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C l a s s  aa an esonomic category denoting d i f fe ren t  types of 

elaine on social  product, e.ppesro'd first i n  a systematic fashion i~ 

the phyeiocratic analysis or' bench  society. I n  h i s  Tablem l eaono- 

dque, bancois Qesnay distinguished three olassee, which. were the 

'productive c l amf  of the farmers, 'dis.tributive c lass '  of t he  land- 
Ll 

ownera end the l s t e r i l  e class l of tradesmen and merchants. 

Adam Smith, though he did not  exp l i c i t l y  t a lk  about alaeses, 

oleerly recognised throe d i f fe ren t  groups of economic agents , uho had 

different "'unotione i n &  diviai; . : .~ of labour and had different  eouruee 

of imome. Saith thus wroto, "the who1 e annual pmduce . . . taken 

oomplexly mwt i.ebolvo &%sell' h . r u  tho oame t h r e e ~ p a r t s ,  and be par- 
. , 

oelled oui m o w  dif ferent  inhc t .  t m t s  ~f tho c o u ~ t r y ,  e i t he r ' a e  the 

=gee of. their  labour, the p rof i t s  o f  their ~:tock, on the rent o f  
d 

their landw. 

Ricardo aleo explic'itl'y recognioed these three clasaee, a r i s i ng  - 

2/ 
three di f ferent  sources of livelihood., 

In the 19th contury, the concept of c lass  assumed. a cruaial  

rele i n  the m i t i n g s  of  h is tor ians  also. Clrseee as aggre&es of 

prople with similar ' c i v i l  conditiont were regarded 'as  principal 

aoton of history. Histori'cal and soc ia l  changes were depicted i n  
, 

toma of struggles between classes. Thus the h n c h  h i s t o r i a l  Gulsot 

Irrcribed 3 re l ig ious  and p o l i t i c a l  struggles i n  &gland i n  tbe 

.brenteentk century as a "screec f o r  the socia l  quostion,' the atrmggl e 
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ef rsrioue classee for  poxor and influenoew. 



Tbe concept of c l a s s  w a s  e levated t o  a new s t a t u s  i n  the mi- 

t inge of Marx, I n  Marx's t h e o r e t i c a l  framework, the concept of  c l a s s  

became both an a n a l y t i c a l  and A h i s t o r i c a l  category i n  which the econw 

mic content  o f  c l a s s  as formulated i n  c l a s s i c i d  p o l i t i c a l  economy waa 

synthesised with t h e  po l i t i co -h i s to r i ca l  content  o f  the French h i s to -  

r iana.  As Col lo t i  has observed, i n  Marx, the concept of  c l a s s  assumes: 

A 'double s ignif icance ' ,  " f i r s t l y  a s  f a c t o r s  o r  ob joc t ive  condit ions 

o f  production and secondly as the  p o l i t i c a l  agents o f  the whole human 
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s o c i a l  proceean. The only m J o r  t h e o r e t i c a l  i n t e rven t ion  i n  the 

theory of s o c i a l  c l a sees  a f t e r  Marx was t h a t  by Max Weber who aought 

t o  play down the  grand a n a l y t i c a l  r o l e  that Msrx a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  

category of c laas .  

Apart from theso two m a o r  t h e o r e t i c a l  approaches i n  - . tbe study 

of s o c i a l  c laeses ,  we may take n o t e  o f  a t h i r d  one, which may be gene- 

r a l l y  l abe l l ed  se .the f u n c t i o n a l i s t  approach t o  the study of s o c i a l  

c lasses ,  assoc ia ted  with 'the nmea o f  Emile' k k h o i m ,  Kingeley Davie, 

