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Table 2.6 Detailed Criteria fo_r the Bourgeoisie an_d‘ for Differentiation of ntl‘Ol over a broader range of the production process. While it
Bourgeoisie and Petty Bourgeoisie co .
is clear that an agent whose control is so attenuated that he/she
ECONOMIC CRITERIA POLITICAL CRITERIA IDEOLOGICAL merely executes decisions made from above should be excluded
CRITERIA from the bourgeoisie, there is considerable ambiguity how
Econo- . :
- V. .
Legal  mic Direct Dom. Sub. Dom. Sub. middle Iev?l managers of various sorts shoulct be treated
Ouwner- Owner- Posses- Pro.  ina- ordi- ina-  ordi. Poulantzas’s apparent solution is to argue that “In all cases,
ship  ship  sion ducer tion nation tion  nation therefore, the managers are an integral section of the bourgeois
class”.*” Again, an alternative solution is to treat contradictory
g;if;;‘f:fgm al cases as contradictory cases rather than to collapse them arti-
Capitalists - - - - - - - ficially into one class category or another.
Top Corporate
Executives - & - - - ~ . _
Managers : - - + - -
A ot . S L An Alternative Conceptualization of Class
Traditional Petty Boundaries _ o ,
Bourgeoisie + + + + - + + + Perhaps the most serious general criticism of Poulantzas’s

perspective centres on his treatment of ambiguous positions
within the class structure. In his analysis of the working class,
any deviation at all from the pure working-class criteria in
Chart 1 is sufficient for exclusion from the proletariat; in his
analysis of the bourgeoisie, on the other hand, it is necessary to
deviate onall criteria in order to be excluded from the capitalist
class. In neither case is the possibility allowed that positions
within the social division of labour can be objectively contra-
dictory.*

remain unitary parts of capital as such. Thus, occupying any
such position is sufficient to define the manager as bourgeois.
This is an arbitrary solution. It is equally plausible to argue
that exclusion from economic ownership defines non-capitalists
in capitalist society, and thus managers who are “mere” pos-
sessors of the means of production should be excluded from the
bourgeoisie. A third possibility—which will be developed more
fully below—is to argue that there are positions in the social
division of labour which are objectively contradictory. Managers

who are excluded from any economic ownership would con- Contradictory Locations within Class Relations

stitute such a category, even if they retain partial possession of Analternative way of dealing with such ambiguities in the class

the means of production. . , . structure is to regard some positions as occupying objectively
A second problem with Poulantzas’s analysis of the contradictory locations within class relations. Rather than

bourgeqisie is that he tepds to rega}‘d eCOnOI.ni.C OWPeTShiP and eradicating these contradictions by artificially classifying
possession as all-or-nothing categories. A position either does or 7. Thid 0
. Ibid., p. 180.

does not have real economic control of the means of productlon 48. Poulantzas at one point does suggest the possibilities of ambiguous cases

(economic ownership), or does or does not have the capacity to when he writes: “The mental/manual labour division is reproduced as a ten-
put those means of production into operation (possession). In dency, in the sense that it does not provide a typological classification into rigid

: T4 : _ compartments for this or that particular agent, and that what matters for us
faCt’ ,m?ny managerial positions muSt be charagterlzed as hav here is its social functioning in the existence and reproduction of social classes.”
ing limited forms of both ownership and possession. Some man- (Ibid., p. 256.) This theme, however, is never developed or given any theoretical
agers may have substantial control over one small segment of specificity in its own right. At most, Poulantzas suggests that there may be some

ambiguity in the application of a particular criterion for class position, but not

the total production process; others may have fairly limited that there may be ambiguities created by contradictions among criteria.
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every position within the social division of labour unam.
biguously into one class or another, contradictory locations heed
to be studied in their own right. This will be the primary objec.
tive of the rest of this chapter.* (In a sense, of course, all clasg
positions are “contradictory locations”, in that class relationg
are Intrinsically antagonistic, contradictory social relationg,
The point is that certain positions in the class structure con-
stitute doubly contradictory locations: they represent positiong
which are torn between the basic contradictory class relations of
capitalist society. Rather than refer to these positions with a
cumbersome expression such as “contradictory locations within
the basic contradictory class relations”, I will for convenience
simply refer to them as “contradictory class locations”.)

So far, our discussion of class structure has centred around
the elaboration of various criteria for class. This has perhaps
been somewhat misleading. When the word “criteria” is used,
there is usually an implication that the purpose of the analysis
1s the construction of formal, abstract typologies. Ambiguities
in the class structure then appear as classification problems in
the typology, as failures of analytical imagination rather than
as objective characteristics of the society itself. The concept of
contradictory locations within class relations, however, does not
refer to problems of pigeon-holing people within an abstract
typology; rather it refers to objective contradictions among the
real processes of class relations. To fully grasp the nature of the
class structure of capitalist societies, therefore, we need first to
understand the various processes which constitute class rela-
tions, analyse their historical transformation in the course of
capitalist development, and then examine the ways in which
the differentiation of these various processes has generated a
number of contradictory locations within the class structures of
advanced capitalist societies.

To anticipate the conclusion of the analysis, three clusters of

49. Carchedi’s analysis (op. cit. and “Reproduction of Social Classes at the
Level of Production Relations”, Economy and Society, Vol. 1V, No. 4, pp.
362-417) of the new middle classes bears a certain resemblance to the present
discussion of contradictory locations within class relations. Carchedi defines the
new middle classes as positions which perform both the “global function of
capital” and the “function of the collective worker” and thus “are only iden-
tifiable in terms of contradiction”. For a discussion and critique of Carchedi’s
analysis, see Wright, “Class Structure . . .”, op. cit. appendix to chapter 2.
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sositions within the social division of labour can be charac-
rized as occupying contradictory locatiqns within class rela-
ions (see Fig. 2.1): 1. managers and supervisors occupy a cqntra-
ietory location between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat; 2
-ertain categories of semi-autonomous employees who retain
elatively high levels of control over their immediate labour
process occupy a contradictory location between the working
lass and the petty bourgeoisie; 3. small employers occupy a
.ontradictory location between the bourgeoisie and the petty
ourgeoisie. Our first task is to analyse how these contradictory

locations emerge out of the dynamics of class relations in

dvanced capitalist society.
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Figure 2.1 The Relationship of Contradictory Class Positions
to Class Forces in Capitalist Society
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The Processes of Class Relations

Three interconnected structural changes in the course of
capitalist development can help us to unravel the social pro-
cesses underlying class relations in advanced capitalism:> the
progressive loss of control over the labour process on the part of
the direct producers; the elaboration of complex authority
hierarchies within capitalist enterprises and bureaucracies;
and the differentiation of various functions originally embodied
in the entrepreneurial capitalist.*' Since each of these develop-
ments has been thoroughly studied elsewhere, I will only briefly
review them here in order to give more substance to the social
processes used in the rest of the analysis.

1. Loss of control over the labour process by workers. The saga of
the progressive dispossession of the direct producers in the
course of capitalist development has been told many times. The
point that needs stressing here is that the loss of control over the
labour process is not an all-or-nothing phenomenon, but has
occurred gradually over a long period of time and exists in
varying degrees even today. In the earliest capitalist production
process, the direct producers generally maintained considerable
control over the labour process. Often, especially in cottage
industries, they even owned all or part of their immediate
means of production. Such a situation made it much easier for
the direct producers to control the pace of their labour and the
length of their working day, thus making it more difficult for
capitalists to raise the rate of exploitation. The net result was
that workers’ control over their own labour acted as a serious
constraint on the accumulation process in early capitalism.?

Much of the history of class struggle between capitalists and
workers, especially in the 19th century, can be seen as a

50. See ibid., chapter 2 for a considerably more elaborate discussion of these
processes of class relations.

51. The point of studying these three historical transformations is less to
understand their historical origins as such, than to use structural re-orderings
of the capitalist system as a way of gaining insights into the social processes
underlying class relations in contemporary capitalism. The epistemological
assumption is that a number of distinct social processes are congealed in the
class relation between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie and that an analysis
of the historical transformations of that class relation is a way of gaining

knowledge about the underlying processes themselves.
52. See Chapter 3, p. 170.
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struggle over the terms of the control of the %abc.)ur process.” As
Stephen Marglin has argued, one of the major 1.mpulses for the
creation of factories was the desire to undermine worker con-
trol.’* At a minimum factory owners had much greater control
over the length of the working day, and generally over other
aspects of the labour process as well.

