote
that the “stratum of engineers, managers z}nd ,PGCthIans” can
“range themselves on the side of the proletariat, he was Splitting
the working class in order to pretend to forrr} an qlllance again
between its sections.’®’ The other parties in this stream of
revisionism, of revising the revolutionary and class content out of
Marxism, put forward similar progr ams.®® In Russia and Ching,
there was an objective basis for New Democracy, for a revolu.
tionary goal between the existing situation and tl}e ultimate
socialist goal. If there is no such basis, Qartles advocating illusion-
ary stages try to create one by inventing new classes. The only
source for members of these classes is the working class. Then
the parties declare that they will work for an alliance between the
remainder of the working class and the unacknowledged petty
bourgeoisie they have invented. In this two-step shuffle they get
away from socialism. Now we are supposed to unite for an
anti-monopoly government. This is an impossible goal. It is an
attempt to reform capitalism and would lead to disaster in a
revolutionary situation, should such a goal divert many workers
from going for socialism. In other words, the anti-monopoly
government in unity with the nonexistent, allied, petty bourgeois
strata really means more capitalism.

The pro-Soviet parties are not the only tendency that invents a
numerous petty bourgeoisie. Among groups which claim in words
to reject the Soviet brand of revisionism, a cluster revolves
around the notion of a united front against imperialism. On the
world scene, this slogan unites a broad variety of forces to oppose
foreign big business investments, aggression, and the collusion
and contention of the imperialist powers headed by the two
superpowers, the United States and the Soviet Union. The
slogan has applications within some countries, too. As a funda-
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mental revoluf;ionary program in the U
is anti-SOCia.h?t. gh number of
Marxist-Leninist adhere to the position of a unj :
imperialism within the United States.f W;te?s&:}?:i?ga;mt
analysis? Some programs assert that the petty bourgeoisi S
Jarge class 1nc}ud1ng many different strata anq ea]] margl 1s1e le a
members of it. Other groups y workers

: . BTOUps are extremely vague ab
analysis of classes; this is similar to the pr&Sovigitlrevis(,)il;fﬁ:?s?

game of talking about an alliance. Marxists always make a cl
analysis of classes. Where there is no class analysis, ther clear

: i : , e is no
Marxism. One variation of the united front against imperialis
tells the working class to ally with the black petty bourgeois?;
and even the black bourgeoisie. This fantastic idea is connected
with the promotion of nationali.sm among black workers and the
attempt to browbeat communists into forgetting about classes
and giving up on white workers as a revolutionary force. The
result in class terms is to imply or assert the existence of a large
petty bourgeoisie. These groups, while retaining a vague adher-
ence to socialism in words, lack the class analysis that corres-
ponds to it. Like the anti-monopoly coalition, their united front
against imperialism can only mean going into a revolutionary
situation destined to failure.

What is the relation of the “middle class” to the problem of
revolution? The various ways of defining a middle class have
nothing to do with class, as we have seen in this book. Occupa-
tion, industry, product of labor, and amount of income do not
provide grounds on which to define a class. When academic and
popular writers conjure up the image of a large middle class, they
cannot specify and do not want to specify what mode of produc-
tion corresponds to it. Unlike tribal and feudal peasants,
slaveowners, lords, capitalists, workers, and petty producers,
the middle class is the first class without its own mode of
production! Therefore, there is no basis for defining a revolution-
ary change in capitalism. This absurd conclusion demonstrates
again the total lack of science in notions of a middle class.

In revolutionary circles, talk about a large petty bourgeoisie

nited States, however, it
groups calling themselves



238 U, IN THE UNITED ?I%E@i,____\\
where there is none usually means that the speaker thinks of ¢y
petty bourgeoisie a8 the middle cla.sg. Ignoring the econom,
characteristics of the petty bourgeoisie, these persons use tp,
term as no more than 2 faghionable eq‘ulvalent. for middle clagg
They introduce the same outlook that 18 contained in talk of ty,
T o class, One writer in his analysis spoke frantdy about g,
«middle classes (petit bourgeoisie)” 1n the’ 1972 edition of a bog
and revised it to the “petit-bourgeols class” in the 1?75 edition, 159
This was merely a change of terms; the text remained largely ,
study of occupations and income levgls.. Leff: groups that tay
about a united front against imperialism, if they make any
explicit analysis of classes, SaYy tl}at “petty bourgeoisie” is geney.
ally used to describe the strata in between the bourgeoisie ang
the proletariat. That is, it is a middle class. Such definitions open
the door to all the usual confusions about how to define classes, 5o
that one may pick and choose criteria as one desires to answer
different questions. Sometimes occupational characteristics like
the amount of education will be cited, sometimes the amount of
income. When a program leans on such varied, secondary charac-
teristics, then the door is open to unprincipled calculations differ-
ing from the openly revisionist anti-monopoly coalition only in
superficial appearances.




26. Revolution: The Subjective Force in
Class

An ana.lysis of classt?s reveals the basic antagonism in society
and the: kind of revolution that will resolve it. So much for needs;
where is the force to carry through this revolution? The answer
can only be that it resides in the class or classes that need the
revolution. An apparent obstacle is the fact that the class with
the revolutionary duty does not appear to be revolutionary in its
outlook and actions. Revolution does not occur as soon as objec-
tive conditions demand it. What has to be explained is the
temporary absence of class consciousness among the revolution-
ary class.

Class consciousness is not the same thing as class struggle.
Throughout their history, United States workers have waged
continual, strong battle against the capitalists for jobs, better
wages, shorter hours, equal treatment regardless of race, na-
tionality, or sex, more education, and adequate social insurance
and welfare. In the latter 1800’s, workers mounted national
actions like the railroad strike of 1877, the eight-hour mmfement
of the 1880’s, and the Pullman strike of 1894. The Wobbhes and
the Western Federation of Miners opened the twentieth century
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with job actions across the West. Many workers O’ppoSed the
imperialist slaughter of World War I. In the 1930, Workep
organized industrial unions ?.nd forced acceptance of them on
capitalist class. Anti-racist 1nsgrrect10ns markc_ed the later 1950
and early 1960’s and flowed into mass Worhng-class ‘Marcheg
against the Vietnam war. In between these high points, t,
workers' struggle always went on here and.the}'e, always pro.
bing, always testing new fronts. The question is not working.
class discontent, activity, militance, and bravery, for workers
have poured their energy and lives into class struggle. The
needed ingredient is consciousness that would lead to an assay]t
on capitalism itself.

The capitalist class rules by means of force and fraud. Force is
used to suppress local rebellions by the working class against its
exploitation. Police attack picket lines; martial law is declared,
Even fascism is a sign of capitalist weakness requiring the
desperate use of force. The fundamental longterm tool of the
exploiting class is fraud, the deliberate, systematic inculcation of
erroneous ideas in the minds of the exploited classes. The
capitalists possess the machinery for putting across this fraud in
the educational system, the various political parties and groups it
supports openly or covertly, the religious organizations, and in
the media of daily information, the newspapers, television,
magazines, and so forth. The process of implanting fraud is
cumulative; these institutions build on previous results, which
become embodied in everyday thinking and habits of action. On
the surface, this fraud takes many forms, but essentially it
impresses on the exploited classes false pictures of society,
misconceptions of their interests, demoralizing evaluations of the
prospect for revolution, and erroneous, ineffective suggestions
for seeking change.

Fraud is ideology, and an ideology always reflects the outlook
of a class. The ideology pushed onto the working class is
bourgeois and petty bourgeois ideology. Myths about so-called
free enterprise are petty bourgeois. So is a hippie reflection of
the same idea, the philosophy of doing your own thing and letting



etty producer, who wants to ;
fion independently of coordinat; i means of produc

quthority. Large numbers of

workers’ organizations, primarily the Marxist.
munist party, can never expose all the frayg to
under the conditions of capitalism. Yet these co
tant as they are, are not the materia] basis for
ideas among workers. No idea obtains currency
there is a material basis for it. This basis consist
other than the class relation, relations which bear capitalist and
petty bourgeois influences. Everything said in chapter nine about
the formation of the petty bourgeois mentality in general applies
as well to the question of revolution, a social and political ques-
tion which is analyzed in terms of one’s own view of society, of its
classes, and of the interests of oneself and others.

A person’s social consciousness may be true to the basic fact of
his or her life, the class relation, in which case it is called class
consciousness. Otherwise, it is false consciousness. The class
relation alone does not determine a person’s social consciousness.
It is determined by all the relations in which pec.ple. are engaged,
including the secondary relations bearing capltah.st and petty
bourgeois influences. By a play on words, some wpters say that
class must determine class consciousness, by which they mean
social consciousness; on this basis they reyise the definition of
class to categorize many workers as middle .class or pgltly
bourgeois because their social consciousness 1Is ngt wor gf
class.16° This theory rejects the concept of false c:on.sclous:lless,_o1
an outlook influenced more by secon@ary production and socia
relations than by the basic class relation.

Leninist com-

nditions, impor-
petty bourgeois
in society unless
s of the relations

“Variations in class identification have to be related to ﬁiﬁﬂ
variations in class situations and not attributed to some
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ideological aberration or self-deception.” (Lockwood, p. 203)

Lockwood dumps all the secondary relations into the determin,.
tion of the objective class position: he defines a person’s class by
what position he holds on the labor max:ket (the departments of
the wage relation), whether he exercises authority at work,
whether he is engaged in mental or manual labor, and whethey he
works collectively or on his own.*6* With such a definition, ty
social consciousness of people appears to flow from their “¢]agq
position,” requiring little capitalist effort to pI:event workerg
from learning about classes. This result conveniently obscureg
the capitalist machinery for using secondary relations to misleaq
people about their class. The game would be acceptable if
people’s interests really did correspond to the secondary produec.
tion and social relations which help shape their consciousness.
But class is primary, it does determine the evolution of the other
relations, and the working class can meet its needs only on the
basis of fighting the class that takes away its surplus labor.