Ta lcot t  Parsons among o there. These authors conaider s o c i a l  strati- 

f i c a t i o n  a p t e m  as an i n t e g r a l  and necessary aspec t  of any complex 

s ~ c i e t y .  A complex soc ie ty ,  according t o  them, is  dis t inguished by 

the presence of  h i & l y  devclopod d i v i s i c n  of labour. There e x i s t s ,  

therefore,  a number of  d i s t i n c t  and s p e c i f i c  r o l e s  which must be per- 

formed. The funct ion o f  a s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  system i s  to a l l o c a t e  theee 

r o l e s  t o  d i f f e ren t  individuals  s o  t h a t  they a r e  motivated t o  perform 

t h e i r  r o l e ,  Since a f f e r e n t  r o l e s  have d i f f e ren t  degree c f  functional 

necess i ty  in  t h e i r  view, d i f f e r e n t  r o l e s  should be associated with 

d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  of  income, s o c i a l  s t a t u s  and pres t ige ,  Clearly, 

c l a s s '  cont radic t ion  and c l a s s  s t r u g ~ l e e  have no r o l e  to  play i n  Buch 



a framework. I n  f a c t ,  the  p r f i y t , n t s  cf t h i s  appruach emphaaiee the 

errentidl harmony of i n t e r o s t s  between d i f f e r  :nt e o c i a l  strata r a t h e r  

ku the contradiction betweep *em. We. do not  think i t  necessary ' f o r  

ur to  ga i n to  apy more e labora te  e rpoe i t ion  c f  t h i s  approach. A l l  t h e  

recent theoretical developments, i n  the theory of c lassee are  essen- 

tially..refinement and reformulation c f  .tbe i d m a  uf the two major 

theorists, nanely Marx and Weber a n d . i n  t h e  present  paper we shall 

mainly discuee the theor i e s  cf a c c l a l  c laeses  expoundod by them. 

I n  Section I of t h i s  paper we s h a l l  pmvide  a n  out l fne  of 

theory of cle8eee. I n  sec t ion  11, Marx's theory impl i c i t  i n  

rritings i s  discussed. I n  eec t ion  I11 we t ake  a c r i t i c a l  

eome of the r ecen t  reformulations of the  Warxian theory. I n  

IV ,  we present  a theory o f  olaeaea o f  our own t h a t  we bel ieve 

i r  rooted i n  the Marxian concept. 

Sect ion I 

Veber' s theory o f  e ooia l  c laeees 

Vebkr, ooneidered classoa t o  be duet one cf  tb stratification 

ryrG.8 prevalent i n  m y  complex society.  For h i m ,  c lassee  merely 
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reyermted;  "poeeible and frequent basee f o r  communal actionm. 

Ir fact  Veber conoidered other  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n .  system8 giving r i s e  t o  

more cohesive s o c i a l  groupe. I n  pa r t i cu la r ,  s troti fi ca t ion  by e ta tua ,  

reekding to bber, is the moat important c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of a complex 

reciety . 
Clamme, i n  Weber, m e  defined i n  tern of ' l i f e  chaaces' whiah 

demk,  "the klnd of control  o r  l ack  of it whiah the i n d i d d u a l  hee 



over goudc; and aeryices and existinu poseibilitiea of thelr ekploita- !u 
tion for the attainment of receipts within a given e.conomic ordern. 

'Life-chanoe9 therefore refere t'o the appcrtunity iY1 individual has, 

to enJoy socially produced use valuea, not far a certain moment hut 

sver h is  en t i re  life-period.. 1ndividud.e with airnil= l i f e  chances 

are &en s a i d  t o  be t n  tbe same ' cl8ss-elhation' . 
Claeaea, ther.efore, constitute a s t ra t i f ica t ion .  eysfem i n ,  the 

economic dimexmion alone. What i e  more, Weber considered economicdl$ 

determined claaees as  8 relevant e t ra t i f ias t ion  eyeten only i n  the 

contert o f  a market-economy:- "the kind of ohance i n  tho market is 

the decieive manent which present a aommon condltLon -for the i n d i d -  

dual's fate. Claae eituation is i n  this sense, ultimately market 
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aitua&nn. IndiPiduale whoee f a t e  are  not determined i n  tbe market, 