Once workers were gathered within factories, the assault on
their remaining control of the labour process continued in ?he
form of technical innovations which fragmented the productlop
process and progressively *deskilled” the labour force.”® Capi-
talists could force workers to work in the factory for ten hours by
the clock, but as long as the worker maintained real autonomy
in the labour process it was difficult for the capitalist to be sure
of getting anywhere near ten hours of actual labour f.rom the
worker. The close supervision of the labour process is much
easier when tasks are simple and routinized and their pace is
determined by machinery rather than the worker. Thus,
capitalists look for innovations which tend to reduce skill lev.els
and reduce the autonomy of workers on the job. The culmination
of this process was the mass production assembly line regulated
by principles of Taylorism, in which the worker lost all. aut-
onomy and became virtually a human component of machinery
itself. '

The reverse tendency also exists within capitalism. As
technology changes, new skills are needed and new categor:ies
of jobs are created in which the worker may have greater im-
mediate control over the labour, process. Furthermore, in recent
decades the crude scientific management advocated by Taylor
has been replaced at least partially in some corporations by
“human relations” approaches to the problem of worker pro-
ductivity. One part of such new approaches is, in principle, the
“enrichment” of jobs and the enlargement of the sphere of
decision-making under the control of the worker.

Both of these counter-tendencies to the general process of
deskilling and the erosion of worker autonomy in the labour

53. See especially Katherine Stone, “The Origins of Job Structures in the

Steel Industry”, Review of Radical Political Economics, Vol. 6, No. 2, Summer
1974. N _

54. “What Do Bosses Do?”, Review of Radical Political Economics, Vol. 6, No.
2, 1974. o

55. See Harry Braverman, Labour and Monopoly Capitalism, New York 1974.
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process, however, still reflect the salience of control over the
labour process as a dimension of class relations. While new
skills are continually being created, it is also true that there ig
constant pressure to reduce the skill levels needed to perform a
given task. Thus, for example, when computers were first being
developed, the actual operators of computer hardware tended tqo
be engineers. Gradually over the past twenty years this job hag
been “deskilled” until, at present, computer operators are tech-
nicians with only one or two years of post-high school training,
As for the various experiments with worker participation,
such enlarged autonomy is almost always confined within very
narrow limits and is always seen as a way of getting workers to
work more productively. That is, control is relinquished—ang
generally peripheral control at that— onl y when it is more than
compensated for by increasing production. Thus, in a report to
the Conference Board™ entitled “Job Design for Motivation”,
Harold Rush writes: “The current emphasis [in job design] is on
gaining internal motivation from the employee so that he per-
forms his tasks with more dedication and commitment, as con-
trasted with coercion, robot-style control, and machine-like
pacing. ... The design and redesign of jobs may be said to have a
single purpose, though it is a purpose with a double edge: to
increase both employee motivation and productivity.” >
Greater worker control of the labour process, or what is often
called “worker participation”, is one important form of this
redesigning of jobs to increase productivity. In a second Con-
ference Board report entitled “Worker Participation: New
Voices in Management”, John Roach writes: “A Conference
Board survey of top level executives in 50 countries indicates
that participation concepts are winning increased acceptance as
approaches to improving productivity, motivating job satis-
faction, and resolving labour-management problems both
56. The Conference Board is a nonprofit business research organization which
is, in its own words, “an institution for scientific research in the fields of
business economics and business management. Its sole purpose is to promote
prosperity and security by assisting in the effective operation and sound
development of voluntary productive enterprise.” Members of the Conference
Board are drawn from the top executives of the largest corporations in the
United States and generally the views of the Conference Board can be inter-
preted as reflecting the “vanguard” position of the American capitalist class.

57. Harold Rush, “Job Design for Motivation: Experiments in Job Enlarge-
ment and Job Enrichment”, Conference Bogrd Report No. 515, New York 1971.
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within and outside traditional collec't‘ive bargaining processes.
ndeed, responses from the internatloqal pagel suggest that a
widening emphasis on participation is addlng a broad new
_ dimension to the operation of free enterprise in ‘the Westem
World. That is not to say that managem.ent ha§ demdgd it should
share any of its board-room prerogatives with unions, works
_councils, or other worker representatives. Og thg contrary, th’e
general mood of the 143 executives cooperating in the Boarfl s
survey is that management must. resisi_: gtterxyl’pfs to usurp its
ultimate authority to make the big decisions.”?

Far from contradicting the importance of control of tlrlle labour
__process as a dimension of class relations, the sporadic trepds
_ towards increased worker participation reveal the underlying
logic of this dimension. Capital tries to extract as mugh actua}l
Iabour out of the worker during the work day as possible (this
would hardly be denied by any capitalist).. C.ontrol‘over the
labour process is a basic means of accomplishing this. Under
certain historical conditions, for example when a large pro-
portion of the industrial work force are newly proletarlaplzed
petty bourgeois (artisans, peasants, etc.) with htt}e experience
of factory discipline and without proper work habits, strict a.nd
despotic control of the labour process may be the mqst effective
structure of control from the capitalist point of view. Under
contemporary conditions, a partial relaxation of direct c.ontrol
may accomplish the same end.* In any event, social rfalatlons of
control over the labour process remain a basic dimension of class

relations.

2.The differentiation of the functions of capital. No developmenf
in capitalist social relations has been used more often as “proof

58. John Roach, “Worker Participation: I;e;v Voices in Management” Con-
ard Report No. 564, New York 1973. ‘
fergg.C ’el‘fi(; is not 50 suggest that the capitalist simply dec.ldes whgt structure oft:
control of the labour process is most advantageous for increasing the rate o
exploitation, and then proceeds to adopt that form of control. In the 13th fgfen:ur{
there was often considerable resistance on the part of craft labour to efforts af
deepening capitalist control over the labogr'pro?ess, and at the ‘prcle.gsent ma}r:y oe
the experiments in enlarged worker participation, esp'echxa.lly. in Europe, '?vl
been the result of pressures from workers rather thaq initiatives from capi (a -
ists. Control of the labour process is a constant object of class struggle 011'
perhaps more precisely: it is a dimension of class struggle), and the actu?
patterns of control which emerge should be seen as .the‘outcome of such struggle
and not simply manipulative devices used by capitalists.

.
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that Marx’s image of class structure is outmoded than the so-
called “separation of ownership and control” in the modern
corporation. Of course, no one can deny the considerable growth
of managerial hierarchies in the modern corporation and the
general decline of the traditional family-owned firm in favour of
the joint-stock company (although, as Zeitlin forcefully argues,
there are considerable data to indicate that the proponents of
the “managerial revolution” thesis have grossly exaggerated
these changes).®” The issue is not whether professional man-
agers play a bigger role in running corporations today than 100
years ago, but how such positions should be structurally inter-
preted in terms of a theory of class relations.

The apparent separation of ownership and control in the large
corporation hides a complex process involving a whole series of
structural transformations and differentiations. Two such
transformations are of particular importance for our discussion:
the functional differentiation between economic ownership and
possession, and the partial dissociation between legal owner-
ship and economic ownership. In the 19th century, all three of
these dimensions of ownership were embodied in the entre-
preneurial capitalist. As part of the process of the concentration
and centralization of capital, these three dimensions of owner-
ship have tended to become at least partially differentiated.

The partial separation of economic ownership (control over
the flow of investments into production, or more concretely,
control over what is produced) from possession (control over the
production process, or control over how things are produced) is a
consequence of the concentration and centralization of capital
within the accumulation process. Increasing concentration and
centralization has encouraged the differentiation of economic
ownership and possession for two reasons: first, and most obvi-
ously, as the scale of both ownership and production increases, it
becomes less and less practical for the same individuals to be
equally involved in both functions. Competitive pressures will
tend to push capitalists to hire professional managers to deal
with specific aspects of production and eventually to help co-
ordinate the production process as a whole. Secondly, as

60. Maurice Zeitlin, “Corporate Ownership and Control: the Large Cor-

poration and the Capltahst Class”, American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 79,
1974.
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poulantzas has emphasized, there is a tendency in monopoly
capitalism for the concentration and centralization of economic
ownership to develop more rapidly than the concentration and
_ecentralization of possession, i.e. for a diverse collection of pro-
duction processes to be formally united under a single economic
__ ownership. In such circumstances it becomes impossible for the
_ two functions of capital—ownership and possession—to be com-
pletely united in a single position.

