Working Paper No. 173

THECRIES CF SOCIAL CLASSES

Ashok Kumhr Nag

Centre for Development Studies
Trivard rum

August 1983



THEORIES OF SOCIAL CLASSES

Introduction

Class as an economic category denoting different types of
claime on social product, eprcared first in a systematic fashion in
the physiocratic analysis or French society. In his Tableaw 'econo-
mique, Francois Quesnay distinguished three classes, which were the
‘productive class' of the farmers, 'distributive class' of the land-

owners and the 'sterile class' of tradesmen and merchants,

Adam Smith, though he did not explicitly talk about classes,
clearly recognised three different groups of economic aéent&wbo had
different “unotions in the divisi.n of labour and had different sources
of income, Smith thus wrote'. "the| whole annual produce ... taken
complexly must sewolve :_i.t'.:'.elr iuvey vhe same thre;-parts, and be par-
oo}léd ou: smong differont inhalt. kants >f tho country, e:lther'ag the
vages of their labour, the profits of their :tock, on the rent of

2/
their land”.

Ricardo also explicitly recognised these three classes, arising

out of three different sources of livelihood..

In the {19th century, the concept of claés assumed-a crucial
role inlthe vritings of historians also. Clasaes as e.ggi;egates of
pooplg with similar 'civil condition' were regarded'a's principal
actors of history. Historical and‘ social changes were depicted in
terms of struggles between clesses. Thus the French historial Guigot
described $hs religious and political struggles in England in the
Seventeenth contury as a "screer “or the social q;xostion,' the struggle

ef various classes for power and influence”.



The concept of class was nlevéted to a new status in the wri-
tings of Marx. In Marx's theoretical framework, the concept of class
became both an analytical and a historical category in which the econod
mic content of class as formulated in classicial political economy was
synthesized with the politico-historical content of thc French histo-
rians., As Colleti has observed, in Marx, the concept of class assumes
a 'double significance', "firstly as factors or objective conditions
of production and secondly as the political agents of the whole human
social process". The only major theoretical intervention in the
theory of social classes after Marx was that by Max Weber who sought
to play down the grand analytical role that Marx attributed to the

category of class.

Apart from these two major theoretical approaches in.the study
of social.classes, we may take note ¢f a third one, which may be gene=-
rally labelled as the functionalist approach to the gtudy of social
classes, associated with the names of Emile' Durkheim, Kingsley Davis,
Talcott Parsons among otheré?/ These authors comsider social strati-
fication system as an integral and necessary aspect of any complex
scciety., A complex society, according to them, is distinguished by
the presence of highly developed divisiocn of labour. There exists,
therefore, a number of distinct and specific roles which must be per-
formed, The function of a stratification system is to allocate these
roles to different individuals sc that they are motivated to perform
their role. Since different roles have different degree cf functional
necessity in thelir view, different-roles should be associated with

different levels of income, sccial status and prestige. Clearly,

class contradiction and class struggles have no role to play in such



a framework, In fact, the prir-n.nt= cf this appr.ach emphasise the
essential harmony of intercests between dlffer-nt social strata rather
;than the contradiction between them., We do not think it necessary for
us to go into any more elabcrato exposition cf this approach. All the
recent theoretical developments, in the theory of classes are essen-
tially refinement e_md .reformulntion of the ideas of the two major
thodrista. nmely Marx and Weberl and in the present paper we shall

mainly discuss the theories c¢f sccial classes expounded by them,

In Section I of this paper we shall provide an outline of
Weber's theory of classes. In section II, Marx's theory.implicit in
Ris owm vriti'ngs is discussed. In section III we takg a critical
leok at some of the recent refcrmulations of the Marxian theory, In
section IV, we present a theory of classes of our own that we believe

1s rooted in the Marxian concept.

Section I

Weber's theory of sooial clasges

Weber éonaidared classes to be just one cf tho stratification
lylfns prevalent in any complex society. For him, classes merely
represented, "possible and frequent bases for communal action”,

In fact Weber conmsidered other stratification systems glving rise to
mere cohesive social groups, In particular, stratification by status,
aceerding to Weber, is the most important characteristic of a complex
nciofy.

Classesn, in Weber, are defined in terms of 'life chances' which

dexete, "the kind of control or lack of it whioch the individual has



over goude and services and existing possidbilities of their explcita-
tion for the attainment of receipts within a given ecomcmic order"%/
'Life~-chance' therefore refers to the appcrtunity an individual has,
to enjoy socially produced usé values, not for a certain moment but

cver his entire life-period. Individuals with similar life chances

are then said to be in the same 'class—situationt',

Classes, therefore, constitute a stratification system in the
economic dimension alone. What is more, Weber considered economically
determined classes as a relevant stratification system only in the
context of a market-economy:~ "the kind of chance in tho market is
the decisive moment which present a common condi tion for the indivi-
dual's fate. Class situation is in this sense, ultimately market
situati.on". Individuals whose fate are not determined in the market,
therefore' cannot constitute a class. For example, slaves, according
to Weber did not constitute a ocl~ss, They rather formed a 'status

group',

Weber; however, did nct spell out why the system of stratifi-
caticn by classes should be restricted to the market economies &l ones
His definition of 1ife chances are general enough. to be applicable
in any economic system and classep should bo considered to exist when
ever '1ifo chances' differ systematically bétween social groups. Thy
confusioﬁ arises, probably, because of Weber's insistonce that classef
are determined only by economic factors alone, more precisely by the
nature of distribution of goods and se.:rvioea. Since only in a deve-
loped market economy, distribution of goods amnd _sgrvicos appears to
be independent of the distribution of social statys and poier, Weber

could recognise the existence of classes only in a markot economy,



But in the ¢ase ¢f o slave scciety, where the sphere of ecunomy was
not so noe’tly separated at a manifest level from other srheres of
Joclal activities, We-ar failed to identify any class in the sense he

understcod in th:. s scoiety.