therefore cannot constitute a cl&e. For example, alavea, aeoordixg 

t o  Weber d idno t  conetltute a a l ~ s s .  'hey rather formed a ' e t a h e  

group' 0 

Weber; however, did not s p e l l .  out why tbe system of s t r e f l -  

caticn by claasee should be reetr ic ted t o  fhe nrrrket economies ' d one4 

Hie' definition of lif'e chancib a r e  general eno- t o  be applicable 

i n  any eaonomic system snd cleeees a h a d  be considered t o  exist  I&& 

ever ' l i f e  chanueai d i f fer  systematically between' social '   ups. ' ~ h d  

conPualon arlseo, probably, because of Weber' 8 inaietonco tbt claesq 

are  determined only by economic factors alone, more precisely by the 

nature of d i s t r ibh lon  of goods and servioee. Slnoe only i n  a dey& 

loped market eaonomy, distribution of goode and wrvicoa appears to 

be independent of the distribution of aocial  e t a w s  and power, .Veber 

could recogniee the existence of ulaesea only i n  a m r k o t  econai$: 



But in .the ease o f  c slavo society ,  w b r e  the sphere o f  eomcaaq wat, 

not so neatly eeparoted at n manifoat level  From other e ~ h o r e s  of 

sooial aativl t ies,  Wo1>az f a i l ed  t o  ident i fy  1 .  o l ~ a e  i n  the aenat, 210 

undarstood i n  th:.: sr ciety. 

Veber dietiuguished three types o f  aocial clnos, R r s t l y ,  8 

'property clasa' ~ . - 1 ~ i e t a  :tf nembers whose l i fe  chucoa are "prinarilp 

determined by thc dif f e r a  t i a t i on  of property holdings*. Secondly, 

8 olasr wns dofiner? ne rn vacquisiticrn aleee' when "the class eitua- 

tion of i t 8  a6315ars 18 p r i l a r i l y  determined by t he i r  opporturrity f e r  
LV 

tho exp la f ta t i c~  c f  ;orvicos on the marketu. And thirCly, Weber 

defined a tsoain?. ; l ~ s ~ *  t; bo composed of the "plura l i ty  o f  clrras 

fitatuses betwebn w7-:Lch r.n inteic?mnge bf individuals on n personal 

buie  o r  i n  the cot  - C ~ P  ~f tyneration iB readi ly  p ~ l s d b l e  and e p i c a l l y  

luge  group ~f p e o ~ l o  noed nut produce orcqmiaed and comoioua oorpo- 

rate actiom by $be n~cbors of that group. B e  exp l i c i t l y  famula te3  

tLa oandttiolrs t t c t  would prcduco conecicue c l a m  ooUtlvities. - the 

amfit importnnt being "the ?oaaib%lity of conoentrnting on opponents w 
d a r e  the InUnedihte conf l ic t  of i n t e r ee t s  I s  d tall'. 

Weber oonsidered thoso conditions si only rare onen und : rJy 

i. I h m  came af Persons, "who nre completely unakillod w i t h ~ u t  prcport- 

u d  dapondent on emp? oyment thout regular oocupntion", .lid ho think 

cf emergonce o f  a n  ~ r g a n i a d  ' occi  a1 class' 



Ve. or t o ~ k  ' soc ia l  otntus' cf a p r s o n  t o  be a mare important! 

determinant of  'the person* e scicial behsviour and \>eliefs ,  than hfa 

*c l a s s  status1.  According t o  him, t he  term 'eccia l  s tatus '  is t o  5 i  

applded t o  a   typic all^ affect ive  claim t o  posit ive o r  negative pri- 

vi lege w i t h  respect  t o  eocinl prest ige so  far a s  it res ta  an one or 

more of the fol lodmg 5 2 ~ ; 3 :  (a) mode of l iving;  (b)  a formal pro- 

cess of education which may coneist  i n  anpirical  o r  rrrticnal t r a i n i r  

and the  acquisi t ion of thu mmespondiag modes of  l i f e ,  o r  (c )  on 
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the prest ige of b i r t h ,  o r  of an occupation'. A ' s t a tu s  eraup* i a  

consti tuted by h d i v i d u e l s  having aimilar 'status s i t u a t i o ~ ' .  