Capitalist development has also been characterized by a
gradual dissociation between formal legal ownership and real
economic ownership. This is the famous phenomenon of the
dispersion of stock ownership in the large corporation. The fact
of such dispersion has been the core datum used by supporters of
the managerial revolution thesis to argue that the control of the
corporation has moved from property owners to professional
managers. Marxists have generally drawn quite different con-
clusions. Building on the arguments of Hilferding, De Vroey
writes: “Concerning the second aspect of the separation of
ownershipandcontrol,i.e.,thedissociation betweenlegal owner-
ship and ownership as a relation of production, the Marxist
interpretation is as follows: the dispersion of stock among a
large number of small owners is accepted as a matter of fact, and
explained as a means to mobilize the ever increasing amount of
capital needed for accumulation. But rather than seeing the
dispersion of stock as an obstacle to concentrated control, Marx-
ism interprets it in exactly the opposite way: as a means for
reinforcing the actual control of big stockholders, who thus

succeed in commanding an amount of funds out of proportion to
their actual ownership. Paradoxically, dispersion of stock thus
favors the centralization of capital.”® For the managerial
revolution proponents to prove their case, therefore, it is not
. enough to show that stock is widely dispersed. They must show
that real economic ownership is in the hands of managers, i.e.,

that they actually control the accumulation process as a whole.

The emphasis on economic ownership as opposed to formal legal
ownership should not be taken to imply that legal title to stocks
and other forms of property is irrelevant to understanding class
relations. On the contrary: as long as capitalist relations of

61. Michael DeVroey, “The Separation of Ownership and Control in Large
Corporations”, The Review of Radical Political Economics, Vol. 7, No. 2, 1975.
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production remain embedded in the legal superstructure of pri.
vate property, formal legal ownership is in general a necessq

condition for economic owhership. The point of the distinctioy
between economic and legal ownership is that formal title ig not
a sufficient condition for actual
the investment and accumulation process.5?

3. The development of complex hierarchies. The same process of
concentration and centralization of capital that generates the
basic differentiation of economic ownership and possession, algg
generates various forms of internal differentiation within each
of these dimensions of ownership. First let uslook at relations of
possession. Relations of possession concern the direction ang
control of the capitalist production process. Such direction
involves two analytically separable aspects: first, control of the
physical means of production; second, control of labour. Evenin
the earliest capitalist enterprise, there was some structura]
differentiation between these two aspects. Foremen were typi-
cally excluded from any real control of the physical means of
production, yet played an important role in the supervision of
workers. As the capitalist enterprise expanded, additional
layers of supervision were added, leading eventually to the
complex hierarchy of social control within the monopoly cor-
poration. Capitalist development has also produced an elabor-
ate hierarchy within the other aspect of possession,
the physical means of production. At the highest levels of the
hierarchy, top managers control the entire apparatus of pro-
duction.®® Below them, various middle levels of management

control over

62. The debate on the relationship between legal ownership and real
economic ownership becomes especially important in the analysis of class rela-
tions in societies where all property is legally owned by the State (such as the
USSR or China). The most vigorous defenders of the thesis that legal ownership
is of entirely secondary significance tend to be those who wish to demonstrate
that such countries are essentially capitalist. I will not address the questions of
class in such state-owned economies. In the West, legal ownership cannot be
relegated to a purely epiphenomenal status. Legal title to property remains the
essential vehicle for controlling resources in capitalist societies and thus shap-
ing the entire accumulation process. Not all individuals who own stock are part
of the bourgeoisie, but all occupants of bourgeois class locations own substantial
quantities of stock (or other forms of property in the means of production).

63. “Level” refers principally to the scope of control attached to a particular
position, rather than the formal location within an organizational hierarchy
(although the two would generally tend to coincide). The word “control” in this

participation in the controg] of
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+icipate in the control of segments of the product.ion process.
mclgottom certain categories of workers maintain some real
§1 over tileir immediate production process (i.e. over how
ir jobs).
yg?ng:?rlgne (zf reasoning can be developed'for economic
érship. In the earliest capitalist_ enterprlsg, economic
hership was not organized hxerarf:hlcally. A smgle figure
. ssentially responsible for the entire accumulation process.
‘ast(;le modern corporation, however, different levels 9f
onomic ownership can be dis_tingulshed. Full economic
ership refers to participation in the con.trol of the oyerall
stment and accumulation process. Typiecally, the highest
vecutives in the corporation and cel.'t‘am members of the_ board
¢ directors would occupy this posxtan. Under mo§t circum-
ances, full economic ownership implies a s.ubstantlal level of
formal legal ownership as well. _Bglow jchls le'av'el there are
executives and managers who partl'c1pate in decisions concern-
ing investments in either sub-un}ts of the total productl_on
process (e.g. branches) or partial ‘aspects. qf the entuje
investment process (e.g. marketing). Finally, minimal egonomxyc
ownership involves control over what one produces in one’s
immediate labour process, even though one has no control over
 what is produced in the production process as a whole. 84 Thesg
_various hierarchical levels within the relations .of economic
 ownership and relations of possession are summarized in Table
27T
_ On the basis of this brief sketch of historical developments

context should not be taken to imply that the ind{vidual who pcpuplvlas; Siar-
ticular social position controls the means of production asan individual. Ra exf"
the word designates a social relatignship between the position and the me?ns o
production. To say that top managers “control the entire apparatus 01 p!g»
duction”.does not mean that any one individual by hlmb/herself controls t }?
entire apparatus, but rather that the individual occupies a position whic
participates in the control of the entire apparatus of proc%uctlon. o to th
64. Such residual economic ownership consfsl.tutes genuine ownership to the
extent that genuine control over the disposmon of resoqrqes—what 1sh pro-
duced——exists. Of course, in most corporate s.ettmgslsuch mmxrpal owners ég 12
highly constrained by higher level owner§h1p relatxops, both in t}}e' sense g a
the range of possible uses of resources is llmlted'by higher up decisions an t}n
the sense that the magnitude of resources available tfor use may be strictly
determined from above. When such control over what is preduced becomes so
marginal as to be irrelevant to the overall accumulation process, then 1? ceases
to make sense to talk about even residual forms of economic ownership.
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within capitalist relations of production, it is possible to isolate
three central processes underlying the basic capital-labour
relationship: control over the physical means of production;
control over labour power; control over investments and
resource allocation. The first two of these comprise what
Poulantzas has called possession; the third is essentially the
game as economic ownership. Again, it must be stressed that
these three processes are the real stuff of class relations in
capitalist society; they are not merely analytic dimensions
derived from a priori reasoning.®

The fundamental class antagonism between workers and
capitalists can be viewed as a polarization on each of these three
underlying processes or dimensions: capitalists control the
accumulation process, decide how the physical means of pro-
duction are to be used, and control the authority structure
within the labour process. Workers, in contrast, are excluded
from the control over authority relations, the physical means of
production, and the investment process. These two com-
binations of the three processes of class relations constitute the
two basic antagonistic class locations within the capitalist mode
of production.

When the capitalist system is analysed at the highest level of
abstraction—the level of the pure capitalist mode of pro-
duction—these are the only class positions defined by capitalist
relations of production.’® When we move to the next lower level

65. The non-arbitrariness of the choice of these three dimensions of class
relations is reflected in their correspondence to the three elements in the formal
value equations of Marxist political economy (total value = C + V + 8). The
control over the physical means of production represents relations of control
over constant capital; control over labour implies relations of control over
variable capital; and control over investments and accumulation implies rela-
tions of control over surplus value. (This correspondence was suggested by
Michael Soref).

66. There is a strong tradition within Marxism which limits the definition of
classes to this most abstract level. Such simple polarization views of class insist
that except for the residues of classes from pre-capitalist modes of production, all
positions within capitalist society fall either within the capitalist class or the
working class. Typically, in such analyses all wage-earners are considered
workers. The basic weakness of simple polarization views of the class structure
is that they assume that the simplicity of class relations at the level of abs-
traction of the mode of production can be directly translated into a cor-
responding simplicity at the level of concrete societies. The added complexities
of concrete social structures are taken to be of purely secondary importance.
They may contribute to divisions within classes, but they in principle can have
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of abstraction—what is generally called the level of the “social
formation”—other class positions appear.