Weber distinsuished tkree types of social class, Mrstly, a
'property class' c¢.auists - f nembers whcese life chgmcos are "prinarily
detoermined by thc differontiation of property holdings"-!y Secondly,

8 class was defin.” as mn 'acquisition class' when "the class sgitua-
tion of ita aemnors is pirimarily determined by their opportunity fer
the exploitaticn ¢f serviens on the market", And thirdly, Weber
defined a 'soein) :lns:' o he cumposed of the "plurality cf class
statuses between w"ich rn interchange .f individuals on & personal
basis or 1n1;Jhe cot e3¢ of generation 1s readily possible and typieally

ebservable" - t-. ¢t is 1 collection of social Iroups with a large

degree of mobility uf Zndiridcal. betwaen these groups,

Acoording to ‘lebes, sharing of a common class situation by a
large group c¢f peorle need not pi‘oduce organisel and comscious corpo-
rate actions by ithe m.cbors of that group., He explicitly formulated
the conditions thcot would prcduce conscicus class actlivities - the
meat important being "the possibility of concentratimg ¢n opponents

1
vhere the immedinte ccnflict of interests is w tal".

Weber considered thosc conditions as only rare vmes and nly
ia the case of vorsons, "who are completely unskilled with.out proport;
ni dopondent on enplsymont without regular occcupation”, 1id he thirxk
that the possibility cf omergonce ¢f an urgénised 'sceial class’

OXiltI. .



d4e. or touk 'social atatus' cof a person to bu a more importanﬁ
deoterminant of ‘the person's sccial behaviour and beliefs, than his
'class status', According to him, the term ‘sccial status' is to b4
applied to a "t&pically effective claim to positive or negative pri-
vilege with respect tv social prestige so far as it rests nn one or
more of the followimng bY:5.3: (a) mode of living; (b) a formal pro-
cess of education which may consist in empirical or raticnal trainis
and the acquisition of thc corresponding modes of 1ife, or (c) on
the prestige of birth, or of an occupation”, A 'status group' is
constituted by individuals having similar 'status situations',
Individuals belonging to a status group are distinguished from othe:
by their specific 'styles of 1life', according them a "speocific, posi
tive or negative, social ostimation cf honour"., The status groups
are considered to be more homcgenous, cohesive and a closed sucial
group with no free entry permitted. The development of status,
therefore, becomes a "question c¢f stratification restinz upon usur-
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pation®,

Weber thus sces 'status groups' and 'classes' as two differa
systen of stratification iitpout having any determinate relation be
ween the two.A Stratificatory status may be Lased on class status
directly or related to it in complex ways. It is not, however,
determined by this alone ... . Conversely, social stotus may partl
or even wholly determine class status, without however, being iden-
tical with 1t", Thus class status uvf an offic;r, a civil servant,
and a atuden¥ may be widely different, although they aié, according
to Weber, all in similar social status, "because they adhere to
the same mode éf life in all relevant aspects as ﬁ result of their

common education®,



For Weber 'class' is not :a important sociclogical category
sincg he does not consider class conflicts to be the most deci\s:lve :
factor behind social changes. In his framework, conflicts over
uﬁequal distribut:lon of _social status and power is the most 1mp01;tant
source of eocin changes. In fact, the discrepancy between the status
pbsitign énd class position of a particular social group and confli-
cts arising thereof are considered to be a more importw£ source of

soclal change than the conflicts between classes.

Section IT

Marxian Theory 0 £7Sgocial Clasases

Though the concept of social clasa occupies a central position
in Marxian theory of society and econoamy, thvugh Marx employed this
concept 4n almost everything he wrote, he started formulating a
precise definition of social class only in the third volume of Capital.
Bafortunately the manuscript breaks off when Marx had only montioged
three major clasees of a capitalist society, in fact capitalist
l.ocioty of the ‘nineteenth century Burope.

In this last chapter of capital, Marx however, givu:alnegative
ansver to the queetio'n of what constitutes a class - that is, "the
1dentity of revenues and sources of revemues” are not.sufficient
for grouping s‘eparate individuels into one class, bacause othepw;l.ae, ]
”maici;aps and officials, e.g. would also constltute two classes".
It is not, however, statod why physiciana and othe.c!.ala.—cannot belong

te two different classes.



In he ahgence of a preci:.: definition of class in Marx's own
writings, there is no other alternative than to recomstruct a defi-
nition and theory of class hased on the uses made by him of the con-

cept in his .-writings.

The theory oF @ocial classes implicit in Marx's vrifings is
organically linked with Marx's ccnception of sociefy and'sources of
historical changes occuring within human societises, Marx conceived
of hutian society &s a group ¢f individuels in definite relations with
each other, Marx thus wrote, "what is society, whatever its fornm
may be? The product of Mgn'E reciprocal actions“%g/ Bach of these
reciprocal actions describe o relation between the actors. Indivi-
duals within a society, can, therefore, be also characterised by an
ensemble of soclial relations, Amopg the multitude of ﬁhese soqial rd
lations, all are not of equal statue. Some- of them are detérmined
by others, The cornerstoné of Marxian framework of social and histo-
rical analysis is that the relations of production'whiéh men enter
with each other while producing their means of livelihoéd ;s fhe prii

mary determinant of all other social relations, Marx gave & heuristﬂ

justification for this approach.