Individuals belonging t o  a s t a tu s  group a r e  distinguished from othe! 

by their apecifio ' s ty lee  of l i f e ' ,  according them o "apocific; poei 

ti& o r  negative, soc i a l  wtimation cf honourn, The s t a tu s  group8 

a re  conaidered t o  be nore hornc&enous, cohesive and a closed m e i d  

coup with no free entry pornitted, The development of s tatus,  

therefore become8 a "question cf s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  rea t in3  upon uaru- 

pation". 

Weber thus soes ' s t a tus  groups' and claeaeel aa two di f fera  

ayaten of a t r a t i f i c a t i o n  uithout havlng any defermimite mla t ion  be' 

ween the  two,A St ra t i f i ce to ry  status may be base'd on c l a s s  s ta tus  

d i r ec t l y  or  re la ted  t o  it in oomplex wws. It ia not, however, 

determined by t h i s  alone . . . . Conversely, s o d a 1  d*& mG part1 

or  even wholly determine claes s t a b ,  without howe-, being iden- -w 
t i c a l  with ita. Thus c lass  s t a tu s  o f  an off icer ,  a c i v i l  servant, 

and 'a student m a y  be widely di f ferent ,  although they 46, mcordind 

t o  Weber, a l l  i n  s i m i l a r  social  s ta tus ,  %ecauee they adhere t o  

the same mode of l i f e  i n  all relevant aspects  a8 4 r e s u l t  of .their 
ld 

. common educationa. 



For Weber ' class' is n o t  -.A important soaioloqical category 
\ 

rime he does not consider class conflicts t o  be the most decisive . 

factor behind social changes, In h is  f'ramework, confl ic ts  eyer 

unequal distribution of social s ta tus  and power Is the moe t important 

8eurue of sod+ changes. In f ac t ,  the discrepancy b etreen the status 

)oaition Bnd class position of a particular s o d a 1  group and confli- 

eta sriaing thereof are  considered t o  be a more important source cf 

aoalal change than the conflicts between c l a s e e s  

Section I1 

Marrian Theory of -%cia1 Classes 

Tho- the concept of social  clasa.ooaupies a csntral  

in  H a r d a n  theory of society and economy, th~ugh Marx employed this 

eoncept-in almoet everything he wrote, he sf arted formulating a' 

Pnciee definition o f  social class only i n  the third '  volume of Capital, 

Worfrmntely the manuscript breaks of f  when Xarx had only mentioned 

Wxee Ipagor claeeen of a oapi tal ia t  eo.ciety, i n  fac t  capitriLiet 

In  thiii last chapter of capital ,  ~ a r x  however, givs;a negative 

-wet to the question of that constltutee a alaae - that ia ,  "the 

idoatif of fevenues and 'sources n i  rererme~" are not: suffialenf 

f o r  g r o o u m  ekparate individuals i n t i  one clase, because olheniae,  . 
' 19/ 

.-ic*m. i d  off l c i a l s  , e.g. would also ' cons t lh te  two olasseaw. 



I n  ;he absence of a p r e c i ~ a  def in i t ion  of c lass  i n  Marx's own 

writings, there is no other d t e r n a t i v e  than t o  reconstruct a defi- 

n i t i on  and theory 6f class based on tho uses made by him of t he  con- 

cept  i n  his writings. 

'he theory o? e o c i d  clasaee impl ic i t  i n  Marxt s writ inqe ie 

or(fanic.dly linked with Marx's conception cf socioty and sources o f  

h i s to r i ca l  chaneea occuring within hunan societies. Marx conoeived 

of h a a n  society as  a 'group of indi.vidu&ls i n  def in i te  re la t ions  w i  t h  