They appear, first of all, because real capitalist societies
always contain subordinate modes of production other than the
capitalist mode of production itself. In particular, simple com-
modity production (i.e., production organized for the market by
independent self-employed producers who employ no workers)
has always existed within capitalist societies. Within simple
commodity production, the petty bourgeoisie is defined as hav-
ing economic ownership and possession of the means of pro-
duction, but having no control over labour power (since no
labour power is employed). The relationship of the petty
bourgeoisie to the polarized class positions of the capitalist
mode of production is illustrated in Table 2.8.

A second way in which additional class positions appear when
we leave the abstraction of the pure capitalist mode of pro-
duction is that the three processes which constitute capitalist
social relations of production do not always perfectly coincide.
This non-coincidence of the dimensions of class relations defines
the contradictory locations within class relations.

The Analysis of Contradictory Locations within Class
Relations

We will explore two different kinds of contradictory locations: 1.
contradictory locations between the bourgeoisie and the pro-
letariat, i.e. locations defined by contradictory combinations of
the three processes underlying class relations within the
capitalist mode of production; 2. contradictory locations be-
tween the petty bourgeoisie and both the proletariat and the
bourgeoisie, i.e. locations situated between the capitalist mode
of production and simple commodity production.’” Table 2.9

no effects on the criteria for class boundaries. This is a fundamentally incorrect
way of understanding the relationship between abstract and concrete levels of
analysis. Abstract relations do not obliterate the importance of concrete com-
plexities, but rather render them theoretically intelligible. As we will see below,
contradictory class locations can be understood only with reference to the basic
polarized class relations of the capitalist mode of production, and yet they
cannot be reduced to those polarized class positions.

67. We will not discuss contradictory locafions that occur because an indi-
vidual simultaneously occupies two class positiors within social relations of
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Table 2.8 Unambiguous Locations within Class Relations

PROCESSES UNDERLYING CLASS RELATIONS

Economic Ownership Possession
Control over Control over Control over
investments and the physical means the labour power
accumulation process of production of others
Bourgeoisie + + +
Proletariat - - —
Petty
bourgeoisie + + -
+ Full Control — No Control (See Table 2.7 for precise definitions}

presents the basic relationship between the unambiguous loca-
tions illustrated in Table 2.8 and the contradictory locations. In
addition to the three social processes discussed above, this chart
also contains three juridical categories: legal ownership of prop-
erty, legal status as the employer of labour power, and legal
status as a seller of labour power. These three juridical pro-
cesses have been included because they so often are treated as
the determinants of class position. It must be kept in mind in
referring to them that the juridical criteria are of strictly sec-
ondary importance; the fundamental issue remains the pat-
terns of contradictory locations defined by the three substantive
processes of class relations.

Contradictory Locations Between the Proletariat and the
Bourgeoisie

One thing is immediately obvious from Table 2.9. The con-
tradictory quality of a particular location within class relations
is a variable rather than all-or-nothing characteristic. Certain

production. For example, a craftsman who works in a factory on weekdays may
operate as a self-employed petty-bourgeois artisan on weekends and evenings.
While such dual class membership may be important in certain historical
circumstances, it does not pose the same kind of analytical problem as positions
which are themselves located in a contradictory way within class relations.
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Minimal

stocks, real
estate etc.)

Traditional capitalist

Bourgeoisie

between the proletariat and

Contradictory location
the bourgeoisie

Top corporate executive

Partial

Minimal

Minimal
Minimal

Partial

Minimal
Minimal

Partial

Minimal/ -
Minimal

between the petty bourgeoisie

and the bourgeoisie

Semi-autonomous employees
Small employers

Middle managers
Foremen/line supervisors
Contradictory location
between the proletariat and
the petty bourgeoisie
Contradictory location

Technocrats
Petty bourgeoisie

Top managers
Proletariat

Minimal

Minimal

- No control

Residual control

Minimal:

(See Table 2.7 for precise definitions)

Partial: Attenuated control

Full control
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positions can be thought of as occupying a contradictory
location around the boundary of the proletariat; others as occu-
pying a contradictory location around the boundary of the
bourgeoisie. )

The contradictory location closest to the working class is that

of foremen and line supervisors. Foremen typically have little
real control over the physical means of production, and while
they do exercise control over labour power, this frequently does
not extend much beyond being the formal transmission belt for
orders from above. It is difficult to say whether during the
course of capitalist development over the past century, the class
location of foremen has moved closer to or further from the
working class. On the one hand, the early foreman often par-
ticipated directly in the production process alongside workers
and even defended workers against arbitrary treatment by the
boss. On the other hand, the foreman in the nineteenth-century
factory often had much greater personal discretion and personal
power than today. In the nineteenth century, authority within
the capitalist factory was typically organized in much the same
way as an army. There was a simple chain of command and the
authority at each level was absolute with respect to the level
below. Such a system Marx aptly termed “factory despotism”,
and foremen in such a factory had at least the potential of being
petty despots. As the capitalist enterprise grew in scale and
complexity, the authority structure gradually became more
bureaucratized. As Weber would put 1t, foremen increasingly
became the administrators of impersonal rules rather than the
dispensers of personal fiats.

Richard Edwards, in a study of work norms in bureaucrati-
cally structured capitalist organizations, describes this shift
in authority relations as follows: “What distinguishes modern
enterprises from their earlier and cruder prototypes—and
in particular, what distinguishes bureaucratic organization
from simple hierarchy—is that in bureaucratically organized
enterprises, the exercise of power becomes institutionalized.
External, arbitrary, personal commands from the boss are re-
placed by established rules and procedures: ‘rule of law’
replaces ‘rule of personal command’. Work activities become
directed by rules. Supervisors at all levels, no longer direct-
ing the worker’s activities by personal instruction, merely
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enforce the rules and evaluate (reward or penalize) their sub-
ordinates according to pre-established criteria for adequate
work performance. More and more, the work structure is
designed so that administrative control can replace executive
control.”® The development of the capitalist enterprise has thus
pushed foremen in two opposing directions: they have moved
further from workers by becoming less involved in direct pro-
duction, and they have moved closer to workers by gradually
having their personal power bureaucratized. Superficially at
least, it would seem that the first of these tendencies probably
dominated during the first part of this century, while the second
tendency probably dominates today. In any event, when the
control of supervisors over labour power becomes so attenuated
that the supervisor lacks even the capacity to invoke negative
sanctions, then the position really merges with the working
class proper and should no longer be thought of as a con-
tradictory location. This would be the case, for example, of the
chief of a work team who has certain special responsibilities for
coordinating activities of others in the team, but lacks any real
power over them.

At the other end of the contradictory location between work-
ers and capitalists, top managers occupy a contradictory loca-
tion at the boundary of the bourgeoisie. While top managers are
generally characterized by limited participation in economic
ownership, they differ little from the bourgeoisie in terms of
relations of possession. Again, at the very top of the managerial
hierarchy, corporate executives essentially merge with the
capitalist class itself.

The most contradictory locations between the bourgeoisie and
the proletariat are occupied by middle managers and what can
loosely be termed “technocrats”. Technocrat in this context
refers to technicians and professionals of various sorts within
the corporate hierarchy who tend to have a limited degree of
autonomy over their own work (minimal control over what they
produce and how they produce it) and a limited control over
subordinates, but who are not in command of pieces of the
productive apparatus. Middle managers, on the other hand,
control various pieces of the labour process; they have control

68. Alienation and Inequality: Capitalist Relations of Production in Business
Enterprises, Ph.D. Dissertation, Departmentrof Economics, Harvard, p. 102.
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not only over immediate subordinates but over part of the
authority hierarchy itself. Both middle managers and techno-
crats have, in Harry Braverman’s words, one foot in the
pourgeoisie and one foot in the proletariat. In discussing new
technical occupations and middle management, Braverman
writes: “If we are to call this a ‘new middle class’, however, as
many have done, we must do so with certain reservations. The
old middle class occupied that position by virtue of its place
outside the polar class structure; it possessed the attributes of
neither capitalist nor worker; it played no direct role in the
capital accumulation process, whether on one side or the other.
This ‘new middle class’, by contrast, occupies its intermediate
position not because it is outside the process of increasing capi-
tal, but because, as part of this process, it takes its charac-
teristics from both sides. Not only does it receive its petty share
of the prerogatives and rewards of capital, but it also bears the
mark of the proletarian condition.”® Unlike line supervisors
and foremen on the one hand, and top managers on the other,
middle managers and technocrats do not have a clear class pole
to which they are attached. The contradictory quality of their
class location is much more intense than in the other cases we
have discussed, and as a result it is much more difficult to assess
the general stance they will take within class struggle.