Since "1ife involves before anything else sating and drink~
ing, housing; clothing and_varioué other things ... the first histo-
rical act is thus the production of the means to sétisfy these needs,
the production of material life itself‘%l/ The production of naterial
life is not simply,‘"the reproduction of the physical existence of
the individuals", "Rather it is a definite form of activity of thes
individuals, a definite forn of expressing their life, so they are.

What they are, %herefore, coincides with their producticn, both with

what they producé‘and>uith how they produce. Hence what individuals
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are depends on the material counditions of their production". Thus
it is clear that Marx beliuved ithat the materisl conditicms of produ-
e¥lorn in which a man finds himself ultimately determines his behaviou-

ral pattern - his actions vis~-a-~vis other membera of the society.

h;on the above propositiuvn it may also be included that if a
set of people are in identical position, in resrect of ‘material con-
ditions of production' they mey be expected to act similarly in diff-
Qront economic and. political ccnjunctures and we may group them Yo-

gether 80 far as their social practices are concerned.

The expressions liko 'positions in respect cf material condition
of production', ‘positions in the social organization of production'
and 'position in respect of relations of producticn' are generally con-
sidered as equivaient in the Marxist literature. Though these expre-
ssiens -abound in the Marxist literature, we have nn systematic presen-
tation of the content of these terms in Marx's own writings. Before
ve proceed it is necessary to explcre Harx 8 own writings to get an
ilu about the operational content of these supposed e nivalent

expressions,

Mard understocd relations ¢f production as a complex category
having aeverai dimensions. Relations bYetween individuals that are
odtaimed in the sphere of production meed to be expressed in each of
thess dimensions or co-ordinates. According to our understanding of
~ Marz, mlationb of production between individuals can be described
in terns of four co-ordinates. They are discussed in the following:
(a) Relations in respect' of co-operaticn in the work process:-

Numerous labourers work together side by side, whether in one
or the same piocesa or in different but comnected process, Marx

descrilisd them as working in cc-operation, PFxistenco of the co-operativ
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labour pT¢ 088, Obviously rresupiouses the exlstence of division of
labour within the society. Relations between individuals arising
through this co-operation are indieated in the specific and interre-
lated functidns they carry out. Marx analysed the structure of
co-operatiqn only in the conteyt of the capitalist socioty. A4 oapi-
taliat laboﬁr process has two fold nature, "which on the one hand
{s a social process for prcducing use values, on the other a process
for creating surplus value“%z/ This double nature of co-cperation

in- turn leads to the second aspect of relation of production,

(v) Relation of control:

The second aspect of prcduction relation is that of control’
whereby on-3' labour is controlle: by another, This control of labc

of one by another has = double nature.

In one aspect, this contrcl is a purely technical necessity
wherover the labour prccess is bascd vn co-operation of individual
labourers. In the capitalist labour process,in particular, "the
cowoperation of wage labourers ié entirely brought about by the capi
.tal that employs themﬁ%&/ Since the assembling of workforce is
brought abcut by an external force, i.e.{ capital, the work of super-
vision and direction becomes cne of the function of capital. Hence
capital . requires a special grcﬁp of managers, foremen etc. whose
exclusive function is to supervise and ¢ommand the labour process ol

behalf of the capitalist. The other aspect of control is a social

one described in our next coordinate of production relations,
(c) The reletion of exploitation:

The nbove reletion of ccntrol in its socdal aspect is also a
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relation of exploitation, which is the most crucial one for the
identification of classes in the Marxian framawork., In fact the
soeial relations of dominance and suvbjugation of one ¢l1ss by amother
is determined by this aspect cf production relation., Thismwlation

is supposed between any two ecuncmic ageats whenever cne extracts

surplus labour from the other,
(d) e property relation:-

Finally, all the above relations, for their continued reprodu-
ction presupposes certainforms c¢f prcperty. Though_apparentl& pro -
porty describes a relotion hetween man and cobgject, .for Marx property
is essentially a relation bYetween man and man in so far as property
right over smn object confors scme soclally enforceable rights with
roference to the object aprupcs other members of the society, Marx
diaﬁnguishos botwaen sirple pcssession and property. Posseaa'ion
efpresses only the capacity of sn individual or a community to use
some objects., but property exprescses the capaéity to utilise means
of producﬁon for extracting surplus iabour out of the dircct

producers,

Murx, when he discussce2 an economic system a;t a very high level
cf abstraction e.g. in the conceptual framework of modes of pioduction
recognises two levels in each 01‘_‘ the four co-ordinates of pzloductipn
relations described above., Thus, in the first co-ordinate we have
the categories - produccrs and non rroducers. Producers are, engaged
ia the co-operative labour process, they are par"(: of the co-op‘erative.
labou'rers. In the contrul aspect of production fplaticns, only two
categories are developed - th.ose.; whose labour is éontrolled by, others

and theee wino control others' lab.ur. Imn the thira covordinate the -
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two level: nre - the oexploiters -nd the exploited., In the fourth

co-ordinate we have owners and non owners,

Marx, however, does not consider these aspectsof production
relations as independent of each other. In fact, theArelations of
expleitation is teken to he the most crucial and all other aspects
are thought to be depen&ept on it. 4s a result Marx recognises two
basic classes characterising every known modes of prcduction., The
class of direct producers,who are explo;ted and do not own property,
though they may be in possessicn c¢f some parts of the means of produ<
ction, stands in opposition t¢.the class of non producers, who are
also owners of property and direct appropriators of sﬁrplus labour,
This dichotomic image of class structure appears with a literary
flourish in the Communist Manifesto in an oft quoted passage. ™The
history of all hitherto existing society is the history cf class
struggles. Freeman and slaQe, pqtrician and plebian, lord and serf,
guild master and jourﬁeyman, in a woxrd oppressor and Oppressed, stood
in congtant opppsition to one another, capfied on an uninterrupted,
now hidden, now open fightﬁ%i/