Philosophically, the identification of subjective, inaccurate
ideas with objective realities of class amounts to dropping science
in favor of pragmatism. From the pragmatist point of view, the
objective world, including social relations independent of men’s
wills, does not exist. What counts is not the objective world but
the usefulness of attention to various factors in predicting the
consciousness of workers.162 Furthermore, this prediction is for
the fleeting moment; underlying trends that are bound to emerge
plain to the most obtuse scholar are of no interest. The prag-
matist gives the class label to any factor that, accounted for
statistically, appears to correspond to a person’s consciousness.

* ‘Class,’ like any other sociological concept, is a device by
which social facts are to be understood, and, in the last
analysis, the definition of class that is adopted can be justified
only by its usefulness in the explanation of particular and
concrete events.” (Lockwood, p. 213)
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A concept, says the Pragmatist s G
concrete events” refers to the prevﬁ?mde\_réce. Particular ang
jife, not fundamental, historica] € 1cdlo

. as at A Sk
pragmatist approach without shame 0l of opinion polling is g

For a certain historiea] period the main

: . : majorit
society will not recognize the existence ?f class{sof Bne:mbers of
over other social relations. Still, thi and its power

R T : S power oper
cap 1ta} ists’ falsehoods run up against the reg] structﬂrea(:t? :;)C;IE:}E;

further into decay. Life is getting
United States, not better. The real w

n age is generally fallin , not
rising. Those who never had to struggle before must now j%in in

battle. Those who kept their_ fight within certain bounds are
ﬁndn}g that this no longer wins gains. Attitudes become pro-
letarian, and actions deal accurate blows to capitalist social
relations. This does not happen automatically, but because class
conscious workers organized in a genuine communist party in-
crease their ranks through the course of political struggle. It is
not necessary to overcome all petty bourgeois ideas on every
subject for the working class to become a revolutionary force. It
is enough when many who would defend capitalism in the streets
no longer see any reason to put themselves on the line. It is
sufficient when some of the workers who thought nothing could
be done awaken to the revolutionary current. It is decisive when
active workers switch from struggle within the bounds of
capitalism to revolutionary struggle against it. Certain truths
about the nature of the state and revolution are the crucial ones,
on the basis of which the rule of capitalism can be smas.hed, the
working-class state can be set up (this is the dictatorship ?f t.he
Proletariat), and the means will then be at hand tp I:evol.utlomze
all of society over a whole transitional epoch, socialism itself.



97 Revolutionary Policy and Practice

Revolutionary policy and practice uses knowledge of classes
objectively in contradiction with each other to assemble the
revolutionary force that will smash the exploiters’ state, change
the mode of production, and build a new society. The struggle for
a revolutionary policy goes on between two trends. The
Marxist-Leninist trend is based on a correct analysis of classes
and of the dominance of class over other social relations. The
opportunist trend, appearing in right-wing and “left”-wing var-
ieties, relies ultimately on one or a combination of the anti-class
outlooks we have seen in this book.

Marxism-Leninism holds that in the United States today most
people are members of the working class, standing in contradic-
tion to a small but powerful capitalist class. The workers are not
only our friends; they are the leading and main revolutionary
class. While any class has advanced members who enter the
struggle first as well as some backward elements, this does not
alter the role of the working class as the revolutionary force that
will replace capitalism by socialism.

Opportunism acts on the assumption that there is a large petty
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on socialism,*®® or rejection of ),
any definite policy for it.
For Marxist-Leninists, the lon i
: 5 g, Ppatient work '
working class f?r revol'utlon consists of uniting if)EEZII?:Elnfht}}e
struggles, fighting capitalist divisions, ang carrying on ideolozlir

cal struggles against petty bourgeois idea ;
ey s, :
visionist ideas about the state and reyolyt: Particularly e

the working class, and supports petty b

A few gxamp{es may be mentioned. Marxist-Leninists wel-
come the HELCasmE le_vel of.struggle by public workers. One of
the crucial questions in their strikes is that of unity between
public and private workers. Many capitalist lies have to be
overcome, such as that which would oppose the wages of public
employees to the taxes of all workers (similar to the company
argument that wage hikes require price rises). The capitalist
press tries to charge public workers on strike with depriving us
of necessary services, when in fact service worthy of the name
can only be maintained by the united struggle of public em-
ployees defending their working conditions and workers in gen-
eral demanding services. The capitalists are the ones who are
running down public transit, health services, education, and so
forth.

The opportunist trend does not help and often hinders this
class struggle. Worries about whether government workers are
really workers paralyze revolutionaries who are victimized by
the opportunist deviation. Instead of uniting workers, it is likely
to play up divisions based on income levels between pul?lic
workers and the poor who receive many services. By regarding
Some workers as petty bourgeois, the opportunist. trend may er§d
up promoting attacks on them. This splittist activity happened in

ourgeois ideas.
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New York City in 1975. Some left groups mﬂue.nced by oppoy.
tunism in regard to a teachers’ stpke attackeq it for depriving
poor workers’ children of an education. Were this argument tryq,
shifting the blame for inadequate education from the capitalistg
to the workers, it could be transferred t.o all sorts of Strlke.s. The
capitalist Board of Education is responsible for bad educat'mn, an
inevitable result of overcrowded classrooms, und(_er.'pa]d and
overworked teachers, and lack of supplle's and facilities. The
strike was not a clash of petty bourgeois and working-clagg
interests, regardless of confused thinking about class and occupa-
tion or the criterion of production of surplus-value. The strike
was a battle of workers, both teachers and parents, against the
capitalist government and its servants at the head of the uniop
bureaucracy.

The opportunist trend covered its position under a show of
criticizing the racism of the union leaders, as if the divisive tactjes
of the labor lieutenants of the capitalist class represented the
teachers’ interests. Predictably, the leaders sold out the strike.

In general, opportunists sow confusion about the class analysis
of racism. Their confusion prevents revolutionaries from promot-
ing working-class unity in many strikes and other battles, such as
the question of forced busing. The capitalist class introduced
forced busing in Boston to split the workers and draw attention
away from the capitalists’ plan to run down the schools even
more. The Marxist-Leninist position was to demand more money
for the schools, for smaller classes, building repairs, an adequate
textbook supply, and so forth. The money should be put where it
is needed most, recognizing that the schools for black children are
most often the worst off. Forced busing added no resources to the
educational system; it only created anger and division. The
opportunist trend helped the capitalists to divide the working
class. One variety attacked white workers as the source of
racism, supported forced busing, and offered no program of class
struggle for better education. Another variety of opportunism
was against forced busing but did not respond at all to racism, to
the systematic diserimination by the Boston School Committee
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not only against working-clags schools {
schools for black children in :
An incorrect, non-class analve;

working class. What definition

survey? Surely the association was not composed of 93 percent
capitalists and petty producers! Few members of the organiza-
tion were blue collar workers from large steel mills o automobile
factories. A good number were probably laboratory technicians,
teachers, retired workers, and so forth. There was no compelling
need for the association to have blue collar members rather than
white collar members; regardless of occupation and income, they
had shown great ability and enthusiasm for reaching all workers
with the message of friendship between the Chinese and United
States people. But opportunists, interested in a factional battle,
were casting around for a diversionary issue. By blowing up
occupational differences into the sensitive question of the “class
makeup” of the association, they were able to persuade a conven-
tion to adopt specific quotas before trips to China and other
activities could be launched. As this is written, soon after the
convention, the members are already rebelling against such an
anti-worker, anti-China friendship position. :

These examples are taken from specific cases in a pre-
revolutionary period. In general, the Marxist-Leninist trend
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: obiective and subjective forces of revolution bgcause it
Elal;t?;etlrt?ﬁeg both. The working class is the ovelrwhc?lmmg foree
objectively, and by uniting Workers with a pro fi'_tarlan outlook,
that force is gathered and directed at the caplt?. 1st target. Tpq
weight of petty bourgeois ideas to be overcome is heavy, but ty, 2
actual size of the petty bourgeoisie, with whom th?r? must be gy
best an alliance for some program other than socialism, ig very
small. 164 :

The opportunist trend generally flies the banper of the uniteq
front against imperialism. Sometimes opportunism j,vaters down
working-class demands with the excuse of preserving tl}e main
thing, the united front. Since the oth'er part of the alliance ig
really workers, too, who have been mislabeled petty bourgeois,
this amounts to telling some workers to adopt a petty bourgeojs
outlook for the sake of unity with other workers! At other timeg,
a group dominated by opportunism refusses to support the
working-class action of people incorrectly identified as petty
bourgeois, on the grounds that this struggle is not covered by the
united front. In other words, workers who may be taking a step
forward in action and consciousness, bringing their politics into
line with their objective class position, get no help.

Abandoning the working class or part of it, opportunists try to
sell revolutionaries a calculus of political sympathies that will
create a revolutionary force that is not quite revolutionary. But
the inevitable result of inflating the objective size of the petty
bourgeoisie is to dilute the hegemony of working-class ideology,
either by unwarranted concessions or by sectarian refusal to
work patiently. It takes no great insight to realize that many
people do not have a proletarian outlook now. The revolutionary
question is the process of change of outlook. A Marxist-Leninist
helps workers’ outlooks to reflect their class position. And or-
ganized political sympathies are always based on principles re-
flecting some outlook. Without a revolutionary theory there can
be no revolutionary movement.

The Marxist-Leninist forces have their headquarters in 2
genuine communist party, and Marxism-Leninism is the only



conscious will want to work for soe

communist party organizes them. Wh ¢ F ;
(and it is being applied by Marxis:fﬁ‘;z rlzthts policy is applied
States), both immediate gains and a b i

) ’ ase for continued revoly-
tionary work have been won.
. In any cpuntry, the c.ommunist.party must know all the classes
in the society and then: economic basis. Objectively, the class
makeup defines the basic class contradiction and the revolution-
ary goal. It 1n§hcates the inherent strength of the leading force
in the revolution (the working class) and the main force (the
preponderant class among the working people generally). By
knowing the essence of every class, the party can recognize the
various outlooks in society as reflections and tools of classes. The
party can then judge the existing state of objective and subjec-
tive revolutionary factors and find the way to propel the situation
forward. In the United States, the working class dominates
objectively, but the capitalist class has put over petty bourgeois
misconceptions. Ultimately, large numbers of workers will be-
come class conscious.