.each other. Marx thus wrote, "wbat i s  society, whatever its forn 
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may be? The product o f  ~ e n ' k  reciprocal  sctionsn. Each of these 

reciprocal actions deecribo a re la t ion  between the actors. I n d i d -  

duals  within a society, can, therefore, be a l so  oharacteriaed by an 

ensemble of soc ia l  relations. Among the multitude ~f theae sooial r4 
l a t i ons ,  all are not  of equal s ta tue ,  Someof them are determined 

by others. The corneratme of kcrrxian framework of soc ia l  and h i s t o ;  

r i c a l  analysis i s  t h a t  the re la t ions  .of production ' which men enter 
I 

with each other while producing t h e i r  means of l ivel ihocd is the pri4 

nary determinint o f  a l l  other s o c i a l  relat ions.  Marx gave a heuristd 

jua t i f i ca t ion  f o r  this approach, 

Since " l i f e  involvos before anything e l se  eating and drink- 

ing; housing, clothing and various other thinge . . . ' the  f i r s t  histo-I 

r i c a l  a c t  i e  thus the pmduction of the mans +a s a t i s f y  theae -needs, 
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the productlonof material life itself''. Ihe productionof materid 

l i f e  l a  not  aimply, "the reproduction of the physical existence of 

the indioidualb'" "Rather it i s  n def in i te  form 6f acDtvity o f '  them 

individuals,  a & f i n i t e  form ~f expre5sing:thetr l i f e ,  8.0 they .are. 

What they are, therefore, coincide8 with t h e i r  producticn, both with 

what they produce and with how they produce. Hence what indivlduala 



9 
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are dependa on the  material  conditions of  t h e i r  productionn. 'Phue 

it La clear that  Harx b e i i o v d  that the n a t e r i a l  condttione of produ- 

rUon i n  which a m a  f inds  himself u l t imate ly  determines h i s  behaviou- 

ral pattern - hie ac t ions  vis-a-vis o ther  membera of  tho society. 

&om the above proposition it may a l s o  be included that i f  a 

r a t  of people a r e  in  iden t i ca l  pos i t ion ,  i n  r e s y c t  o f  'material  con- 

miom of production*.. they z~oy be expected t o  a c t  s i ~ i l a r l y  i n  d i f f -  

o m t  eaaaomic and p o l i t i c a l  c ~ n j u n c t u r e e  and we may group them 50- 

&hor 80 far aa t h e i r  s o c i a l  p rac t i ces  are concerned. 

'Phe expressions l ike  ' posi t ions  i n  respect  c f material  condition 

ef produotion', paei t ions i n  the  s o c i a l  o r m i a a t i o n  of  production' 

ul 'poclition in  respect  'of r e l a t i o n s  of  productient are generally con- 

8idOr.d aa equiralent i n  t h e  &mist literature. mough these expre- 

8riam .rrbound i n  the b r r i a t  l i t e r a t u r e ,  we haw no systematic presen- 

M a n  of the content o f  these term i n  Marxta own writings. Before 

m .pncee9 it i a  necesa ary .to explcre Marx's o m  writ ings , t o  get an 

ilea about the operational content of these supposed q a i v a l e n t  

rxpm8ione. 

Hard understood re la t ione  cf  pruduction as a complkx categary 

k s r i ~  reveral dlmenelona. Relations betwoen individuals  t h a t  a r e  

ebtalaed i n  fhe sphere of production aeed t o  be expressed i n  each of 

tke& diremioms o r  oo-ordinat-. According t o  our understanding of 

hrr, selations of production between individuals  c ~ l l  be deecribed 

ir tom. of  four co-ordinates. They are discussed i n  t h e  following: 

(a) Rolatiom i n  reepect of co-opersticn i n  thi3 work proceesr- 

lrperous l ~ b o u r e r a  w r k  together  aide by d i  de. whether i n  -one 

er tho r u e  proceee o r  im d i f f e r e n t  but connected proceae, Marx 

4 e m m L b I  them ae working i n  co-operatdon, Existence of  the ao-operativ 



labour p ~ c  oas, obviously ?resupsosea the existence of divis ion of 

labour within . the society.  Relations between individuals  arf d n g  

through t h i s  co-operation are indiaa ted  in t h e  s p e c i f i c  and in ter re .  

l a t e d  Atncti  dne they car ry  out. Marx analyeed the  s t r u c t u r e  of 

co-operatiqn only i n  the conte;ct of the o a p i t a l i s t  socioty. A oapi- 

talist labour process has two fold nature,  "which on the one h a d  

is a s o c i a l  p o c e s s  f o r  p r ~ d u c i n g  use values, on the o ther  a proceal 
2 9  

f o r  ,c rea t ing  surplus valuen. This double na ture  o f  co-cperation 

i n  t u r n  leads  t o  the  second aapect of  r e l a t i o n  o f  production, 