It may appear from the above passage that Marx, the revolu-
tionary propagandist, in his penchant for making sweeping generalisas
tion and dramatisation of historical changes, has Brushed aside all
the complexities of the social structure of a real soclety and reduct
the course of historical development to a simplified account which
bears no empirical cokrespondence. But if we study the more mﬁture
theoretical works. of Marx, especially his analyses of thé {19th cen-~
tury French society, we find a much deeper and copplex unders tanding

of social classes.
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In fact strugzles between the minority classses are considered
88 a more impor<ant determinant of the observed historicel changes.
Bngels, thus introduced "The class strugzle in France 1848-50" with
the following worda: "411 revolutions upto the present day have
resulted in the displacenent of one definite class rules by another,
but all ruling classes upto now have been only small minorities in
relation to the ruled mass o7 the people... . The common form of all
these revolutiocns wag that they were minority revolutions. Even
when the majcri t;r took part, it did so - whether willingly or not -

26/
only in the service of a minority",

The picture of '01.!133 struggles in the history thet emerges
from the above rassage is entirely di fferent frcm the one that we
have found from the passage in wne Communist Manifesta. The conflict
between different minuiity clagsses of oppressors representing diffe-
rent forms of oppression is considered here na the deterrinant of
histerical changes thar the confilcey betwesn all oppressors and the
eppressed majority. The struggies of _the oppressged majority assune
historical importence only in sofr as these strugzles have a cata-
1yctic effact in hasteninz the dissolution of the 0ld form of oppre-
ssion, For example, it was nct the struggles between the serfs and
landlords that gave rise to a new econcmic order i.e. capitalism'in
thé' Place of feudalism but the .struggles between the landlords and

‘ the bourgecisi ¢

Thus we obtain two different, in fact, conflicting view points
about the historical importance of two dif ferent categories of class
struggles as the prime wmover of histqu. The problem arlses because

Marx carrics out his analysis of classes at two different levels.
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In his a1 .1lysis of the dyreaics :f a ~viven mode of production,

which is an abstract theoretical comstruct, class appears as an
analytical category, and contradictions between the two basic
classes characterising a given mode of production provide the dyna-
mics of the economy. For example, in tha feudal mode of production,
contradictions between the lords and seffs cannot but be the most
important determinant of social dynamics, But in any real scciety,
the pure categuries of logicelly defined classes of a definite mode
of production appear in varied and mixed forms, Furthermore, which
is more important, categoriaes related to two different modes of pro-
duction coexist in my real society at any given point c¢f time,
Therefore, when Marx analyses the. social structure of a concrete
society, he has ® racognise n«t only the existence of social classes
but also of fractions of classes, social strata not belonging 4o

any class and even simply aggregates of individuals which he calls
Masses., Thus in "The Eizhtecnth Brumaire of Lpuis Bonaparte™" Marx
mentions a long list of social categories of individuals with definrq
interests of their own - "the aristocracy of finance, the industrial
baurgeoisie, the middle class, the petty bourgeoisie, the army, the
lumpenproletariat organised as the Mobile guard, the intellectual

2
lights, the clergy and the rural population”.

Obviously Marx dces not consider all the above social groups
as social classeé but he cloerly recognises these social groups as
distinct social strata which played important political role in a
particular juncture of history. It is interesting to not; that Marx
treats, two fracticns of the bourgeoisie, namely !'the aristocracy

of finance' and 'the industrial bLourgeoisie' separately and in fact
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recognises some important conflacts between these tw., strata, al-
though in respect of production relaticms, 2t least ir terms cf rola-
tion of exploitation and property relationship  thece twe strata

occupy similar positions in the social orgenisation of nroducton,

In respect of the psasantry Marx uses the expressicn "pensant
nasses" instead of treating then as a distinet cluss. that is,
therefore, required, acccrding to Marx, fur a certain sceial group
to be called a class is that there exists a potential for realisable

unity among the members of that groups,

Marx thus writes:- "In so far as millions of families live
under economic conditions of existence that soparate their mode of
1ife, their intqrests ard their culture from those of oﬁzer'claeses,
and put them in hostiie pusition to the latter, they forw a claas,
In 80 far as fiere is a merely a local interconnection among these
small holding peasants znd identity of their intercsts begets no
compunity, no national bond and no political organisation, they do not
to«rm a class‘". 'iherefore, the unity'among nemtors :f a class must
be a unity opposed againat ancther unity representian; a different
class, "The separate individuels form a clasa only in sc far as
they have to carry out 2 common battle ageinst another class; other-
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'ivise thoy are on hostile terus with oach other a3 conpetitors",

" The contradiction between two c]'.asees is not the collection
of all the contradictions existing between individual members of two
classes, init:lally, the contradictions Setween ]"tw_o nascent classes
appear as individual conflicts between individual members of two

olasses. The process through which this conflict betwecn isolated

and separate individuals take thu form of contradiction betwacn twe
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classes it called the process of formation of soci:l class, Marx
SONIB ALY Yae fornetion of suclal dlaas ak tw: lavela, Tivatly,

at the obJective nLaterial level, common class 4 tuations are created
for a mass of individuals a;ainst another class. The class strugz-
les at this level is carrie! cut by spontaneous combinations of the
members of a class. The class exists here as a potential force,

as a 'class in itself'. A 'class for itself' comes igto existence,
.when the members of a class become consclious of their class positions
and a;ek to realise their objective class interest through organised

political practice.