In a revolutionary situation, the crucial forces are located more
among the manual workers than among the mental workers,
more in big factories than in small shops, and more among the
direct producers than the supervisors. But it is not because these
workers want to fight that the communist party enrolls t}'lem.
They want revolution because they have become class conscious,
something in which the party has helped them, and the party 1s
the home of the most dedicated, class conscious workers. But .a]l
the active workers, not only the members of the commumsf:
party, make a revolution. This is a concrete assessment of how
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tions of production serve the class struggle.

sefrtlt‘)}?éli?;;ginist trenlii c}emands to know, w1t}110ut understapq.
ing class, what action various s.egmen}is of people will take, hqy,
much they will contribute to immediate actions. .()Pportupism
winds up defining classes by a number of pr9duct19n relatxons’
not by the class relation alone, and comes up with a sizeable petty
bourgeoisie or poorly defined groups, strata, and segments of the
working people. The result is that the f:lass relz}tlon 1tsglf countg
for little or nothing with opportu}'usts. This deppves rey-
olutionaries affected by the opportunist trend of a solid basis fop
the longterm goal; they lose clarity and confidence. Cast adrift in
a sea of details, they miss chances to advance the situations that
arise. The result of all this can only be to demoralize rey.
olutionaries and hurt the working-class strug_gle.. Conscious
opportunists are wreckers and agents of the capl‘ta}hst class.

The political importance of the correct definition of classes
cannot be emphasized too much. Incorrect definitions do more
than reject numerous workers as petty bourgeois. The class
interests of workers still included in an erroneous definition are
inevitably distorted. If the essence of class has not been grasped,
even correctly classifying most workers will only lead to anti-
working class policies to relate them to other workers. Such
things as amount of income, occupation, or industry are not the
essence of class. The fundamental point is the exploitation of
surplus labor through specific relations to the means of produc-
tion. Because of technological and other changes within
capitalism, anyone who limits the working class to certain images
based on selected occupations, industries, or other non-class
criteria will be faced with a large group that does not fit the
picture. A large group cannot be ignored. What will one do:
reject a struggle before one’s eyes because it is not familiar
enough? capitulate on basic principles and accept capitalist fraud?
or maintain the class approach? The answer will determine not
only how one places oneself in relation to a large social group but
also how one acts as a revolutionary among the more familiar
sectors of the working class, too. Only a firm Marxist-Leninist
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mental stance—revolutionary o reformist.
If the party has the MarXiSt-Le e

social relations, then they wil]
them valuable to the working class—their defense of Marxism-
Leninism and their ability to find and g0 to work on the rey-
olutionary task in every situation. To sort out the two trends,

they must ask about any program: what is the class analysis
here?






NOTES

In the social production which men carry on they enter into
definite relations that are indispensable and independent of their will;
these relations of production correspond to a definite state of develop-
ment of their material powers of production. . . . At a certain stage of
their development, the material forces of production in society come in
conflict with the existing relations of production, or—what is but a legal
expression for the same thing—with the property relations within which
they had been at work before. From forms of development of the forces
of production these relations turn into their fetters. Then comes the

period of social revolution.” (Marx, 1904, pp. 11-12)

2. “In the process of production, human beings work not only upon
nature, but also upon one another. They produce only by working
together in a specified manner and reciprocally exchanging their ac-
tivities. In order to produce, they enter into definite connections and
relations to one another, and only within these social connections and
relations does their influence upon nature operate, z.e., does production

take place.” (Marx, 1933, p. 28)

3. Capitalist writers assert the opposite without evidence.

me sufficiently advanced to
plus tends

1‘ {3

« .. as soon as technological skills beco
produce more than a subsistence minimum, the economic sur

to be allocated unequally” (Mayer, p. 6).
“Social classes originated with the first historical expansion of produc-

tive forces beyond the level needed for mere subsiste{acg" (Bottomore, p.
15). By the context, Bottomore even implies that this 1s Marx’s view.

“As a society becomes larger and as the distribution of wealth, posses-
sions, and prestige begin to differ among its members different kinds of
groups become organized around these unequal distributions” (Bennett
and Tumin, p. 453). This slippery statement if read clpsely tells the
reader very little, but it is intended to slur over the question of how long
a surplus exists without classes appearing.

4. “. . . they cultivated maize, beans, squashes, and tobacco in garden

beds. . . . They . . . practiced communism in living . . .”
“ ..games...were of common occurrence at tribal and confederate

councils. In the ball game, for example, among the Senecas, they play by

phratries, one against the other . . 2 :
“Moreover, in the art of government they had not been _able to rise
above gentile institutions and establish political society. This fact dem-

onstrates the impossibility of privileged classes and of potentates, under
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nforce the labor of the people fq, the

SRl e Ry : ower to e :
their institutions, with p and explains the absence of Such

erection of palaces for their use,
structures. could not exist at one end of an Indian y

« r and d&StitUtion . 3
or iglclbﬁgesection of an encampment while Ellyprevie elsewhere in

the same village or encampment.” (Morgan, 1965, pp. 6, 11, 44, 45)

i rformed over and ah
_ «gurplus-labor in general, as labor pe ver Ove the
-Vsen I‘Seqli)irements’ must alwa}’s remain. In the capltz}hs't as wel] as in
ﬁlle slave system, ete., it merely assumes an antagonistic form anq is
supplemented by complete idleness of a stratum of society.” (Mary,

Capital, 111, p. 819)

6. Abstract labor as presented here differs from Marx’s concept in tpg
first volume of Capital. There, he coqmders only the_labor that becomeg
congealed in value, a category spem:ﬁc_to commodgty production. We
consider all the labor carried out within the relations of production,
regardless of whether it becomes congealed in value. Some of it, like the
labor of merchandising, does not create value.

7. “This form of free self-managing peasant proprietorship of lang
parcels as the prevailing, normal form constitutes, on the one hand, the
economic foundation of society during the best periods of classica]
antiquity, and on the other hand, it is found among modern nations ag
one of the forms arising from the dissolution of feudal landownership.
Thus, the yeomanry in England, the peasantry in Sweden, the French
and West German peasants.”

“The free ownership of the self-managing peasant is evidently the
most normal form of landed property for small-scale operation, i.e., fora
mode of production, in which possession of the land is a prerequisite for
the laborer’s ownership of the product of his own labor, and in which the
cultivator, be he free owner or vassal, always must produce his own
means of subsistence independently, as an isolated laborer with his
family.” (Marx, Capital, 11, pp. 806, 807)

8. “The further development of society, and particularly of capitalism,
made clear the distinction between the bourgeoisie as a class and the
stratum of the intelligentsia.” (Ahmati, p. 16)

illage

9. The capitalist “exclaims: ‘Have I myself not worked? Have I not
performed the labor of superintendance and of overlooking the spinner?
And does not this labor, too, create value?” His overlooker and his
manager try to hide their smiles.” (Marx, Capital, I, p. 193)

10. “The control exercised by the capitalist is not only a special
function, due to the nature of the social labor-process, and peculiar to
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t the same time a functi
i % % » d 1unction of't :
social labor-process, anq ig consequently yooteq r}:eth .
antagonism between the ey € unavoidable

loiter it .
material he exploits.” (MarX,pCapital?nﬁ ;.}133111)\'mg and laboring raw

. ion
bined social process, and not of the isolateq [z;sbsume§ the form of a com-

as that of an orchestra conductop.,

This 1 a productive job, which must be performed in every combined

mode of production.

greater the role played by supervision.” (Marx, Capital, 111, p. 383:84)

11. Bukharin also says: “The basic classes of a given social Jorm . . .
are two in number: on one hand, the class which commands, monopoliz-
ing the instruments of production; on the other hand, the executing

class, with no means of production, which works for the former.” (p. 282)

12. The text says “exploiting.” This is obviously an error,

13. “Take, for example, the case of Mrs. Horace Dodge, Sr., who,
according to Fortune, sank her entire $56,000,000 legacy into state and
local bonds, the interest from which is nontaxable. At an average yield of
3 percent, Mrs. Dodge could enjoy the comfort of a $1,680,000 annual

income, without even having to bother filing a tax return.” (Stern, p.
180-81)

14. See Marx, Capital, Volume 3, Chapter 21, “Interest-Bearing
Capital.”

15. U.S. Census, General Social and Economic Characteristics: Un-
ited States Summary, Table 80.

16. Ibid., Appendix B, p. App-24.

17. U.S. Census, Occupational Characteristics, Subject Report
PC(2)-7A, Table 43.

18. “The corporations are the organized centers of the ;;:i:atc; g:r)}p;
erty system: the chief executives are the organizers of that system.
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(Mills, 1959, p. 119) For “private property” should
“capitalist”; capitalist executives do not care fo

& Suhstitute
petty producers.

r the private pl'operty of

19. U.S. Census, Earnings by Occupation and Education, Subs
Report 8B, Table 1. Ject

20. The number of wage and salary workers earning over go 000 ;
given in U.S. Census, Occupations of Persons with High Ear’nin %
Subject Report 7F, Table 14. The distribution of employees of 0%;;
corporations earning over $15,000 is tabulated in Table 9. Assuming that
the distribution of workers earning over $15,000 is the g
ployees of any corporation, then 93,794 employees of their
tions earn over $25,000. Differences of numbers betwee
enced civilian labor force and those actually employed are
at these income levels.

ame for gp.
OWn corpora.
n the expeyi.
being ignoreq

21. U.S. Census of Agriculture, 1969, Volume II, Chapter 4, Part .
Tables 2 and 7, and Part 3, Table 37. Class 1-5 farms (sales of $2,500 apnq
over) were considered; the percentage of such farms with $5,000 in hired
labor expenditures as a percentage of all farms was applied to the

number of self-employed farmers and farm managers (U.S. Census,
Subject Report 7A, Table 43).