(b )  Relat ion o f  control:  

The second aspect  of prcductlon r e l a t i o n  i s  t h a t  of cont ro l '  

whereby 0nr.3' labotir i s  cont ro l le2  by mother ,  This control  of labc 

of ono by another has p. double nature,  

I n  m e  aspect,  this contrcl  is a purely technica l  necess i ty  

whe~ove? the labour prccess i s  b w a d  on co-operation of ihdividual  

labowers .  I n  the  c a p i t a l i s t  labour process , i n  particular, "the 

co+oporation of wage labourers  is e n t i r e l y  .brought about by the  capl 
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t a l  t h a t  employs themn. Since the aseembling of workforce is 

brought about by an .  ex terna l  forue, i.e., cap i t a l ,  the work o f  super- 

v i s i o n  and d i rec t ion  becomes one of thefhnction of cap i t a l ,  Hence 

c a p i t a l  . requi res  a specia l  mcup of managere, foremen e tc. h o s e  

exclusive funct ion i s  t o  supervise and commend the labour pmcess 01 

behalf of the  c a p i t a l i s t .  The o t h e r  aspect  o f  c,ontrol is a s o d a 1  
... . 

one described i n  our next coordinate of  produo tLbn relat ions.  

( c )  !he r e l a t i o n  of exploi tat iont  

The nbove r e l a t i o n  of cont ro l  i n  i t 8  s o d a l .  aapect is a lso  a 



relatiou of erploiZG&fon, which i s  tho D O S ~  c r u c i ~ l  one f o r  the 

ident i f icat ion of c laeaes i n  i5o l iamian  fhmwork .  I n  f a c t  tho  

sogal  relat ions of d o ~ i n s n c e  and subjugat ion of  rJnz cL.:s8 by mother  

ie determined by thi o aspec t  of production relation. This m l a t i o n  

is mppased between my t w o  econcmic ugo~ts whenever cno ex t rac t s  

surplus labour from the other. 

( d) The property re la t ion:  - 
Rnally,  a l l  tho above r e l a t i o n e ,  f o r  

ctf on presupposes cor t d n  Rmma o f  prc?erty. 

their continued reprodu- 

'i'houeh, egparently pro- 

perty descfibes a relo. t ion between man md object,  fo r  Marx property 

i'e ement ia l ly  a r e l a t i , > n  'Jetwaen nan and man i n  s o  far as property 

right over m objec t  confors sose soa ia l ly  enf orceable r i g h t s  with 

reference t o  the o b j a t  aFrclycs o the r  members o f  tha society.  Marx 

distinguiahos between s i a p l e  ycssession and property. Posseasion 

etpreeees only the copscity of sn ind iv idual  o r  a community t o  use  

some objecta, bu t  property o x p u s s e s  the capacity t o  u t i l i s e  means 

o f  production fo r  ex t r ac t ing  surplus labour ou t  af t he  d i r ~ c t  

P ~ O ~ C  -8. 

Hear, .when he  discusses an ocononic egs tom a t  a very high l e v e l  

o f  abetraction e.g. i n  ih.e conceptual framework of  modes of pmduction 
\ 

recognisoe tm 'ievelci i n  each c>f .  the f o u r  co-ordinates o f  production 

relation6 doecribec! above. Thus, i u  the f i r n t  co-ordinate we have 

the categories - and non ,-roducera. Pra lucers  a re ,  engaged 

13 the co-operati ve ' labour proceao , they a r e  par o f  the co-operative t 
labourera.. In the cont ro l  aspect  of  production r&itic;ns, only two 

categories a r e  developed - those whose labour i s  cont ro l led  by, o ther8  

and thoee who cont ro l  others '  lab.,ur. I n  the thira c&ordinate the 



two level .  .. are - the exploiters .-nd the exploited. In  the fourth 

co-ordinate we have owners and non owners. 