Section III

Some recent reformu'ations of Marx's thecny of sccial classes

Poulantgas and'structural detorrination of socigl classes: -

'Structural determinaticn ¢f social classes' and 'class posi-
tions' are the two key concepts of Poulantzaé's version of Marxian
theory of social classes. The 'structural determination of social
classes' refer to "certain objective places occupied by the social
agent in the social division ¢f labour, places which are independent
of the w;ll of these agcnts“?g/ 4 gsoclial class, according to Poulant
"ig defined by its place in the socizl division of labour as a wﬁole?
By social division of lagbour, Poulantzas not only designates the
relntio#s of productions, but also ideclosical and political relationd
obteining in a given social formation. For Poulantzas, "economic

place of the social agents" is not sufficient to determine sccial

clagses and political and ideoclog cal aspects must also be considered
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\j»;
in identif, ing tr2 roci~l clasaer  This is so becausd. Wlocdﬂl

oldssas oocincdde with social px;actice i.e. cl-ss struggle and only
defined in their mutual Opposition"%g/ By class struggle, however,
Poulantsas does not mean any organised and comscious political prao~
tices of a group of sccial agents but ohly to the presence of mutual
antagonism betwes: :iasscs, vhich are being reproduced day by day.

In other words class struggles continue, according to him, even whem

no politically consciovs class orzanizgation exists,

By ‘class position' Poulantzas refers to the concrete position
a structurally determined social class adopt in 'each specific con-
Junoture' of history. A social class therefore, "may take up a
class position that does not correspond %o its 1nteresta, which are
defined by the class determination that defines the horizon of class
.otruggle”., I+ moy 90 V'~rman thnt a class or a fraction of a oclass
t‘ahl' up a ~lass position which i: inconsiatent with its intereats
derived from its structural decermination. For exangle; "the labour
aristooraoy inccr*~in c.niunctures takes up class positions that are
in fact bourgeois”., This does nct mean that in such cases the labour
aristooracy becomes a part of tho bourgeoisies rather it remains,
-n-ﬁ the..ract_’gf its structural class determination, part of the
ioxting clase",

Poulantzas substitutes the Marxian distinction between 'class-~
in-itself' and'oclass-for-itself' vhich he rejects as a Hegelian
sochema, with his owvn distinction, between 'atruc"{;ural-claaa dotermi-
aation' and 'class poeition'. Poulantezas emphati"cally argues that,
*ideological ani political relation i.e., the ‘places of political

and ideological dominatica anc subordination are themselves part of
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the structural determination cof class; there is no question of objec-
tive place being the raesult only of economic place within the relation
of production, while political and ideological elaments only belong
8/

\
simply to olass positions",

Poulantzgs, however, never spells out clearly what determines
the class position that a parficular social class takes in & specific
historical conjuncture and also how the class position ig related.
with the structural determinction of a social class. Poulantzas says:
"class determiﬂation must not be reduced, in a voluntarist fashion,
to class poeition", In fact, class AGtermination only "defines
the horizon of the class strugglé%%/that is, sets limits to the possi-s
ble class positions, So there exists an element ¢f indeterminacy‘
regarding the class nosition that a class takes‘up. It is also not
clear what Foulantzas ﬁeans by saying that "structural class deter-
nination iuvolves economic, poli<ical and ideclogical class struggle”.
Class struggle can only be undeistood as expression ¢f contradictory
class positions that different clesses fake in historical conjunc=
tures. Therefore, class position becomes a defining eienent of diass

determination. Wo get a relaticn of circularity between class posi-

tion and class determination.

FMurthermore, it is not clear as to what are the specific
ideologﬁcal and pclitical relations that Poulantzas wants to include
in thae criteria that structurally determine social classes. If we
exanine some of the specific classes that Poulaétzas defines 1n the
context of present day advanced capitalism, we find that the criteria
which Poulantzas designates as ideclogical and politicél are essen-

tially components of relatioms of production, as we understand the
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latter, F.r example, the politi.ul criterion that Poulantzas uses

in differéntiating the working class from the new petty bourgeoisie
(to which belo.ng foremen, engineers, socientists etc.) is that of the
poaitibg of an economic agent in the hierarchy of management and
supervision. Similarly the core ideological criterion that Poulantzas
uses ia that of division between mental and manual lsbour and domina-
tion of the latter by the former. Here obviouslly Poulantzes is equa-
ting the political or ideological content of certain aspect of

relations of production with politics and ideology itself,

The main problem, as we see it, in Poulantzas's definition of
social classes lies in his exclusive preoocupation with the problem
of rqderining of the working class of the contemporary west_ern..
society, Since the usual definition of the working class as a class
of wage eé,rpers failes to oxplain the wide diversity 6f social prac-
tices éharacterising the varicus segments of ,wag;a e@ners in the most
advanced capitalist éociety, Poulantzas has to brinz in various aspects
of these sopial' practices itself in his definition of social class,
so a8 to narrow down the definiticnal boundary of tho?‘working class,