22. U.S. Census, Subject Report 7F, Table 14.

23. U.S. Census, General Social and Economic Characteristies: U.S,
Summary, Tables 77, 78, and 80.

24. All figures are for 1970 and, except as noted, are taken from U.S.

Census Bureau, Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1974, Tables
598-609.

25. $89.8 billion stands in the Same proportion to the total of $11§.3
billion in personal tax and nontax payments as the sum of $623.9 billion
stands in proportion to the gross personal income of all classes of $808.3

billion. (An allowance has been made for tax-free income, basically
welfare income.)

26. U.S. Census Bureau, Statistical Abstract 1972, Table 651.

27. The steps followed in analyzing the 1970 Census data in chapter
four are applied as follows:

For 1960:
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A58 OF EMPLOYED WORKERS (AGE 14 AND OVER, 1960)

CL
Number of persons

ary earners 48,202,492

ate wage and sal

Priv

Government workers 7,860,565
Self-emP10Y?d workers 7.902,068
Unpaid family workers 674,231
Total 64,639,256
(From U.S. Census, Volume I, Part I, Table 206)

Step 1. Combine all wage and salary earners into one group of

56,063,067.
Step 2. Divide unpaid family workers in half, forget one half, and

assign 377 ,116 to wage and salary earners.

Step 3. Data not available.
Step 4. The $15,000 threshold must be used. Move 533,109 wage and

salary earners to capitalist class (Report A, Table 27).

Step 5. Using the criterion of $5,000 per year expended to hire labor,

move 65,153 farmers from self-employed to capitalists (1959 Census of
Agriculture, Volume II, Chapter IV, Table 4, and 1960 Census, Volume
I, Part 1, Table 206).

Although $15,000 is too low, this cutoff point will be used to move
521,457 self-employed persons to the capitalist class (Report 4C, Table

26).
d to the working class (Volume I,

Step 6. Add 3,434,827 unemploye .
d 200,000 to the capitalist class.

Part I, Table 194). Arbitrarily add 2

CLASSES IN THE UNITED STATES, 1960

Class Number of persons Percent
Working class 59,301,901 81
Petty producers 7 ,313,?(;3 12
Capitalists 1,319,

67,937,088 100

Total
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For 1950:

CLASS OF EMPLOYED WORKERS (AGE 14 AND OVER, 1950)

“Class" Number of perSOHs
S PR

Private wage and salary earners 40,032,797

Government workers 5,506,236

Self-employed workers 9,573,337

Unpaid family workers 1,112 970

Total 56,225,340

(From 1950 Census, Volume II, Part I, Table 128)

Step 1. Combine all wage and salary earners into one group of

45,539,033. : -
Step 2. Divide unpaid family workers in half, forget one half, and

assign 556,485 to wage and salary earners.

Step 3. Data not available.
Step 4. The $10,000 threshold must be used. Move 305,250 wage and

salary earners to the capitalist class (Volume IV, Part 1, Chapter B,
Table 22).

Step 5. Using the criterion of $2,500 per year expended to hire labor,
move 182,799 farmers from self-employed to capitalists (1950 Census of
Agriculture, Volume II, Chapter 14, Table 8). Since there were more
farmers than commercial farmers, no reduction was made as previously,
when it was assumed that farmers were operating more than one farm.

Although $10,000 per year is too low, this cutoff point will be used to
move 300,845 self-employed persons to the capitalist class (Volume II,
Part I, Table 143).

Step 6. Add 2,832,206 unemployed to the working class (Volume II,
Part I, Table 50). Arbitrarily add 200,000 to the capitalist class.

CLASSES IN THE UNITED STATES, 1950

Class Number of persons Percent
Working class 48,622,474 83
Petty producers 9,189,693 15
Capitalists 988,894 E

ol 58,801,061 100
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For 1940:

CLASS OF EMPLOYED WORKERS (AGE 14 AND OVER 1940)

‘_‘_C_l_a__ﬁ_‘é'_’,_f Number of
Private wage and salary earners er of persons
Government workers 30,120,692
On public emergency work: 3,844 567
Employers and own-account workers 2,529,606
~ Unpaid family workers ?,Zig ,ggg
ol 47,695,689

From 1940 Census, Volume III, Part 1, Tables 1 and 2)

Step L Combine the first three categories into on
36,594,865. 2 negxong ot

Step 2. Divide unpaid workers in half, forget one half, and assign
721,544 to wage and salary earners.

Step 3. Data not available.

Step 4. The $5,000 threshold must be used. This is obviously too low,
and the number of persons counted will be reduced 40 percent. Move
242 097 wage and salary earners to the capitalist class (Volume I1I, Part
1, Table 72).

Step 5. Data are not available. As one looks at the censuses, a larger
percentage of the remaining self-employed are capitalists. Therefore,
the series will be started in 1940 by arbitrarily moving three percent of
the self-employed, or 292 732, to the capitalist class.

Step 6. Add 5,093,810 unemployed to the working class (Volume III,
Part 1, Table 1). Arbitrarily add 200,000 to the capitalist class.

CLASSES IN THE UNITED STATES, 1940

Class W

81

Working class 43,222,% i

Petty producers ,734, 2% :
Capitalists :

53,367,855 100

Total
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sonableness of the above transformationg -

census data, we may compare the percentage weight of the gqj
employed among the employed given by the census and the Percentage
weight of petty producers among classes as finally caleulated, Ty,
comparison, shown below, 18 fairly constant and, the transformation

being small, a reasonable one.

As a check on the rea

RESULT OF CALCULATIONS, 1940-1970

Self-employed as Petty producers a5
Year percent of employed percent of classeg
1970 (e 8
1950 17.0 15.6
1940 20.5 18

98. This threshold, while not uniform and perfectly accurate, is the
one available in statistics.

29. We have the following table:

DISTRIBUTION OF CORPORATIONS BY SIZE OF ACTIVE ASSETS

Number of Total assets

Capitalist’s assets corporations (000) ($ billion)
$100,000 - $999,999 599.1 178
$1 - $10 million 87.0 240
$10 - $25 million 9.8 153
$25 - $50 million 3.9 135
$50 - $100 million 29 | 145
$100 - $250 million 1.4 202
$250 million and over 1.2 1,530

roms 704.5 2,603
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30. Business Week, raw steel

composite, weeks of December 1, production and price of finished steel

e i 1973 and July 13, 1976 ‘ ]
price In the face of declining production and sz;les dégggﬁ?&izsi ﬁg

monopoly power of the steel corporations. »

owners alu_ray§ cry. Statistical rggearch gsil.l Smi}?;o\%t o:r COStls? 4o
up with price Increases, so the working class is neither talllge csaz]:lil;e : kiﬁp
beneficiary of inflation. As for raw materials (which in the case nt? l.t ?
companies controlling their ore supplies is largely an irrelevang ;ugs

tion), to cite price increases of these commodities i
. ies i
buck in a monopoly economy. s merely to pass the

31. The Fortune Double 500 Directory, 1971. The entire payroll of

each corporation is counted, and the figures are :
unadjusted total of all wage and salary eﬁers. compared with the

32. Or_le panacea favored by demagogues in Congress is to divide a big
corporation into four or five companies to restore competition. While this
is technologically possible, since capital is centralized even beyond the
technological minimum of concentration, the result, if it were politically
feasible, would re-create neither the petty bourgeoisie nor competition.
It would only increase the expense of hiding the fixing of output and
prices among the new firms. This was shown before World War I by the
“breakup” of Rockefeller’s Standard Oil Trust into the various Standard
0il companies. Yet the trust busters are back again, promising heaven
on earth if Big Oil is broken up.

33. This history is taken from Lanzillotti.
34. 1970 Census, Report 7C, Table 5.

35. For example, when Gulf Oil Corporation’s $12 million in bribes to
United States and foreign politicians became public, the Mellon family
decided that some officers would have to be sacrificed. The latter were
unwilling to leave but could not stand up to a special, three-man audit
committee including top Wall Street lawyer John J. McCloy and Nathan
W. Pearson, the financial advisor to the Paul Mellon family. (Robertson,
pp. 121, 209) Gulf ’s chairman and three other officers resigned.

36. G. William Domhoff studied these capitalists in The Higher Cir-
cles, New York, Random House, 1970. :
he peasantry had tribal

37. The feudal lords had feudalism. At first t
society, then became individual producers going for the petty mode of
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roduction. See Furey, The Dis-i')ztegr'aﬁO'iz.- of Feudalism in Englang i
the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Centuries.

38. Capitalists extract some and at times all of this surplus Japg,
through trade relations when the pgtty prgducer b}lys his materialg .
sells his product, and through crgdlt relations. r%‘hls can undermine ang
yuin petty producers, but the basis of the capitalist class overall remajyg
the exploitation of wage and salary labor power.

39. See Part III for a discussion of alliances with the petty
bourgeoisie.

40. See Morgan, Ancient Society, and Engels, Origin of the Family,
Private Property, and the State.

41. “The commodity owner can, by his labor, create value, but not
self-expanding value. He can increase the value of his commaodity, by
adding fresh labor, and therefore more value to the value in hand, by
making, for instance, leather into boots. The same material has now
more value, because it contains a greater quantity of labor. The boots
have therefore more value than the leather, but the value of the leather
remains what it was; it has not expanded itself, has not, during the
making of the boots, annexed surplus-value.” (Marx, Capital, 1, p. 165)

42. See Lenin, What Is To Be Done?, section II.B.
43. See p. 67 and note 41 on the error of this view.

44. “But in different stages of society, the proportions of the whole
produce of the earth which will be allotted to each of these classes, under
the names of rent, profit, and wages, will be essentially different; . . ..
To determine the laws which regulate this distribution is the principal
problem in Political Economy” (Ricardo, p. 1).

45. “In the price of commodities, therefore, the profits of stock
constitute a component part altogether different from the wages of
labor, and regulated by quite different principles.” (Smith, p. 49)

46. “The natural price itself varies with the natural rate of each of its
component parts, of wages, profit, and rent” (Smith, p. 62).