Contradictory Locations between the Petty Bourgeoisie and
Other Classes

The analysis of the contradictory locations between the petty
bourgeoisie and other classes poses a somewhat different prob-
lem from the contradictory locations between the bourgeoisie
and the proletariat, since it involves locations between different
modes of production rather than within a single mode of pro-
duction.

The contradictory location between the petty bourgeoisie and
the bourgeoisie is conceptually simpler than between the petty
bourgeoisie and the proletariat. The distinctive feature of
capitalist production is the appropriation of surplus-value
through the exploitation of workers in the labour process. In
simple commodity production, on the other hand, there is no
exploitation; whatever surplus is produced is generated by the

69. Braverman, Labor and Monopoly Capital, p. 467.
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petty-bourgeois producer and his/her family. In general, of
course, the surplusis likely to be very small and thus little if any
accumulation is likely to occur. When a petty-bourgeois pro-
ducer employs a single helper, there is an immediate change jp
the social relations of production, for the labour of a worker cap
now be exploited. Still, the surplus-value appropriated from g
single employee is likely to be very small; most importantly, it is
likely to be less than the surplus product generated by the
petty-bourgeois producer him/herself. This is especially likely
since frequently in petty-bourgeois production a considerable
amount of labour is contributed by unpaid family members. Ag
additional employees are added, the proportion of the total
surplus product that is generated by the petty-bourgeois family
declines. At some point it becomes less than half of the tota]
surplus product, and eventually becomes a small fraction of the
total surplus. At that point, the petty-bourgeois producer
becomes firmly a small capitalist. There isnoa priori basis for
deciding how many employees are necessary to become a small
capitalist. This number would vary considerably for different
technologies employed in production and for different historical
periods. In any event, between such a small capitalist and the
pure petty-bourgeois producer lies the contradictory location
between the capitalist class and the petty-bourgeoisie.

The contradictory location between the petty bourgeoisie and
the proletariat can perhaps best be understood by returning to
the historic process of proletarianization of the petty bour-
geoisie. The central dynamic underlying this transformation
was the need of capital to increase its control over the labour
process. Each step of the transformation involved a deeper
benetration of capitalist domination into the labouring'activity
of direct producers, until in the classic form of scientific man-
agement, the direct producer has no control whatsoever over
his/her work. This process is constantly being re-enacted within
capitalism; it is not a process which was somehow completed at
the beginning of this century.

Today there are still categories of employees who have a
certain degree of control over their own immediate conditions of
work, over their immediate labour process. In such instances,
the labour process has not been completely proletarianized.
Thus, even though such employees work for the self-expansion
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i they have lost the legal status of
fc apltaifiﬁpi‘;;:dfht%‘ighcan ystill be viewed as occupyi‘ng
"lpg Sf islands of petty-bourgeois relations of Prgductlop
esld'Im'che capitalist mode of production itself. In their immedi-
- b k environment, they maintain the work process‘of the
t(elwz;dent artisan while still being empl'oyed by capital as
= ephatbourers. They control how they dotheir work,and have at
f'wagte some control over what they produce. A gogd gxample'of
,Ieails is a researcher in a laboratory or a professor in an elite
: thl's : sity. Such positions may not really involve cc?ntrol over
’k m;:vel‘ eop'le’s labour power, yet have considerable immediate
'cZn:;oII) over conditions of work (i.e. research). More gen;alxjagly,
. ny white-collar technical employees and certain highly
- rrllcaillled craftsmen have at least a limited for.rn.of this autonomy
isn their immediate labour process. Such minimal cor}trol fozrsr
- the physical means of production by gmployees 'out51dle ) . s
authority hierarchy constitutes the basic contradxctory ocatio
_ petween the petty bourgeoisie and the p.rolef.:arlat. el that
While there is some debate on the question, it seemflfte y ras
in the course of capitalist development over‘the pastbl v ye';ln e:
this particular kind of contradictory locat.lon has been 1so o
what reduced. It is certainly t.rue that whlte-coll?r e_m% 8{ es
have increased as a proportion of the labf)ur or;g,t e
Braverman has forcefully shown, this expansion of whi et-co o
employment has been combine.d. with a con;tanl bgir
letarianization of the working conditions of white-co ag a . (;
It remains to be shown whether the net effect of t esed t:
tendencies—the expansion of white-collar employment and e
proletarianization of white-collar work—has mcreasek or
decreased the contradictory locations betwegn the woi' m%
class and the petty bourgeoisie. At any rate, it seems a mos-
certain that the large majority of white-collar employees, estpe
cially clerical and secretarial employees, have——at.tx;:pst;;
trivial autonomy on the job and thus should be placed within

ing class itself. .
W%’l;;r’l %nuch autonomy is really necessary to define a position

as occupying the contradictory location betwegn t}xe wfc\;rl;:;g
class and the petty bourgeoisie? Surely the crlterl.(l)nt(;1 ahis—
lutely any autonomy whatsoever is too broad. While the s
torical data on the labour process are rather meagre, i
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over their immediate labour imi i
ma'ppropriat.e to restrict the Eggziii oSfl T;é::?]z;ultormﬁl(i be
];zaovs;;;;o:fscvggéchl, like university professors, have extreme]y};xigt}(;
o cor ;fo ovir the pace of work, the scheduling of work
arbieent | ‘vlvlo.r , 9tc. Clearly, then, a certain amount of,‘
fo depimes: Swn ‘1nev1tably enter into any attempt rigorously
PrOViSionaHeméi)autogomous employee class location.™

whieh oo a(ilo, : '€ minimum crblterion for semi—autonomy
Some control both over what 1t o TS involve at least
owpership) as well as how it is pro:i?xcgge(mir:imlmal eCOHQmiC
Iggsbr:eiirg]s t:adt }?ositions su.ch as laboratory te:;:;lifizsﬁssvjz)?ﬁg
positions wl(l)qu ;;nteh;]s]i/n:(;iui:lon(;mous eontrey nce stich
kind of experiments were done in tvhoe‘I/Zbany o though o re hat
clan might have very considerable contr(;leven inegh s te’c'hm-
of work (pace, breaks, techniques u o, A eeonditions
entist, on the other hand, woquld oftseegneottc';‘ir:pf)?s}?ii(;hasuctl-

category.™

70. A similar i i
problem exists with the oth i
S er contradictory locati
locat);on géczz'veees ar;lnecessary totransform a small employer ()t,he ccsxglt(;gz'ic?ow
‘ €n the petty bourgeoisie and the bourgeoisie) into a progg

§
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Geveral other contradictory locations could be discussed. For
example, the owners of fast food and gas station franchises could

_pe seen as occupying a contradictory location between the petty
pourgeoisie or small employers and managers. While they
maintain some of the characteristics of self-employed indepen-

dent producers, they also become much more like functionaries
for large capitalist corporations. Professors with large research
grants which enable them directly to hire research assistants,

_secretaries, etc., could be thought of as occupying a con-

tradictory location between the semi-autonomous employees
and small employers. Other special cases could be given, but the
most important contradictory locations are the ones discussed

above.

The Size of Contradictory Locations

On the basis of the same data we used to analyse the size of the
working class using Poulantzas’s criteria, we can make some
rough estimates of the size of the various contradictory locations
within class relations. The results are presented in Figure 2.2.
The criteria used to operationalize the high and low estimates
for each category are given in Table 2.10.

Unfortunately, the survey that was available did not contain
any precise information on the autonomy of workers in the
sense we are using that concept. The survey did, however, con-
tain a number of questions on subjective evaluations of job
characteristics. Respondents in the survey were asked to indi-
cate whether a series of job descriptions characterized their own
job “a lot”, “somewhat”, “a little” or “not at all”. Two of these

descriptions bear on the question of job autonomy:
“A job that allows you a lot of freedom as to how you do your

work.”
“A job that allows you to make a lot of decisions on your own.”