Mvidently his treatment of the comcept of class renders it inapplica-

ble, more or less, to & wide spectrum of sccial systems.

ik 0lin Wright and 'contradictory class locations -

¥right's contribution tothe Tecent Marxist debate on identi-
fiecation of various clagsses in the developed capitalist countries,
1ies in his treatment of ambigous positions within the c¢lass structurse.
Tene ambigzuities in the class structure is related to some class
pesitions, which gccupy "objectively contradictory locations Wl thin

class relations". In other words there are ob;jeétive poai tions
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within the class structure, whic! are "torn be£z7en the basic contra-
1
dictory class relations of capitalist society"..

Wright identifies threé clusters of such positions, namely,
(i) managers and supervisors héving a contradictory location'ﬁetwgen
tﬁé bsurgeoisie and the proletariat (ii) certain categories of semi-
"autonomous empioyees, having contradictory location b etween the pro-
letariat and the ﬁefty boufgeqisie (1ii) small employers situ&ted in

a chtradictory locaticn between the bourgeoisie and the petty

bourgébisiea These threc contradictory class locations assume its
contradictory positions only in relations to the three basic classes
in the capitalist society namely, the bourgeoisie, the working class

‘and the petty bourgeoisie.

Wright identifies these three -basic classes in relati.n
to three centra) processes underlying the basic capital-labour reIa-
tion, whick are, "control over tt . physical means «f production;
control over labour power, contrcl cver investments and resouréé
allocation". Capitalists exercise control over all the three'proce;
sses and the workers are excluded from the control in each of these
aspects, Wright defines the pefty bourgeoigsie as having control:ove’
thephysical means of. production end control over investments gnd re;
source allocation, but nc control over labour power (as they do x_16t

employ any labour in Wright's framework).

Wfight defines the three contradiqtory class locations, statei
above, as those "situations in which these @hreg processgs did not
perfoctly correspoand to the basic class forceswl thin thecapitalist

\;gde of production oxr to the petty bourgeoisie in simple commodity
production”, For ezample tor managers exercise full cantrol over

the physical means of production end over the 1abouk power of others
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but only .rtial or attenuated o utrol over investment and aocumule-
tion process, Wright, therefore, considers theclass location of top
managers, as a contradictory location around the bourgeoisie which,
by defixi:ltlon, exercise control over all the three processes., On
the other hand, foreﬁlen and line éupcrvisors have only residual con-
trol over all the three processes and therefore occupy a contradic-

tory class location closest to the working class.

Wright, however, leaves unanswered the question whether con-
tradictory class locations define separate social classes or merely
some social strata., It is not ciear whether there exists _an,y unity
of interests of different categories (for example between foremen
and top managers) occupuing'contradictory class locations in a
similar way. ’I'hereforé, we fail to understand the azialyltical value
of such categories as ‘'contradictory class location', apart fron
having some classifactory purpbef.\, in the ensemble of class relations

obtaining in a capitalist society.

Carchedi and "economic identification of sgcinl clagses™: -

Carchedi discusses classes only in the context of a capitalist
society, His discussions are carried out mainly at two ‘levels of
abotractioh' - "the level of the pure capitalist structure and the
level of the capitalist socie-econcmic system". On the former level,
a capitalist economic system inits most elemental and ideal form is
sonsidered, Production agents are grouped into bnly two classes
typical ot: the capitalist system, the cepitalist class a’hd the work-
ing class, These two basic classes are defined in %exrms of four

" fundamental dichotcmies, which are - the producer/non producer,
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the exploi .ed/exploiter, thc 1ab. urer/non lahourer and the non owner/
owner. At the first level of abstractioﬁ Cav chedi grbups "the terms
of these dichotumies in the fullowing two equivAlences: 1. labourer =
non owner = expleited = producers; 2, ownér = non labourer = non
producer = exploiter", These two équivaloncea, then zive rise to
two basic classes of a capitalist structuro, considered in its most
basic form. Carchedi considers £his definition of classes as 'econo=-
mic definition of classes' which is "nothing more than the class

collocation of the production agents due to the production relations”.

At the second level of distraction Carchedi considers ﬁot
only the 'economic instance' but also the political and ideological
ones, 4s a result of introduction of these bew elements, the defi-
nitions of two basic classes also.undergo changes and it beccmes also
posaible to consider a 'third primary class', that is the petty
bourgeoisir, To distinguish this new definition of classes from the
earlier ones, Carchedi class them, 'economic identification of classes
The working class is thon 'identified' as the proletariat and the

capitalist class as the bourgecisie,

Although Carchedi talks ebout ideological and political cri-
teria in defining classes essantially hé introduces twc concepts,
namely the 'zlobal function cf capltal' and the 'function of collec-
tive workers' to identify classes under the monopoly stage of capi ta-
1ism. These two concepts are related to the nature ¢f functions the
economic agents carry out in a given labour process. Carchedi, like
Poulantzas emphasises the social content of those functions (i.0s of
supervision, of managemont etc. ), and regards these functions as mainl

ideological and political oncs. Thus Carchedi, like Poulentzas,
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eonfuses ileoclogical and politic °. dimensions of the relatioms of
production with ideology and production itself, The spocify of the
. /

ideologieal and political superstructure are, therzfire, not con-

sidered in such an approach,

All the threo authors mentioned abovo camceive of classes
principally, .as a classificaticn problem of 'bositions‘ in the divi-
ﬂon of labour, Each class represents a certain grouping of such
?liuons. It romains, however, unoxplained in the writings of all
tie three authors, why certain sets of posaitions constitute a class,
Ja fact all the three authors do not discuss the enalytical require-
meats of the category of class and therefore the elaborate @iscussions
ib'eut the definitional »oundaries of few classes in the advanced
‘pitaliat societies are not provided with any proper perspective for

;nluating thee.e definitions.