“_These, then,_ are the laws by which wages are regulated, and by
which the"hap_pmess of far the greatest part of every community is
governed.” (Ricardo, p. 61) These laws .are the following: the goods
needed by habit for the working class to subsist, the state of agriculture,
sugply and demand, and the laws of population.

The natural tendency of profits then is to fall; for, in the progress of

society and wealth, the additional quantity of food required is obtained
by the sacrifice of more and more labor.” (Ricardo, p. 71)
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47. “As soon z;s stock h_as ace the h
.ersonsg some ol them will naturally employ i% hands of particular
mdustljlousdpeip e, whom they wi|| supply with m"; setting to work
terl;‘ce, in order (})lmake a profit by the sale of their w a li{f’l,'lals and subsis-

As soondas t e land of any country has al] becon(:r (_Srmth, p. 48).

the landlords, like all other men, love to reap wh € private property,
(p- 49)- P where they never sowed”

umulated ip

48. “Long before me bourgeois histori

. rian . T
development of this class struggle andS }};i%fg:ggbzd the historical
economic anatomy of the classes.” (Marx and Engels 1936c M
to Weydemeyer, March 5, 1852) gels, 1936, Marx’s letter

49. “Classes I define as social collecti :
or similar clag,s position; class pogii?;‘;eiz ngggxgeﬁ{ ;l))ersons in lik,e
property relation to the means of production, or, stated difi%ri {)lersgn 8
person’S.functlon in the economic system and consequent]n g, t);] a
(predominant) source of his income. In this I adhere to the tradgrtiony fr e
pre-Marxian British social theory to Max Weber.” (Heberle, p. 18) o

“The capita_list method of distribution has important social conse-
quences. It is clear that such a method of distribution must create two
groups, or classes, of persons, the first of which receives its income from
payments ff)r its work, and the second of which derives its income from
payments in respect of its ownership: of property in the means of
production. The first of these two groups or classes of persons are
commonly called workers and the second capitalists.” (Strachey, p. 96)
Never more than a semi-Marxist, Strachey became a fascist.

50. “I take it that it is best for all to leave each man free to acquire
property as fast as he can. Some will get wealthy. I don't believe in a law
to prevent a man from getting rich; it would do more harm than good. So
while we do not propose any war upon capital, we do wish to allow the
humblest man an equal chance to get rich with everybody else.”
(Abraham Lincoln, quoted by Schluter, p. 172)

51. “But his [Weber’s] analysis is not Marxian, fo_r he emphasizes
economic distribution instead of production.” (Cox, 1950, p. 223)

52. Weber’s section heading here reads, “Deterngnation of Class-
Situation by Market-Situation” (Weber, 1946, p. 181). Class mtuatloizsi
in turn, can be primarily determined by markets, by the labor marke

and the commodity market.” (bid., P- 301)
53. “By ‘class situation,’ in contrast, we sh

tunities to gain sustenance and income thalcgre rtv of ace
typical, economically relevant, situations; prapRy e

all understand the oppor-
primarily determined by
rtain kind, or
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acquired skill in the execution of services that are in demand, is decisive
for income opportunities.” (Weber, 1946, p. 301)

54. Weber retracted this position; see Weber, 1946, p. 301.

55. “. . . the performance of manual labor is the function of one group
in society, whereas it is the function of.another group to own, direct, anq
control the means of production.” (Briefs, p. 237)

Another example of this view, this time by a sham Marxist, is the
following: “The proletarian is a man who 1s L}nproteqted from the
extremes of exploitation by any special quahflg:atlons_whlch would pre-
vent him from being replaced by another vgorker with equal physical
strength. According to Marx’s intentions [which Ossqwskl has mystically
divined], this criterion would exclude the [hired] engineer or doctor from
the class of the proletariat.” (Ossowski, p. T9)

56. “. . . the occupational structure is the foundation of the stratifica-
tion system of contemporary industrial society. . . . class differences
comes to rest primarily on occupational positions and the economic
advantages and powers associated with them.” (Blau and Duncan, p. vii)

« .. the body of statistical information likely to provide the greatest
amount of indication of the class structure in any advanced society is to
be found in the classification of occupations” (Cole, 1955, p. 6).

“The backbone of the class structure, and indeed of the entire reward
system of modern Western society, is the occupational order. Other
sources of economic and symbolic advantages do coexist alongside the
occupational order, but for the vast majority of the population these
tend, at best, to be secondary to those deriving from the division of
labor.” (Parkin, p. 18) Parkin simply ignores the capitalists, who are
outside the “vast majority.”

“Occupation, or occupational grouping, has been a common indicator of
position with respect to the means of production. Let it be said that this
secularized derivative of Marxist theory is the meaning assigned to class
in this book” (Birnbaum, 1969, p. 6). Birnbaum’s implication that Marx-
ist theory is a religion, since it must be secularized, gives away the

seriousness with which he wants to study relations to the means of
production.

“Marx maintained that every productive system established a limited
number of types of work roles—a man could raise food, make tools, be a
merchant who traded goods, or perhaps be an owner of land or other
property. Each group of men who stood in the same relationship to the
means of production formed a class. They not only did the same kind of
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work, but.had basic interests in common’

anti-Marxist concerned to teach ys botch

«According to Marx, . ... The f
: J S orms of :
producplon,fand the forms of labor ofon:,:f,n‘frfsmp of the means of
formation o j:he prlnmpal social groups—the soci t;rsl’ g'lve” rise to the
g4) Weber’s influence is apparent. al classes.” (Matras, p.

" (Kahl Sn 2 ;

«If class is linked with production, then occupation must be its chief
chie

index. But we find that, in study afte G
an index of social status.” (M alb'{shau,r T;‘;gy, occupation is used only as

: s . ) Marshall
occupational definition of class as a s : all sets up the
whole concept of class. traw man, so that he can attack the

At least one capitalist sociologist se Sl 5

stratification studies that depglnd upisﬁ tgfctu;c::ilgg;lngrls gfvrong. Most
sure of class reach an uncomfortable denouement; Oner; eistéﬁ(e:ea:nz mea-
reference to occupation and the next picks up with a reference to c?aglsl?;
(Reissman, p. 160) “. . . the use of occupation as an index of class s
becomes a means to avoid taking a clear stand on one’s theory of class
and social stratification. In a great deal of research, occupation is
depended upon not so much to index class as to define class entirely”
(Ibid., p. 161). Reissman has no answer to this dilemma, because he
cannot see surplus labor. He rejects the theory of surplus-value (p. 409).

57. “The small proprietor who is a farmer belongs to the same class as
the manufacturer, or the small proprietor who is an artisan, and as the
small proprietor who is a shopkeeper; there is no class distinction
between them, they are distinguished only by their occupations.”
(Lenin, 1968b, p. 39)

58. “. .. the career of an occupation consists of changes of its
internal organization and of its place in the division of labor of which
society itself consists.” (Hughes, p. 9

59. The owner of his own rig supervises himself while the employee is
supervised, but this difference in a production relation is usually ignored
in defining the occupation of truck driver. It is taken into account when
defining a specialized occupation arising out of this relation of authority,
the occupation of manager, trucking line.

60. Edwards himself used «white-collar” to refer only to clerical and
kindred workers.
61. This is regardless of whether they create surplus-value.

62. The new “middle class is composed of bureaucrgtic officials and
private employees working on a salary” (Meusel, p. 412)-
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63. “Nevertheless, the fact that we do spea%{ of a class system
suggests that we can distinguish some sggmfica‘nt preak in the rewarq
hierarchy. In Western capitalist societies, this line of cleavage falls
between the manual and non.manual occupational categories.” (Parkin,
p. 25) The white collar group is such a mixed pag that Parkin here useg
only the negative term “non-manual” to identify them.

64. “Some jobs fall in a gray area between these two poles. These are,
in general, the lowest Jevel clerical positions.” (Levison, p. 21)

65. One authority says, “In the long run the relative prestige of office
jobs, set over against shop jobs, is based on the potential upward
mobility of the white-collar worker.” (Caplow, p. 44) A.nother says that
“the traditional compensation of routine clerical work disappears: that of
a reasonable chance of promotion.” (Weste_rgaardz p. 95) In other words,
the biggest advantage of a clerical job is pothmg definite, merely a
chance. This says more about the remuneration of the clerk than it does
to prove that promotion occurred frequently.

66. Here is the answer of the militant leader of a clerical trade union:
«Clerical workers, like the manual workers, are in the grip of a declining
capitalist system which, in obedience to its own law that the motive force
of industrial activity and the clerical processes associated therewith is
profit, and faced with the necessity of trying to overcome the tendency
of profit to fall, seeks at every stage to restore the level of profit by
reducing directly and indirectly the standard of life of the worker by
hand and brain alike.” (W. J. Brown, preface to Klingender.)

67. Coyle, p. 31. The figures that Coyle quotes from Paul H. Douglas
include lower salaried managers with clerical employees, but this does
not hurt the relative comparison over these decades.

68. “In one city machines have been bought at the insistence of the
local Office Managers' Association and installed in the schools in an
attempt to meet the rising demand for office machine workers.” (Coyle,
p. 18)

69. Klingender, pp. 4-10, 15-23. Although Klingender proves and
recognizes the “complete economic proletarianization” of clerical work-
ers, by which he means their descent to the working-class average in
pay, benefits, working conditions, and job security, he still calls them
lower middle class on the basis of the unexplained assertion that they
perform “no specific economic function.” (p. xi)

70. I.)octors include physicians, surgeons, dentists, chiropractors, op-
tometrists, osteopaths, and veterinarians. Nurses include professional
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nurses, student professional nurs vt
ologists and technicians includees’ dietitians, and therapists. Tech-

: 2 linieal.
radiological and other technologistscal:llécilc}?rgéi::: tal, health record,

71. 1970 Census, Report 7A, Tab
part 1B, Table 12, The 1970 Sgures eoins |
doctors, who were employees of their own co
duced by this difference in definition does n
drawn.