Marx, however, does not consider these aspe ctsof pmduc tiun 

re la t ions  a s  indopendent o f  each ~ t h o r .  I n  fac t ,  tb rolatdoaa of  

exploitat ion i s  taken t o  30 the most crucia l  arrd all other aspects 

are thought t o  be &pendent on it. h e r e s u l t  Marx recognisea two 

basic classes characterising every known nodes of production, 'Phe 

c l a s s  i r f  di rec t  ~roducers,who are exploited and do not own pmperr'ty, 

though they may be i n  possessicn cf some par t s  o f  the means of pmdul 

ction, stands i n  opposition to the  c l a s s  o f  non producers, who a r e  

a l so  owners of property and d i r ec t  appropriators of  surplus labour, 

This dichotomic image o f  class s t ruc ture  appears with a l i t e r a r y  

f lour i sh  i n  the Communist Manifesto i n  an o f t  quoted passage. Vhe 

h i s to ry  o f  a l l  h i ther to  exis t ing socie ty  i s  the h i s to ry  o f  c l a s s  

struggles. fieeman an6 slave, p . t r i c i a n  and plebianp lord  and se r f ,  

gui ld  maater and journeyman, i n  a word oppressor and oppressed, stood 

i n  c;onstant opposition t o  onqanother, carried on an uninterrupted, 
- - 

2fi/ 
now hidden, now open fight". 

It may agpear from thc above poseage that Warx, the revolu- 

tionary propagandist, in h i s  penchant for makizig sweeping generalf sai 

t i on  and dramatisation of h i s to r i ca l  changes, has brushed aside a l l  

the cornpiexities of the socia l  s t ruc ture  of a r e a l  socie ty  and redud 

t h e  course of h i s to r i ca l  development t o  a simplified account whioh 

bears no empirical cokresyondence. But if we study the more mature 

theoret ica l  works of Marx, especial ly h i s  analya'es of thb 19th cda- 

tury Fhnch society, we f ind a nuch deeper and complex understanding '. 
of sooial  classes. 



I n  f a c t  struggles between t h e  minori ty  c l a s s a a  are considered 

a8 a more impor-kant determinant o f the  observed his t o r i c d  changers. 

&gels, thus introduced "The class struggle i n  Francs 1848-50" with 

the f o l l ~ w i n g  wordo: "101 revo1ution.s u3to the p ~ e s e n t  day have 

resulted i n  tho disy;lacemnt of one d e f i n i t e  c l a s s  rule by another,  

bnf all ruling c l a s s e s  upto now h v e  been only smal l  minorities i n  

them remlut i t ins  wao t h a t  tbey were minori ty  revolut ions .  Even 

when the majcri t y  took p a r t ,  it, d i d  so  - whether w i l l i n g l y  o r  no t  - 
26/ 

only i n  the service o f  a n i n o r i  ty ".. 
The p ic tu re  of  e c l a s ~  s t r u g g l e s  fn tho h i s t o r y  t h e t  emerges 

from the above passage is entirely d i f f e r e n t  f r c n  the Gne that w e  

have found f'rom t h ~  p.sssatp in tne Ccmmunist Manifes t a .  The c o n f l i c t  

between di f fe ren t  minor i ty  c l a s s e s  o f  o?preodoss r ep re sen t ing  diffe- 

rent forms of opprsssion i s  ccnsidered here  cia the d e t e r d n a n t  of 

sppreesed ma;j.ority, ! h e  struggi os of t he  oppressed majority assume 

historical impor";clz only i n  so- as these 8trU$&38 have a cata- 

lyctic e f f ec t  i n  hastonin? the dissolution of the 'o ld  f o r n  of  oppre- 

asion; -; For example, it was nc;t t he  c t ruggles  between the  serfs and 

landlords t h a t  gave r i s e  t o  a new econcmic order  i.e. cap i ta l i sm i n  

th; place of  feudnlism b u t  the ' s t m g g l e a  between' the l andlords  and 

tb.. boutgeorsi e 

Thus we obtain two \lif ferent, in f a c t ,  conf l i b t i n $  view p o i n t s  

*bout the h i s t o r i c a l  importmce of  two d f f  f e r e n t  ca t ego r i e s  of class 

rtrugglea as the prime nover o f  h ia tory .  The problem arises because 

Marx cerrltta o u t  hi8 anslpis of claeses at two 'dkf fe ront  levels. 