Secticn IV

So far we have given un exposition of Marx's thaory of social
elasses and the recent reformulations and clﬁrifications of Marx's
t?ory. ‘On the basis of that we shall try to present btelow a defi-
liﬂ.en of clasgses that we find ﬁseful in identifying and discussing

thy elasses of any given society.

The orucidl element for cur definiticn is the concept of
_cegtradiction, which is not equivalent to any relation ¢f conflict-
ing interests between any twc individuals within a society. 4
.rhtion of conflicting interests bétweex: two individuals may arise
if? the two dndividuals have certain incompatible objectives or

‘¢eslls. In other words, the cbjectives cf one individual can be
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realised if and only if the ebjecsive of the cther one is not ful-
filled. A relafion of conflicting interests may be called ecomnoni
political etc. depending upon the nature of the objective. For
example the conflict between a bmyer and 2 seller of a certain pro-
duct is g relation of econouicoonflict, the conflict between two
election candidates is a political one and so ocn. More precisely,
a relation of conflict will be called an economic one, if the con-
flict has a direct bearins upon the positions of two ﬁarties involr
in the structure of production, distributicn and appropriation of
social surplus. Contradictiocns that are relevant for defining scel
classes are based upon these eccnomic conflicts existing between
economic agents alone. A& relation of conflict becomes a relation ¢

contradiction when the fcllowing conditions are satisfied: -

(1) the conflict cannot be resolved without necessitating a changé
in the socirl-division of labour of the parties involved, the posit
being approximated by the four co-ordinates of relations of producs
tion described before, namely the relations in respect of co-opera-
tion, relation of control, relation of exploitation and fiﬁally

property relation.

(2) the conflict is not of a transient character = that is without

a historical dimensaion,

(3) the conflict should bo of such a degree that no stable coalitit

can be engisaged over long periods between the parties involwed.
We shall now discuss these three points in a greater detanil,

The first point states that contradictions are confli cts

that primarily arise due to an individual's position in the structuw
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of relatirns of production and rve intogral aspects of that poei'tion.
Fer example, conflicts between a workerand 2 capitalist can be called
.2 condradiction and so far as the economic agents cccupy these two
pesitions respectively, this contradiction is irreconcilable. But
the competition and the conflict arising thereof between two capita-
. - usually :
lists is not/a ocontradiction sinco that conflict can be reconciled
by merger, cartel formation etc, without them ceasing to be capita-
ligts. The second point sugi;ests that we are talking about conflicts
whieh are properties cof tho given structure of relations ¢f prcduc-
“tien gd cannot be reduced to mere interpersonal conflicts which may
be resolved by mutual consent of the two parties. The conflicts
cainot be alsomesolved by suitable state policies. In other words;
the intercats of two parties are of such fundamenial nature that
oven vhen the economic ccnditiohs change a ~veat deal, the interests
remain in conflict with each other. For example, enactment of '
misimun wage legislation, tax 71 euper trafits, uuemployment allowance
etc, do not change the basic ccnflict betwe.a the interests of the

vage earners and the profit makingz capitalists,

To illustrate the third point, let us consider ths example
of eapltalists and workers. Suppuee an individual capitalist co-
operates with the workers omployed by him to edge out ancther
c_api.tald.st from competition., This cc—-operation can be of some gain
te the workers, only if the distribution of income changes in their
faveur as & result of the co-operation, but suoh\_a change goes |
against the interest of the cgpitaliat concerned., On the contrary,
a cé-operaticn between the two capitalists will be helpful to both

of them, in 30 far as this gives rise to monupoly position meking
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them moncp.onic buyers in the 1lal ur market and mnuopoly producers

in the product market.

Classes can now be defined in terms of contradiction.
Firstly the members of any class should cceupy similar positions iﬁ
the structure of production relaticns, without having any contradic-
tion (but conflicts cther then contradiction may remain) among them-
selves, Secondly two classes are distinguished from each other by
the‘presence of contradiction between the members of two classes,
In other words there exists intra class conflicts and inter class

contradictions.

Adopting the language of stafistics, weo may state that classes
should be such groupings that intra group conflicts are dminated by
the inter group conflicts (i.e. conéradictions). As we do in clgster
analysis, we are frying to define classes as clusters ¢f economic
agoents suck that intra cluster 4di. tances (i.e. intra class conflicts)
are relatively insignificant compared to the inter cluster distances

(i.e. between classes contradictions),

The similarity of the concepts, however, is strictly limited.
In analysis of variances or in cluster analysis, variabilities or
dis tances between any two sroupings and within any one grouping ere
measured in a same uniform scale, But in class-analysis, intra class
conflicts are of a qualitatively different nature from the conflicts
(the contradiction, to be precise) existing between two classes and
there is no accepted scale or unit for measuring either of them.
Furthermore, in cluster anaiysis one deals with an exhaustive stra-
tification of the underlying population. But classes do not cbns—

titute an exhaustive stratificetion of economic agents, - that is
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eooncmic ~tents may exist who cemnot b imcluded in any class.