72. Blank and Stigler, p. 25. These auth

: - e s ors set the rati -

ing salaries to the earnings of full-time wage and salafyr;‘g; l<())f zsglntef&-)
for 1929, regardless of what the actual ratio was. Then b 1953 this i

had contracted to 67.9. : y is index

950 Census, Volume 14,
hose persons, primarily
rporation. The bias intro-
ot change the conclusions

73. The same $25,000 boundary was used among self-
gers to separate capitalists from petty pro ducers_g self-employed mana-

74. For example, see Reich, p. 175.

_75- “IT} many glfeat .works, almost the whole labor of this kind
[“mepectmn and direction”] is committed to some principal clerk.”
(Smith, p. 49)

76. The median wage and salary earnings of all male wage and salary
earners and of male managers were recalculated, using interval interpo-
lation, after excluding earnings of $25,000 and over (1970 Census,
Report TA, Table 24).

77. If we diagram the lines of authority as a tree with five lines
emanating from each manager to managers below him, then the total
number of managers in a tree of n levels is

5"-1

—_—

B

and the number of managers at the lowest level is 5°. The ratio of the
latter to the former tends to 4/5 from above.

o R e ! e
78. This is the case for about one chief executlve‘ ‘m five, and it helps

distinguish top executives from middle managers. “A hundred z:inc{) thlt';e
of them [chief executives}—OVer 15 percent of those covere oy : e
survey—joined their present companies at the very top. . . - Oneiniive

of the chief executives, as opposed to about one in ten of the other

executives, is now employed by a firm with which his father was once

associated.” (Fortune, p. 307)

79. “The ‘managers’ are merely representatives of the capitalists and
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carry out their will. They thems’elves are usually large shareholders,
ensure great privileges and high incomes from their pos,.,t;s, and approp.
riate a part of the surplus value created b_y the workers.” (Papajorgji, p.
46) In other words, these men are s_xmultaneously a top manager
subordinate to the owners and a capitalist, too.

80. Magnates who begin with nearly qomplete ownership of the stock
draw in the capital of others without losing control by means of as little
as two percent of all shares. The dispersal of stock into m31gmfic.ant o
of one or even many hundred shares mak.es a farce of the notion that
small shareholders, including top executives, own a company. They
merely have a claim ticket on such surplus-value as the true owners
decide to pay in dividends. (Battles between large financial groups over
companies are another matter.)

81. “. . .the salary of the manager is, or should be, simply the wage of
a specific type of skilled labor, whose price is r:egulated in the labor-
market like that of any other labor” (Marx, Capital, 111, p. 436).

“ . .the wages of superintendance do not enter [into the] average rate
of profit at all.” (Marx, 1971, p. 505)

82. That is, the fully mature application of education to work. In
socialist societies, education and work are mixed from the start. This is
impossible for capitalism, with its unemployment, wage and profit
relations, and divorce of theory and practice.

83. “From about the middle of the nineteenth century there began an
extensive increase in the number of salaried workers, office workers,
managers and superintendants of branch stores or shops or departments
of larger enterprises. This group of ‘white collar’ and salaried workers,
most of whom are technically wage earners, are, because of their
education and character of work, more nearly allied with the property-
owning and intellectual workers than with industrial wage-earners.
Hence, usually they are regarded, and regard themselves, as middle
class.” (Fairchild, definition of “middle class,” p. 193)

“These social changes created and enlarged the ‘new middle class’ of
salaried and highly trained people—chemists, engineers, factory-
managers, teachers, nurses, and office workers.” (Havighurst, p. 109)

Reissman refers to “The white-collar and professional groups of the

middle class. . . . The working class is also still identifiable.” (Reissman,
p. 217)

“Managers qf junior and middling grades in private and public enter-
prise; executive and technical staff of equivalent levels; members of such
lower-tier professions as teaching, trained welfare work, nursing and
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other medical auxiliary occupations:

; : th R =
can be crudely described as ‘middle clazzs’?l(l\(?i\fgisjtlgs 5 ?mw P
249-50) gaard and Resler, p.

“The great shortcoming of Marx w
as

development of the ‘new middle clasgis'c O(i)ltl“sza]nog 30 foresee the

(Heberle, p. 21) aried employees.

“. .. anew middle class has been rising
collar workers and minor executives in ,t
ments.” (Ossowski, p. 183)

a class of technicians, white-
he large industrial establish-

“The growth of the new middle classes—comprising office workers
supervisors, managers, technicians, scientists, and many of those whé
are employed in providing services of one kind or another . . . manifests

the greater complexity of social stratification i : :
societies” (Bottomore, p. 24). lon in modern industrial

84. “But added to the traditional workin !

1 : ; g class must be the ‘new
working c_lass., or the white-collar personnel who work in produection-
related scientific and technical jobs.” (Anderson, p. 125; the original is
entirely in italics.)

“..we shall include in the new working class virtually all of the hired
professional and technical workers.” (Ibid., p. 127)

8.5. “Often enough, groupings within the technical intelligentsia ex-
perience a contradiction between their capacities and insights and the
imperatives visited upon them from above.” (Birnbaum, 1968, p. 357)

Anderson speaks of “the contradiction between (a) the level of educa-
tional preparedness and innovative ability possessed by knowledge
workers and (b) the restricted scope of daily work activity and
decision-making authority that is actually theirs.” (Anderson, p. 173)

“Even on the professional levels of white-collar work, not to speak of
wage-work and the lower white-collar tasks, the chance to de‘_.relo_p and
use individual rationality is often destroyed by the centralization of
decision and the formal rationality that bureaucracy eni:.ails.” (_Mllls,
1956, p. 226) Mills like the others protests against authority, .Wthh he
can conceive only in a bureaucratic form, but he is not so elitist as the
other writers, recognizing the feeling among all workers, not only highly

educated ones.
86. Lumpenproletarians are people who, under the impact of pro-

1 -legal small business,
longed unemployment, have turned to crime, semi .
or Eiring out as agents of any bidder in order to get an mcome.
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87. Most writers on alienation try to force a choice between alienation
and exploitation. “In recent years there has been' an increasing interegt
in the concept of alienation. In the aflvanced industrial societies an
absolute increase in wealth and a relatively more equal distribution of
income has pushed economic problems into the background.” (Blauner,
p. 1) In advanced capitalist societies (including those of the Soviet bloc),
the inequality of income between classes has.been increasing, and now
the absolute income of the workers is beginning to diminish, too.

88. “The tendency toward hierarchy and centr_alization refiuces indi-
vidual and social responsibility, thereby destroying the baSIS.bOth for
freedom and for a practice and ethic of voluntary cooperation.” (R.

Edwards, p. 524)

89. France has always had a larger class of small farmers than other
capitalist countries. It is no accident that Andre Gorz, Serge Mallet, and
other theorists of the new working class grew out of this soil.

90. Anarcho-syndicalism in its pure form is the view that the workers
in each factory should own and operate it. Preferably, these are small
factories in which all the workers can meet frequently as a whole to
guide their business. The state should not exercise control over their
business activity, such as by a collective plan. Anarcho-syndicalism
arose among farmers who entered factories, transfering the petty pro-
ducer outlook to their new situation. It has flourished particularly in
capitalist countries with a large population of small farmers, like Spain,
Italy, and France, and in Latin countries generally.

91. Wage and salary workers (not employees of their own corporation
and earning less than $25,000) make up 93.9 percent of blue collar
occupations and 87.6 percent of white collar occupations. See note 20
for method used to deduet both employees of their own corporations and
employees earning $25,000 or more from the working class without
double counting.

92. 1970 Census, Report TA, Table 43. These are wage and salary
workers not employed by their own corporations, counting” the

craftsmen, operatives, nonfarm -laborers, and nonhousehold service
workers.

93. 19'_70 Census, Report 7C, Table 5. These are the wage and salary
earners in manufacturing, construction, transportation, communica-
tions, utilities, and automobile and other repair.

94. 1967 Census of Manufactures, Volume 1, Chapter 2, Table 3. The
Censgs counts as production workers those “workers (up through the
working foreman level) . .. closely associated with . .. production
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operations” (Appendix, p, A.
delivery, advertising, credit, ¢
tion), and staff functions, anq

). It excly
lerical (exce
Seéparate pl
95. This is a correction of writers

des employees in sales and
pt recordkeeping for produc-
ant construction workers,

2 growing number of white ol maserwce workers, and there are also

assistants directly associated with ingiigl:isélt;gg‘i;ﬂosntaff, and clerical

96. By comparing the experienced unemployed workers to the em-

97. Family dependents suffer from not
This is a source of petty bourgeois conscious
They are, nonetheless, dependents of w
housework as the qualification for membership in the working class. This
is to view labor outside the class relation. To what class does the
housewife of a petty producer (for example, a tailor with his own shop)
belong? If she were called a worker, this would make the husband a
capitalist exploiter of surplus labor; but he is a petty producer.

98. 1970 Census, Report 6A, Table 5.

99. If one spouse is a capitalist, then the other almost always has no
need for an income through the sale of labor power, so the family counts
strictly as a capitalist family. The working spouse represents an infiltra-
tion of the ranks of the working class by the capitalists. The number of
such instances is extremely small.

100. 1970 Census, General Social and Economic Characteristics,
Table 90, and Report 6A, Table 12.

101. U.S. Labor Department, 1969 Handbook on Women Workers,
Table 15. A 1960 study found a similar percentage, 38 percent (Watson
and Barth, p. 14).

102. So degenerate is Stodder’s analysis that this split is not along
occupational lgines but along two alleged constellations of onent:ttlglrrxls:
and values, one supposedly consisting of wprkers_whc;. supp(:ll otix b
perialist manufacturing, anti-human technological rationa hlty,ta}tlt;r pr
hobgoblins that haunt the petty bourgeois intellectual, atl he fion Ty
being that of “holistic human development and self-:;.ctud nz: ten-dencies
der is moderate enough to note that there are decaden

participating in production.
ness, as noted in section 9.B.
orkers. Some analysts cite
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among the latter. The whole scheme has nothing to do with clagg
analysis.