These questions are obviously subjective, since it was left up

coordination of the production process as a whole. Poulantzas also emphasizes
that to be mental labour (in his sense of the term) it is not enough to simply have
such knowledge; it is necessary to actually use it within the production process
(see footnote 17 above). Semi-autonomous employees are, in these terms,
employees with such knowledge of the production process as a whole, who have
the capacity to use such knowledge on their jobs. This is what it means to have
minimal control over what is produced and how it is produced.
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to each respondent to define what “a lot” means, what “freedom”
means, what “decisions” means, and so on. The fact that 46 per
cent of the respondents say that having a lot of freedom charac-
terizes their job “a lot”, and 49 per cent say that making a lot of
decisions describes their job “a lot” reflects the subjective qual-
ity of the questions. For the purposes of the present analysis, I
will assume that individuals within positions which are
i genuinely semi-autonomous will answer “a lot” to both of these
E subjective job descriptions. The high estimate of the con-
: tradictory location between the proletariat and the petty
i bourgeoisie (11 per cent of the economically active population)
§ includes all non-supervisory employees who score high on both
| of these descriptions. The low estimate adds information about
§ the respondent’s occupation to this subjective criterion of job
. autonomy. The U.S. Department of Labour has constructed a
. “Dictionary of Occupational Titles” (D.0.T.) which codes all
i occupations in terms of the typical relationship to data, things
i and people which characterizes that occupation. The low esti-
g mate of the semi-autonomous employee category (5 per cent of
| the economically active population) includes all non-
§ supervisory employees who scored high on the subjective aut-
; onomy questions and whose occupation is classified as having a
E complex relation to data and things in the D.O.T. (see Table 2.10
for more detailed explanation). Because of the extreme vague-
% ness of the subjective autonomy question, this low estimate is
§ probably closer to the correct proportion.

! The figures for the contradictory location between the work-
ing class and the bourgeoisie are also only rough estimates.
Since all we know is whether or not the respondent supervises
people, we have certainly included some positions which involve
virtually no real control over labour power and thus should
belong to the working class proper. We have also included some
top executives in the contradictory location who should really
have been placed in the bourgeoisie. In any event, this latter
problem involves a very small proportion of the total popu-
lation, perhaps 1-2 per cent of all managers. No questions were
asked in the survey which enable us accurately to distinguish
between top managers, middle managers and technocrats, and
line supervisors and foremen. We can use occupational titles to
make some crude estimates. We will assume that all super-
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10 Criteria Used in High and Low Estimates for Sizes of Classes

Table 2.
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ionals, managers or techni-
;. ay that they are professionals, )
2 ors;zopio%ably technocrats, middle managers or top r;lan
ans All the rest we will assume are line supervisors or ore;i
gerS.The high estimate for this bottom categor.y includes a
7 visors who are not classified in the top-mlddle mar;)age—
upez osition; the low estimate excludes operatives and la (})1ur-
- Iz)s‘c of whom are probably heads of work teams rathgr t f;n
erihl:l foremen. On the basis of these estimates, a;;pllri)x.m;attehjé
. i tive population falls into
cent of the economically ac ' .
12’3;;; manager/top manager contradlctoryllocatlon Eetwel:zen
G isie, while somewhere be-
‘ king class and the bourgeoisie, :
theev:xmiS pigar cent and 23 per cent occupy the contrad}ictzry
fw:ltion at the boundary of the working cla;s. If we 'f}?e rel: tﬁz
ﬁployees as the cut-off point for small capltahs.ts., o e
. i bourgeoisie an
i between the petty g '
i IO‘fatlon t of the population. If we
' eoisie consists of about 6 per cen he
‘ Eg:;gﬁfty employees as the cut-off, then this increases to 7 per
cer(l)t\'/erall on the basis of these statistics, the wortking clsﬁs (; .ed.
on—super,visory, non-autonomous employees) in the ma 1e1
IS]ta’ces consists of between 41 and 54 per cent of thelz{ gconolmsl: ar};
i i he boundaries of the working cla ‘
active population. At t . orking class ate
— fthe population, depending up hic
another 25-35 per cento : ing upon which
i 1 potential class basis for i
estimates are used. The tota ' socia st
isti king class and those co
movement, consisting of the wor : ¢ contradic
i lass, is thus probably s
locations closest to the working class, '
wt)s(r)lI;Zre between 60 per cent and 70 per cent of the population.

Class Interests and the Definition of Class Positionsl »
To briefly recapitulate the argument so faré we ha\fm:c }?;lei 3;er
i italist society in terms o -
the class relations of capitalis : s of e pro
i i f production: control o
cesses underlying social relations o : d
ical means of production an
labour power, control of the physica
control of investments and resources. Tht}-z1 centrlaltclgsi fo:;is t(,)(f
itali i isi d the proletariat—
capitalist society—the bourgeoisie an P riat
unlzierstood as representing polar class ppgltlons wﬂ:h;}n ei(;};gf
these three processes. The petty boux;igeglts}ie, on t?:ec;ts eesn;v ithir;
i third of these pr
defined by the second and the .
;?mple comlbrlnodity production. We then defined contradictory
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locations within class relations as situations in which the
three processes did not perfectly correspond to the basic claSe
forces w.lthin the capitalist mode of production or to the pettSS
bourgepxsie in simple commodity production. This led to thy
apalysm of three contradictory locations: managers and su :
visors occupy a contradictory location between the bourgeo?:'r-
and the proletariat; small employers occupy such a positi .
between the bourgeoisie and the petty bourgeoisie; and serrcx)'n
autonomous employees occupy a contradictory locati,on betwe .
the petty bourgeoisie and the proletariat. -
Thus far, no mention has been made of positions in the soeia]
structure which are not directly defined by the social relations
of production and would thus not be explicitly encompassed b
the crlt.eria so far elaborated. Such positions would includZ
housewives, students, pensioners, people permanently on wel-
f{are. If one wanted to adopt a fairly narrow conception of rela-
t10n§ ofproduction, the class location of people employed in the
administrative, repressive and ideological apparatuses of the
state would also not be directly defined by the criteria discussed
above. What then is the relationship of such positions to the
structur.al categories defined directly by the social relations of
productlon? In order to answer this question it is necessary to
lptro@uce another distinction into the discussion: the dis-
tinction between fundamental and immediate class interests.

%mmediate and Fundamental Class Interests
t is important t i i
N pt iy o be qglte clear ak?out how we will use the term
erests” before we discuss the distinction between immediate
algd func_iargental levels of class interests. To make a claim
a 'out pbjectlve class interests is to make a claim about potential
gpjectlves’?f clgss actors.” It makes no sense at all to talk about
;nterests which can never become actual objectives of real
struggles. Not all potential objectives of class actors, however,
can be considered class interests. We therefore need to be able to
72. To talk about the objectives of the i
abo : class struggle is very similar to talki
?bout;the subjecttve motives or the classconsciousness of class actors. In geanexl';llg
Chpxl'e er to use the expression “objectives” since it does not have the psy:
ologistic overtones of either subjective motives or consciousness. Neverthe-

less, to talk about real objecti i
; to ut 1 jectives of struggle is to talk about i
stellation of subjective motives/consciousness in the actors. ut @ certain con-
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distinguish between objective class interests and other kinds of
interests (potential objectives). Class interests in capitalist
society are those potential objectives which become actual ob-
_ jectives of struggle in the absence of the mystifications and
distortions of capitalist relations. Class interests, therefore, are
in a sense hypotheses: they are hypotheses about the objectives
of struggles which would occur if the actorsin the strugglehad a
scientifically correct understanding of their situations. Tomake
the claim that socialism is in the “interests” of the working class
is not simply to make an ahistorical, moralistic claim that
workers ought to be in favour of socialism, nor to make a nor-
mative claim that they would be “better off” in a socialist
society, but rather to claim that if workers had a scientific
understanding of the contradictions of capitalism, they would in
fact engage in struggles for socialism.™ In these terms, the very
definition of class is systematically linked to the concept of class
struggle: to define a position as located within the working class
is to say that such a position can potentially sustain socialist
objectives in class struggles.