IFinally classes snould nut be undergtr:od o8 a mere greuping
of economic agents anu class snalysis as just a classificatory
problem, If olasses do aot form the Bases for social pract.icea‘
(1,0, Polifica.l ‘and ideological) of the. individual members of classes,
if olass oontradicticns cio not explain.social changes, class analysis
becomas a fruitless ‘exercise. ‘Thus, unlike in c'lusi:er anal ysis,
ﬁloré is an independent way to test the validi ty of a particular
class ualjsis - thails is in térms_ of its.usefulness in any study of

the dynamics of the society .concerned;:



28

No tes

1/ See the article "Class, class strugsle” by Klaus von Beyms in
Marxism, Communisn and Western society Vol.2 (ed) b, C.D.Kerning
pp 1-19, Herder and Herder, New York 1973.

2/ Adam Smith: The Wealth of Nation, Vol.1, Every Han's Library
Education New York 1964, rp 46.

3/ David Ricardo: Preface to "On the Principles of Political
Economy and Taxation" included in the Works and Correspondence
" of David Ricardo (ed) by P.Sraffa, Cambridge University Press,
1975, pp 5.

4/ Quoted in G.Plekhanov: Development of the Morist view of history;
Progress Publishers, Mosctw 1974, p 26,

5/ Lucio Colietti: From Rousseau tc Lenin, Ne Loft Bocks, London
1972. p 14.

6/ See Emile' Durkheim: The Division of Labour in Socioty.
Glencce III, Free Press, 1960.
Talcott Parsons: "A rovised analytical approach to the theory of
social stratification”, pp 92-128 in Reinhard Bendix and Seymour
Martin Lipset (ed): Class, Status and Power (18t edn:)
Kingsley Davis and Wildert E Moore: "Some Principles of Strati-
fication", pp 47-53 in Bencdir and Lipsoet (op.cit) First Edn:

Y/ Max Weber: "Class Status and rarty" - reproduced in Bendix and
Lipset (op.cit) 2nd Edn: 1970 p.21.

lg/ Max Weber: The Theory .f Social and Beonomic Organisation (ed),
by T,Parsons (TSEO), 1966. New York Froe Press.

9/ Max Weber: "Class Status and Party" (op.cit) pp 22.
10/ TSEO - (op.cit) p.425

11/ ibid. p 425

12/ ivdd p 426

13/ ibid 1426

14/ 1b1d p 425

15/ ivia p 429

16/ ¥eher: Class Status and Party (op.cit) p 24.

17/ TSEO (c¢p.cit) p 429



29

18/ ivid p 429

'18/ Xarl Marx:. Capital Vul.3, Fereign Langue,'2 Fublishing House,
Moscow 1961. pp 862-863.

20/ Quoted from Marx's letter to P.V.Annelvkov Dec,.28,1846
published in Marx Enzlos Selected Works (MESW) (3 Vols) Vod.1
Progress Publishers, Mowmcow 1969.

21/ MESW, Vol 1 p 30

.22/ MESW, Vol 1 p 20

23/ Capital Vol.1 Progress Publishers Moscow 1977. pp 308

24/ ibid pp 314

25/ "™Manifesto of the Communist Party" in MESW (op.cit) Vol2 pp 377

26/ Bngels's introduction tc "The Class Strugzle in France" in MESW
(Vo1.1) p 190.

27/ "M™e Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte" in MESW, Vol.! p 404
28/ ivid p 479
2%/ Te German Ideology in MESW Vol.1 p 65

30/ Nicos Poulantgzas: Classes in Contempsrary Capd talism" Veso Edn:
London 1978 p~14.

31/ ibid p 14
32/ ibid p 14
33/ibid p 15
34/ ibid p 15
35/ ivid p 15
36/ ibid p 16
37/ ibid p 16
38/ ibid p 16
39/ 1bid p 16

_LO/ Mrik Olin Wright: Class, Crisis and the State, 'Verso Ednm,
Lendon 1979, p 61,



30

41/ ivia » 62
42/ ivia p T3

43/ ivia p 88

44/ Guglielmo Carchede:s On the Economic Identification of Social
Classes, Routledge and Kesan FPaul Pvt.Ltd. (Direct Edn)
-~ London 1977 p.49 .

45/ ibid p 81
46/ ibvid p 81

_4_"[/ Our approach outlined below draws heavily from an unpublished
paper by Prof.ishok Rudra, titled "Emerging Class Structure in

Indian dgriculture”,

Acknowledzement
Thanks are due to Prcf. Ashok Rudra for his guidance in

weiting this paper,



This work is licensed under a
Creative Commons
Attribution — NonCommercial - NoDerivs 3.0 Licence.

To view a copy of the licence please see:
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/

This work is licensed under a
Creative Commons
Attribution — NonCommercial - NoDerivs 3.0 Licence.

To view a copy of the licence please see:
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/

	wp173
	wp173
	Theories of Social Classes
	Introduction
	Section I - Weber's Theory of Social Classes
	Section II - Marxian Theory of Scocial Classes
	Section III - Some Recent Reformulations of Marx's Theory of Social Classes
	Section IV
	Notes
	Acknowledgement


	Creative commons cover sheet

	Creative commons cover sheet