103. For Corey personally, attacking the thesis of polarization seemsg
to be a way of confessing the error of his view that wage workers would
always outnumber the salaried. In 1935 he had written, “Salaried
employees have not displaced the wage-workers, and they cannot.”
(Corey, 1935, p. 275)

104. Most of Marx’s writing on this subject is contained in his Theories
of Surplus-Value, a three-volume work written in 1862 and 1863. It
follows the writings of the so-called early Marx as well as the Grundrisse
of 1857-58 and the Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy
(1859), whose views it therefore supersedes. O.n the other hand,
Theories of Surplus-Value was written before Capital.

105. “The use-value of the commodity in which. the ]abor of a produc-
tive worker is embodied may be of the most futile kind. The material
characteristics are in no way linked with its nature” (Marx, 1963, p. 158).

106. “As the co-operative character of the labor-process becomes more
and more marked, so, as a necessary consequence, does our notion of
productive labor, and of its agent the productive laborer, become ex-
tended. In order to labor productively, it is no longer necessary for you
to do manual work yourself; enough, if you are an organ of the collective
laborer, and perform one of its subordinate functions.” (Marx, Capital,
I, p. 508-09)

“And Adam Smith treats services, in so far as they directly enter into
production, as materialized in the product, both the labor of the manual
laborer and that of the manager, clerk, engineer, and even of the
scientist in so far as he is an inventor, an indoor or outdoor laborer for
the workshop.” (Marx, 1963, p. 295)

107. As will be seen, the application of the definition of productive
labor to monopoly capitalism is misleading.

~ 108. Smith is engaged in the “glorification of the industrial capitalist
in contrast to landlords and such moneyed capitalists as live only on their
revenue.” (Marx, 1963, p. 271)

109. “Political economy in its classical period, like the bourgeoisie
itself in its parvenu period, adopted a severely critical attitude to the
machinery of the State, etc. At a later stage it realized and—as was
shown too in practice—learned from experience that the necessity for
the inherited social combination of all these classes, which in part were

totally unproductive, arose from its own organization.” (Marx, 1963, p.
175)
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110. The Soviet edition is d : . :
before “necessary.” efective, having the single quotation mark

111. “Although the bourgeoisie was originally very thrifty, with the

growing productivity of capital, i.e., of th PR
retainer syetem of the foudal lords, Asowrits s oo phiatl s Loliaes i

. cording to the latest
or 1862) on the factories, the total numbergof personss(rr:.:gggeg%?ll-

cluded) employed in the factories properl ;
: : y so called of the Unit
Kingdom was only 775,534 while the number of female servanltl; ?ril

England alone amounted to 1 million.” (Marx, 1963, p. 200-
Capital, 1, pp. 445-47. : » P. 200-01) See also

112. See Capital, I, pp. 593-95.

113. For example, “employees and workers form a stratum and a class
distinct one from another because only the second participate effectively
in the process of production.” (Bouvier-Ajam and Mury, p. 65) By
employees the authors mean salaried workers who do not produce
surplus-value.

114. 1970 Census, Report 7A, Table 43, counting wage and salary
workers except employees of their own corporations.

115. In the middle of the eighteenth century, a number of Continental
merchants became nobles by purchase rather than feudal inheritance of
title. “As today’s newly rich tycoon might fill his living-room with music
from a costly high fidelity phonograph because it is fasl_uongble (and
costly), so Vienna’s new nobility populated their salons with live musi-

cians.” (Harman, p. 86)

1 i between

116. Industrial products are more often excpanged directly
the capitalist who produced them and the capitalist who uses the;{n as
input to his production activity, or through a shorter network of brokers.

i f purely superfluous
117. “. . .there hasarisena tremenfious overlay o superf
white-collar workers who contribute in no way to t'he maxlfﬁlzatlllgnl 3;‘
surplus value, are totally unproductive,'and live entirely off ! es wﬁi o
value created by the working or producing classes. The functions
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they perform make sense only within‘the' limits of capitalism and are
completely dispensable to the mate_rlal and social well-being of the
society from a noncapitalist perspective. Insurance, real estate, credit
institutions, advertising, and much of the entire ﬁnancla'l apparatus
must. be so classified.” (Anderson, p. 54) According to this view, the
clerk in the Prudential Insurance building In Boston or the keypuncher
at the Bankamericard center in San Francisco is not part of the “working
or producing classes.” Furthermore, if a worker must not only find a job
but make sure that it allows him to add to social well-being viewed from
a noncapitalist perspective, there are very few workers indeed.

118. U.S. Census Bureau, Statistical Abstract 1974, Tables 424 and
427. The figures are as of October 1973. Table 427 was used only for
welfare agency employment, which was deducted from “all other” in

Table 424.

119. “. . . surplus consumers are extremely important and indispens-
able precisely for the reason that they consume the surplus” (Anderson,

p. 55).

About women raising families by themselves on welfare, one writer said,
“Also the bourgeoisie needs people who can be the source of sales
without having to be paid wages.” (Hill, p. 77)

120. In 1967, Nicolaus also published his translation of Gorz’s Strategy
for Labor. An active year!

121. “. . . the ‘middle’ classes—the 15 million-odd American families
that enjoy, in the mid-1970s, incomes of more than about $10,000 but less
than about $15,000—" (Heilbroner, p. 29).

122. “An English sociologist (D’Ett) has gone so far as to draw a table
of classes: the first and lowest class (paupers) have a budget of eighteen
shillings per week; the second class, twenty-five shillings; the third,
forty-five shillings, ete. This conception is . . . naive and erroneous.”
(Bukharin, p. 277)

“Finally, in a class system, the social hierarchy is based primarily upon
differences in monetary wealth and income.” (Mayer, p. 7-8)

“We shall also discover the outlines of the actual American class struc-

ture that emerges from the inequalities of income, wealth, and economic
power.” (Kolko, 1964, p. 6)

123. One writer summed up the Weberian view. “What we are
arg'.umg.for is the reintroduction of property as the central variable in
social class analysis, assisted mainly by income analysis and secondarily
by occupational analysis.” (Anderson, p. 134)
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124. “The so-called dis 275

tribution pelga;

10n
rocess of human life. The S entered int by p,
relations is the historical charg

express merely one aspect.” (Mars, Capitg) 111
125. “Husband, wife, and chj] i » 114, p. 883

126. Kolko, 1964, p. 14.

127. Kolko rejects the view that w
mass society, as well as the class viefx.a‘l“fa .a.llc%r:lieg;rnoup, e
9ccupatlonal and class behavior and mobility based ong%zﬁl’ tht?orhl;s of
ist gnalysi;es z_ind_status qt1}0~0riented theories of mass society)tag;(:aquzrl}l;
inadequate 1In Interpreting economic mobili i Py
(Kolko, 1957, p. 38) ity and social relations,

128. See Marx, Capital, I, chapter 25, sections 1 and 3.

129. The nuclear family is the unit of the reproduction of labor power
under capitalism, and individual consumption is simply the maintenance

and reproduction of labor power. The family, among the working class, is
thus the unit of production of labor power. :

130. Marx, 1972, p. 16-17. Marx was discussing not only capitalism,
but also the first phase of socialist society, which necessarily bears the
marks of capitalism in many respects.

131. For example, consider a childless family in which only the
husband works versus a working husband with a wife and two children.
In 1969, the couple-only family was twice as likely to earn under $3,000
per year. The same probability holds for the $4,000 ceiling. On the other
hand, more couple-only families received $25,000 or more than fam*lps
with two children. Since the average income of the two kinds of families
is approximately the same, this shows the tendency to find couple-only
families more often at the extremes of income. 1970 Census, Report 84,
Table 2.

- i i ip to one another
132. “If the various groups can be seenina relatloqshlp :
which may be symboligd on paper as a lay_er-cake diagram, the society
is said to be stratified.” (Bennett and Tumin, p. 453)

: izontall
“A social stratification in this sense [of social class] cuts horizontafy
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through the population.” (Mombert, p. 532)

“The term ‘social class'—often shortened to ‘class'—is used by
sociologists to refer to the horizontal stratification of a population by
means of factors related in some way to the economic life of society.”

(Gordon, p. 3)

«Soeial stratification means the differentiatfion of a given population into
hierarchically superposed classes.” (Sorokin, p. 11)

“The specific character of the relation between social classes is hierar-
chy.” (Speier, p. 20, original all in italics)

133. “One of the basic facts which characterizes the nature of human
association is the existence of rank differences between individuals and
groups in all human societies . . . In our own society the ranking system
takes the form of a class structure” (Mayer, p. 1).

134. Lenin quotes the summary of an English philosopher who, al-
though an idealist, describes the issue accurately.

135. “By social class . . . is understood the totality of individuals
whose occupational, economic, and socio-political status (rights, and
privileges, duties and disfranchisements) are closely similar.” (Sorokin
and Zimmerman, p. 61)

“Differences in income, property, and occupation divide the members of
modern societies into several strata or classes.” (Mayer, p. 23)

136. Notice the style of argument, which extracts conclusions from
the definition and manipulation of a word. Davis and Moore are dressing
up what they mean with an air of necessity about it.

137. The weakness which Davis caught was that although the family
and not the trainee paid for the education, the family makes the sacrifice
to get a good position for its child. This is not an argument against
Tumin’s system, but it is a defense that the present system works as
Davis and Moore explained it.

138. Reviewing the debate years later, Moore praised Tumin’s non-
class approach. “Tumin in his suggested desiderata for the next steps in
analysis of social inequality happily does not use the term ‘class,'—which
unfortunately our neighboring social scientists think is one of our most
useful analytic tools—and his way of putting the questions does not
presuppose that conceptual category. Can we get anyone to join the
joyful march to sensible investigation?” (Moore, p. 28)

139. See Capital, 1, chapter 24, section 1.



nllé(t)y’ refers ‘to the process by which indi-
another in society. . . . When we study

social mobility we analyze the movement of individuals” (Lipset and

Bendix, pp. 1-2).