Within this general conception of class interests it is possible
to distinguish between what can be termed immediate and
fundamental interests. Immediate class interests constitute
interests within a given structure of social relations; fun-
damental interests centre on interests which call into question
the structure of social relations itself.”* That is, immediate

73. This is a somewhat oversimplified account of interests. Mystification is
not the only factor which obstructs the translation of objective interests into
subjective motives within the class struggle. The repressiveness of the state
may equally block the organization of struggle around various class interests.
The critical point is that to posit class interests is to posit actual subjective
orientations towards struggle which would emerge in the absence of such
impediments. It should also be noted that while this concept of interests does
involve an implicit notion of the rationality of class actors (under specified
objective conditions), it has little to do with the utilitarian notions of people as
rational, utility-maximizing individuals. There is no claim that subjective
motives will emerge because individuals qua individuals personally have a
scientific understanding of their class situation. Class interests can only be
defined in terms of the potential subjective motives of collectivities, rot simply
individuals.

74. The distinction between immediate and fundamental interests is not
necessarily equivalent to a temporal distinction between short-run and long-
run interests. While it is often the case that struggles over the very structure of
society are “long-run” struggles, the critical issue is what the objective of
struggle is, not the time horizon for that struggle.
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1nte1jests are interests defined within a given mode of
dpctlon (i.e. interests which take the mode of productio o
given), whi]e fundamental interests are defined between rl:u?s :
Qf production (i.e., they call into question the mode of product; .
itself). The immediate economic interests of the working cl oy
for example, are defined largely by market relations. Stru aISS’
for wages, better living conditions, better education oggoes
tunities and so forth all constitute struggles for object?v .
def?ne.d within the basic structure of capitalism. Struggles fes
§otCIallsrp, on the other hand, challenge the premises of capita(ﬁ
1181 gr:l]:St:)Ss and reflect the fundamental interests of the work-
. Immediate interests are not “false” interests; they are
incomplete” interests. The struggle over wages reflects a cor-
reyt understanding by workers of their immediate conditions of
e?(lstence within capitalism; the restriction of struggles to ques-
tions of wages, however, reflects an incomplete understandin
of the na.ture of capitalist society as a whole, for it fails to grasg
the pgsmbility of transcending the entire system of capitali It);
exploitation through socialism. prens
Immediate and fundamental interests do not exist apart from
each other; they are dialectically linked. On the one hand
bgcause immediate interests are real, because they impingé
dm.ectly on the day-to-day existence of workers in capitalist
society, it is utopian to conceive of class struggle organized
.around. fundamental interests which does not as well deal with
immediate interests. On the other hand, the working class is
much more divided at the level of immediate interests than at
the Ievgl of fundamental interests. Skilled workers are gen-
erally in much more favourable market conditions than

So;iii.lfge;?:s}?a(z]f t}zekmanti}f]est con}f(‘licts generated by market relations, many
A e taken the market to be the tral basi ’ i
foront oy have taken central basis for class dif-
fere . pecially true for Max Weber who defi i
ily in terms of market position: o o defines classes primar-
position: “But always this is the generi i
concept of class: that the kind of chance i 5t 15 the desisie moumont
: the market is the decisi
which presents a common conditi the indivi ate. ‘Class situntion v
\ _ _ ion for the individual’s fate. ‘Class si ion’ i
gluz}:\t};, serg{se,h ultimately ‘market situation’.” (Economy and So:ilet;at:zln tl>syy
oy Antheor oé.églew York: 1968, p. 928.) This general stance has been e;(ter;ded
by 4 exp“rgtlyxde;r;s (gla§§£truclture of the Advanced Societies, London 1973)
mnes “middle” classes in terms of a k haci in
the possession of education i ments, clome e At
¢ al skills. In all such treatment
sess 2 . : s, class
primarily in terms of immediate interests at the economic leveleS are defined
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unskilled workers and thus often have different immediate
interests from other workers. Because of labour market seg-
_mentation, male workers may have different immediate inter-
ests from female workers, black workers from white workers.
Because immediate interests divide the working class, and
pecause they do not directly call into question the structure of
capitalist relations, the durability of capitalism depends, in
_part; on the extent to which struggles over fundamental inter-
ests are displaced into struggles over immediate interests.
This contradiction between the immediate and fundamental
interests of the working class pervades debates on the left:
socialist struggles must take seriously immediate interests, and
yet struggles over immediate interests tend to undermine
socialist struggles. This contradiction cannot be wished away; it
is inherent in the class relations of capitalist society itself. Only
in a revolutionary situation do the struggles over immediate
and fundamental interests begin fully to coincide (indeed, this
might be part of the definition of a revolutionary situation: a
situation in which the struggle for objectives within the domi-
nant mode of production directly reinforces struggles over the

mode of production).”™

The Class Location of Positions not Directly Determined

by Production Relations

With this understanding of the distinction between immediate
and fundamental interests, we can now approach the problem of
the class location of various positions in the social structure
which are not directly determined by production relations. As a
general proposition, the class location of such positions is
determined by their relationship to the fundamental interests
of classes defined within the social relations of production. Let
us see what this means for a number of specific categories of
positions defined outside of production relations.

76. One way of interpreting André Gorz's notion of “non-reformist reforms” is
to view them as reforms at the level of immediate interests which, even in
non-revolutionary situations, tend to reinforce struggles over fundamental
interests. This does not mean that there is no tension between such reforms and
fundamental interests; but it does imply that within the range of possible

reforms compatible with capitalist social relations, some are much more co-
incident with fundamental interests of the working class than others.
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1. Housewives. A variety of strategies have been adopted to deal
with the class location of housewives. In some accounts, domes-
tic production is treated as a subsidiary mode of productioninits
own right, in which the male occupies the position of exploiter
and the female, the position of exploited. In other accounts,
household production is treated as the final state of capitalist
production itself, and the housewife as an unpaid worker who is
indirectly subordinated to capital.”’

A much more straightforward way of dealing with this ques-
tion is to examine the fundamental interests of housewife posi-
tions. In particular, in what sense do the fundamental class
interests of the housewife of a worker differ from those of the
worker himself? One might want to claim that she has different
interests as a woman, but do her class interests differ in any
meaningful way? Does she have any less of a fundamental
interest in socialism? Unless one is willing to argue that work-
ing class housewives have different interests with respect to
socialism, then it is clear that they fall within the working class.
This does not in any way imply that the sexual division of labour
is unimportant, that women are not oppressed within that divi-
sion of labour, but simply that the sexual division of labour does
not create a division of fundamental class interests between
husbands and their housewives.™

2 Students. Like housewives, students are not directly engaged
in production relations. The class locations of students, there-
fore, must be defined by the class location into which they will
move upon the completion of their studies. Student positions, in

77. For a review of alternative strategies of a class analysis of housewives, see

Terry Fee, Reriew of Radical Political Econom ies, Summer 1976.

78 This treatment of the class location of housewives is sometimes viewed as
sexist, since it assigns the class position of the housewife on the basis of the cla.ss
location of the husband. If we treat the family as the essential unit of analysis,
and ask: how is the family articulated with production relations, then it is clear
that the class location of the housewife is not defined via her husband but via.the
family unit of which they both are a part. It is, indeed, a reflection .ofthe.semsm
of capitalist society that the division of labour within such a family unit oftgn
sends the man out to work and leaves the woman in the home. But it isnot sexist
to identify the class location of the woman in terms of the way in whnc}} the
family is inserted into capitalist relations of production. The only way of iden-
tifying how the family is so inserted is then to examine the class location of the
husband.
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this sense, should be thought of as pre-class positions, as posi-
tions which are linked with greater or lesser certainty to specific
class destinies. Daniel Bertaux has suggested that the appro-
priate way of dealing with such positions is as parts of class-
trajectories: a life-time structure of positions through which an
individual passes in the course of a work career.” Student slots
constitute the first stage of such trajectories, and their class
location must be defined by the class content of the trajectory as
a whole. It is the fundamental class interests of such tra-
jectories, rather than the class origins of the student which
defines their class location.

3. Pensioners. Pensioners pose the opposite problem from stu-
dents. They occupy post-class locations rather than pre-class
locations. But like students, their class can only be understood
in terms of the trajectories of class positions to which they are
linked.