“The core of the general investiation ;

A gation is the stud . o
Bn.ta_ln——of the extent of movement in social statubs: gﬁ :00}:1& mopl}lty in
individuals of diverse social origins.” (Glass p. 5) ocial position by

“Probably the crucial characteristic i
iy ye o of a social-cl HEES
vidualism. Although it is still rue that we explain poverty o wealth by

stereotyping large groups with certain attri W O

tribut
nonetheless assumed to have willingly chosen the ::1ofli’sellneigilr(11uablsthm:e
station inlife. . . . Individualism presumes also that o g 5

: i ne person is as free
as another to achieve advantageous social position. It acelaims ambition,

progress, and, above all, success.” (Cox, 1970, p. 148)

: 142. Since the capitalist class has been shrinking and concentrating
since 1801, these figures reflect the origin of surviving members. At the
same time, more than one-third or one-fourth of the existing capitalists
may be mobile out of the capitalist class.

143. “The term ‘social mobility’ refers to the process by which indi-
viduals move from one position to another in society—positions which by
general consent have been given specific hierarchical values. When we
study social mobility we analyze the movement of individuals from
positions possessing a certain rank to positions either higher or lower in
the social system.” (Lipset and Bendix, pp. 1-2)

“For the purpose of this paper we must define individual socio-economic
mobility as mobility in a scale of occupational prestige” (Havighurst, p.
105).

“Ocecupational mobility is studied as an index of the relative ‘openness’ of
a social structure. This refers to the ease with which individuals or
groups can acquire goods and positions which are the objects of competi-
fion. . . . as income, honor, and power” (Rogoff, p. 19).

“We have been using the term ‘social mobility’ to mean movement,
either upward or downward, between higher and lower social classes

(Barber, p. 356).

SRS
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« .. higher or lower [“class position”] are _defined in terms of the
prestige ratings of the occupations.” (S. M. Miller, p. 148)

“There is a notable tendency in studies of social mobility to treat
occupation as an adequate single index of spplal_class and to employ the
terms social mobility and occupational mobility interchangeably.” (Wes-

toff et al., p. 378)

144. Commenting on Malthus, Marx says, “Thus there must be lower
classes in order that the upper ones may fear to fall an@l there must be
upper classes in order that the lower ones may hope to rise. . . . What it
all boils down to is that a worker may hope to exploit other workers some

day.” (Marx, 1971, p. 62-3)

While the poor “ought to be kept from starving, so they should receive
nothing worth saving. If here and there one of the lowest class by
uncommon industry, and pinching his belly, lifts himself above the
condition he was brought up in, nobody ought to hinder him” (Bernard
de Mandeville, quoted in Marx, Capital, 1, p. 614).

145. “The terms ‘upward’ and ‘downward’ are used in connection with
a measuring technique that is somewhat difficult to justify. . . . To use
the [Alba] Edwards categories in this way is to attribute virtues to them
which they never claimed to have.” (Rogoff, p. 24)

“Movement into white collar work from factory work has been commonly
regarded as mobility. In the United States at least, the economic
differentiation between factory and white collar workers has lessened.
.. . On point after point, the advantages which once marked off white
collar from factory work are diminished or overturned.” (S. M. Miller, p.
148)

146. One writer gives as a source of net upward mobility, “A shift in
occupational distribution so as to increase the proportion of middle and
higher status occupational positions.” (Havighurst, p. 107)

“Technological progress, immigration, and differential fertility have
hf:retofqre contributed to a great excess of upward over downward
circulation in American society.” (Sibley, p. 381)

“_ . . the increase in the proportion of professional, official, managerial,
and white—collar positions and the decline in the proportion of unskilled-
labor ] obs creates a surge of mobility, which is upward—provided these
positions retain their relative standing and income.” (Lipset and Bendix,
p. 57) The authors forget this last proviso as they go on.

“It is the expansion of the nonmanual sector of the labor force that has
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made possible the preponder
mobility.” (Lipset and Bendi):n;? Sgi)' upward mobility over downward

147. “The most useful .
AR general index of the exte : o
LR 13 Roue ToRsue SEbe Tolinty SHIARE BT
in occup € same or similar grade as th er and remain
(Floud and Halsey, p. 83) $ those of their fathers.”

e : :
m;éi woi'll)giefte ?:rlz:.ls E;:g&ioou&ds?&eongﬂsltugy that 75 to 80 percent of a
of the dividing li -
and nonmanual work, and that when the line “lra;ncgr}::eget\ﬁ een manual
!:emporary aqd without significance for a man’s career as ) }? Ilno_ve was
instances. (Lipset and Bendix, p. 165) A Wloie munggt

“As far as mobility between the blue-collar class and the white-collar

class is concerned, the conclusion of Lipset ST :
confirmed by the OCG data.” (Blau and %Sl(:ncir:l(,i pBi%%x Is essentially

149. “. .. we make the assumption th
. at a move from manual
Honmanual employment constitutes upward mobility among -male;2
. . . the most nearly relevant data deal with intermarriage across class

lines by contrasting the occupations at marriage of husb ives”
(Lipset and Bendix, pp. 14, 4243). ge of husbands and wives

150. IE the novel Europa, a German Marxist says to an English
stpdent: So, my young f_nend, can it be bewondered that your biologists
mit good academic positions tumble the one over the other to prove the
immutable, predetermined heredity? Naturlich! Your landlords, they
believe in the heredity of real property; your noble lords, they believe in
the heredity of blue blood; the powers by the Grace of God established,
which call themselves nations, such as your thief England, they believe
in the heredity of superior races. We also, of course, believe in the
hereditary Tugenden of the big Aryan race of German donkeys. All the
peoples mit good banking accounts and expectations by heredity trans-
missible, believe in the excellence of heredity and in the hgredltary
stupidity of the lower classes. The individual mit an immutable immortal
soul by heredity transmitted, that is the corner stone, the
Grundanschauung of all the thoughts of an {mmutably rascally thief
society. Were that not so, would it not _ev1dently appear that the
high-respectable opinions of the immortal thieves one bloody pack of lies

are?” (Briffault, p. 150)
151. New York Times, August 31, 1969.

152. See Jensen, pp. 50-1 for an example.

153. Jensen is not the only academic supporter of innate differences.



280 CLASSES IN THE UNITED STATES

“Although the observed differences in IQ tests of chlldre_n born of
parents from different classes admittedly are attrlbutaple in part to
cultural variations, the findings are at least equally predictable from a
genetic theory of intelligence.” (Eckland, p. 180)

“Even today achievement and native endowment play i_n the forrpation of
classes a role whose social significance should not be lightly estimated.”

(Mombert, p. 535)

« . the discussed physical and mental differences of the upper and
lower classes are the result of both factors: heredity and environment,
selection and adaptation.” (Sorokin, p. 317, original all in italics.)

154. State ownership of operations by itself means nothing. The
capitalist state represents only the capitalist class, so nationalization of a
company or industry by this state is a matter between the particular
owners of the works and the rest of the capitalist class. Usually they
arrange terms at the expense of the working class. Only state ownership
of the entire means of production by a working-class state, the product of

a proletarian revolution, constitutes socialist, collective ownership.

155. “What classes are there in present-day Chinese society? There
are the landlord class and the bourgeoisie. . . . And there are the
proletariat, the peasantry, and the different sections of the petty
bourgeoisie other than the peasantry, all of which are still the subject
classes in vast areas of China.

“The attitude and the stand of these classes towards the Chinese
revolution are entirely determined by their economic status in society.
Thus the motive forces as well as the targets and tasks of the revolution
are determined by the nature of China’s socio-economic system.” (Mao,
1967, p. 319)

156. In Russia, Lenin called for the revolutionary-democratic dic-
tatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry. See Lenin, 1967.

157. Quoted by Bouvier-Ajam and Mury, p. 62-3, from Cahiers du
Commaunisme, July-August 1959, p. 30.

158. “The question is to what degree the workers engaged in the new
or modified forms of productive labor are drawing closer to the pro-
letariat and what section of them is beginning to merge with the working
class proper?” (Timofeyev and Chernyaev, p. 333) “Workers” here is
clearly a general term like “labor force.” Confusion is rampant, the
authors implying that there is a working class improper. The problem is
“'the problem of the alliance between the working class and the intel-
ligentsia.” (p. 335) See also Fedoseyev, p. 61.
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159. Hill, 1975, p. 2.

160. “Meanwhile,

the class stry i
new intermediate stratum of adms I(i;:Slltl;'z itself has been transformed: a
sonnel, often poss

: tive, technical and servi
. DOSSessing a considerable degre i
emerged. Objectively de;_)endent upon those “%; Oecocrbrt;mzc}%catlgné has
centrations of property, including state property, this str tgr ah con-
general refused to align it ) atum has In

self politi : : ol
baum, 1968, p. 349-50) politically with the working class.” (Birn.

161. “Under ‘class position’ will be included the following fac
First, ‘market situation,’ that is to say the economic positiong;larr;:vrli;
conceived, consisting of source and size of income, degree of job-
security, and opportunity for upward occupational mobility. Second
‘work situation,” the set of social relationships in which the individual is
involved at work by virtue of his position in the division of labor. And
finally, ‘status situation,’ or the position of the individual in the hierarchy
of prestige in the society at large. The experiences originating in these
three spheres may be seen as the principal determinants of class con-
sciousness.” (Lockwood, p. 15) Notice the switch from class position in
the first sentence to class consciousness in the last one.

162. “In sociological terms, the ‘falsity’ of the class consciousness of
the clerk can only mean that his attitudes and actions tend to deviate
from those which are most frequently to be found among individuals of
the ‘propertyless’ class.” (Lockwood, p. 212)

163. An ultra-left trend holds that the petty bourgeoisie can be won
directly to socialism.

164. It will be easy enough to leave a few petty producers in an
otherwise socialist economy. Unlike capitalist property, theirs should
not be forcibly reorganized.
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