4. The unemployed; welfare recipients. Temporarily unem-
___ ployed people—the reserve army of the unemployed—pose no
_ special problem for a class analysis. Like students and pen-
_ sioners, they are tied to trajectories of class positions, and this
__ defines their basic class location. The category of permanently
unemployed, on the other hand, is more problematic. In clas-
sical Marxism, such positions were generally identified as
“lumpenproletariat”, the underclass of society. This is not an
entirely satisfactory way of classifying such positions, for it
suggests that they have fundamentally opposed interests to the
working class, and thus would play at best an ambivalent role in
socialist struggles.
79. Daniel Bertaux, Destins Personnels et Structures de Classe, Paris 1977. In
personal correspondence, Bertaux has suggested that all class positions should
_be understood as trajectories rather than “empty places”. This implies that
here is a certain indeterminacy in a given individual’s class location at any
oment in time, since with few exceptions, a given slot may be linked to
ultiple potential trajectories. One of the critical aspects of a class structure, in
1ese terms, is the degree of such indeterminacy, how it is spread out over the
cycle, how it is distributed in the population. It must be noted that this is not
simple recasting of the old problem of social mobility (although there is a
rtain relationship to the problem of mobility). Rather, the argument is that
any job changes which look like mobility are not mobility at all, but merely

re_nt phases of a single trajectory. The only genuine mobility would be
tuations in which individuals move from one trajectory to another.
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At the level of immediate interests, to be sure, there is cer-
tainly a tremendous gulf betwéen the working class and the
permanently unemployed, at least in the United States, since
welfare payments come directly out of taxes and workers see
those taxes as coming out of their own labour. At the level of
fundamental interests, the question becomes much more ambi-
guous. If we adopted a purely normative stance towards inter-
ests, then it would be easy to say that the permanently unem-
ployed would undoubtedly “benefit” from socialism. But the
same could be said of feudal peasants, slaves, and even many
small shopkeepers; yet such positions would not thereby fall
into the working class." The question is not whether on the
basis of ahistorical, utilitarian criteria an individual who is
permanently unemployed would benefit from socialism, but
whether socialism is a potential objective of struggle for such
positions. That is, are those positions linked to capitalist rela-
tions of production in such a way that they potentially produce
socialist working class consciousness? I cannot adequately
answer this question. While it is certainly the case that the
conditions of the permanently unemployed can engender an
anti-capitalist consciousness, it is less clear whether they would
systematically generate or sustain a socialist consciousness. As
a purely provisional solution to this problem, the permanently
unemployed can be considered a marginalized segment of the
working class.

5. Employees in political and ideological apparatuses. The final
category of positions not directly defined by production rela-
tions are positions located entirely within what has tradi-
tionally been called the “superstructure”: policemen, preachers,
professors, etc. How can we understand the fundamental class
interests of such positions? In order to answer this question, itis
necessary to expand our discussion of class interests from purely
economic class interests (socialist vs. capitalist organization of

80. The vaguer concept of “the people” or sometimes “the masses” is some-
times used to include all oppressed classes which, at least in a utilitarian-
economic sense, would benefit from a socialist transformation. The working
class, however, is clearly a narrower concept, defined by a specific structural
location within capitalist society. That structural location does not merely give
workers a material benefit from socialism, but provides the structural suppport
for a socialist consciousness (i.e., for the historical emergence of the subjective
interest in a socialist transformation).
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production) to political and ideological class interests (socialist
vs. capitalist organization of the state and ideology). Once thisis
done, we can analyse the relationship between different loca-
tions within the political and ideological apparatuses to these
interests.

The fundamental interest of the capitalist class at the poli-
tical and ideological level is to prevent the working class from
acquiring state power and ideological hegemony. In different
periods of capitalist development this implies different concrete
class objectives, but throughout the history of capitalism it has
implied the maintenance of hierarchical and bureaucratic
structures within the political and ideological apparatuses.”!
Such bureaucratic structures are essential in protecting the
capitalist state from potential working class domination.

The fundamental interests of the working class at the poli-
tical and ideological level are, in a dialectical manner, to obtain
state power and establish ideological hegemony. This implies a
qualitative restructuring of the capitalist state—what is polem-
ically referred to as “smashing” the state—in ways which allow
the working class as a class to exercise state power. While the
precise contours of such a reorganization are impossible to
specify in advance, the minimum requirement is that they be
radically democratic and antibureaucratic.

Different positions within the bureaucratic structures of the
political and ideological apparatuses of capitalist society clearly
have different relationships to these fundamental bourgeois and
proletarian class interests, Schematically, positions within the
political and ideological apparatuses can be grouped into three
functional categories in terms of these antagonistic class
interests:
a.bourgeolis positions involving control over the creation of state
policies in the political apparatuses and the production of ideo-
logy in the ideological apparatuses. Examples would include the
top bureaucratic positions in the state, churches, universities,
and other such institutions.

b. contradictory locations involving the execution of state
policies and the dissemination of ideology. Examples would
include a beat policeman and a high school teacher.

81. See Chapter 4 for a detailed discussion of the centrality of bureaucratic
structures for bourgeois political domination.
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c. proletarian positions involving complete exclusion from
either the creation or execution of state policies and ideology.
Examples would include a clerk or janitor in a police station and
a typist in a school.*

In the analysis of positions within the ideological appara-
tuses, the central issue is the social relations of control over the
apparatuses of ideological production per se, not simply the
participation in the production of ideology. A news reporter, for
example, is to a greater or lesser extent involved in producing
ideology, but is generally completely excluded from the contro]
over the news apparatus as a whole, and would thus not occupy
the bourgeois position within the news media. In these terms, it
would be possible further to elaborate this schema of class
locations within the ideological apparatuses by introducing the
notion of petty bourgeois positions (self-employed, independent
intellectuals who control their process of ideological production)
and “semi-autonomous” positions (positions which have some
control over their immediate production of ideology, but do not
control the apparatus of ideological production at all). A novel-
ist might fall into the former category, an assistant professor
into the latter. For present purposes, however, I will use the
simpler schema of bourgeois, contradictory locations and pro-
letarian positions within the ideological apparatuses.™

Extended Definitions of Classes

On the basis of this discussion of fundamental class interests,
we can now give a more elaborate definition of classes within
capitalist society. The working class can be defined as those
positions which:

82.In practice, these three levels within the political and ideological
apparatuses can be operationalized in much the same way that the social
relations of production at the economic level were operationalized. That is, the
working class position in both cases involves exclusion from control over
resources, physical means of production/administration, and labour power. The
contradictory location involves exclusion from any basic control over resources,
but generally does involve some amount of control over physical means of
production/administration and labour of others. Finally the bourgeois position
in both the political/ideological apparatuses and the economy involves sub-
stantial amounts of control over resources, physical means of production/
administration and labour.

83. While it is fairly easy to define a petty-bourgeois position at the ideolog-
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(a) occupy the working class position within the social relations
of production, i.e., wage labour which is excluded from control
over money capital, physical capital and labour power; or,
(b) are linked directly to the working class through immediate
family or class trajectories; or,
(c) occupy working class positions within political and ideologi-
cal apparatuses, i.e., positions which are excluded from either
the creation or execution of state policy and ideology.
In a complementary manner, the bourgeois class can be
defined as those positions which:
(a) occupy the bourgeois position within the social relations of
production, i.e., positions of control over money capital, physical
capital and labour power; or,
(b) are linked directly to the bourgeoisie through families or
class trajectories; or,
(c) occupy bourgeois positions within the political and ideologi-
cal apparatuses, i.e., positions which involve the control over
the creation of state policy and the production of ideology.
Finally, contradictory class locations between the bourgeoisie
and the proletariat can be defined as those positions which:
(a) occupy a contradictory location within the social relations of
production, i.e., positions which involve a non-coincidence of
relations of control over money capital, physical capital and
labour power; or,
(b) are linked directly to contradictory locations through
families or class trajectories; or,
(¢) occupy a contradictory location within the political and
ideological apparatuses, i.e., execute but do not create state
policy, or disseminate but do not control the production of
bourgeois ideology.

Class Structure and Class Struggle .
It is all very well and good to clarify the structure of positions
defined by social relations of production and to link these to

ical level (independent intellectuals), it is much less clear how to define a pet_ty
bourgeois location at the political level. This suggests, possibly, a critical dif-
ference between political and ideological levels of social structures: the political
level is much more tightly organized within the framework of capitalist rela-
tions than is the ideological.