I n  h i s  ar . lysis  of the 4yrmics *f a .:iven modo o f  production, 

which is an abst ract  theoret ica l  construct, c lass  appears 89 an 

analyt ica l  category, and contrndictions between *e two basic 

classes characterising a i$ven mode of pmduc t ion provide the dyna- 

mics 3f the economy. For example, i n  the feudal node o f  production, 

contradictions between tho l o r d s  and serfs cannot but be the most 

important deterninant of  social dynamics. But i n  m y  real aociew, 

the pure cstegories of logicel ly  defined classes o f  a def in i te  mode 

of production appear i n  vrrriod and mixed forms., Etrthermore, which 

is more important, categoriss r e l a t ed  t o  two' d i f ferent  mode8 of pro- 

duction coexist i n  my r e a l  society a t  any given point of time, 

Theref ore, when Marx analyses the. soc i a l  a t ructure  of a concrete 

society,  he has in racoqnise nr,t only the existence o f  social  claases 

but a l s o  of Fractions of classes, soc i a l  strata not belonging 4t0 

any c l a s s  and even simply wgregates of individuals which he c a l l s  

Haeses, Thua i n  "Tho Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte" Marx 

mentions a long list of .social categories of individuals with def in iq  

interests of t he i r  own - "the aristocrscy of finance, the industrial 

b~urgeo is ie ,  the middle class,  the pe t ty  bourgeoisie, the army, the 

lumpenproletariat organised aa tho Mobile guard, the  in te l l ec tua l  &v 
l i gh t s ,  the clergy and .the ru ra l  populationn. 

Obviously Morx does not consider a l l  the above socia l  groups 

a s  soc ia l  classes but he clowly recogniaes theae socia l  groups as 

d i s t i n c t  socia l  strata which played important p o l i t i c a l  role i n  a 

par t icular  juncture of history. It is in teres t ing to  note that Marx 

t r ea t s ,  two f ract ions  of the bourgeoisie, namely ' t h e  aristocracy 

of flnanael and ' the  indus t r ia l  bourgeoisie' separately and i n  f a c t  



recogniaes some important c o n f h c t s  Setween thesa t ~ j  strata, al- 

though i n  respect  of production r e l a t i o n s ,  a t  l e a s t  io t e r m s  o f  re la -  

t i o n  of exploi ta t ion md property r e l a t iona  hiq, ~ e r o  twc str3t.a 

occupy aimilar posi t iono i n  the s o c i a l  organisat ion of production. 

I n  respect  of the pensantry Mmx uscs the expression "pemant  

meseean instead of t r e a t i n 3  t h m  a s  a d i s t i n c t  clt?so. Ilhat is, 

.therefore, required, acccrdin;. t o  Marx, fa a c e r t a i n  s ~ c i n l  g o u p  

to be called a c l a s s  is t h a t  t he re  ex ia t a  a p o t e n t i a l  f o r  r e a l i s a b l e  

unity among the  nembors o f  t h a t  group80 

Marx thus writes:- "In s o  far a s  nill ' ions o f  f a n i l l e e  l i v e  

under econodc conditions of ex is tence  t h a t  aoparate  t h e i r  modo of  

l i fe ,  their .  i n t e r e s t s  ar,d their c u l t u r e  from tho80 of other 'c laasea,  

and put them i n  h o ~ t i i e  pireition t o  t h e  l a t t e r ,  they form a clasa. 

I n  eo far as OIere i a  a merely a l o c a l  i n t e r c o ~ e c t i o n  among these 

amell hozding peasants a d  i d e n t i t y  o f  t h e i r  interests begets no 

community, no na t ional  bond and no p o l i t i c a l  o r g n i s a t i o n ,  they do n o t  
28/. 

form a claseff. Therefore, t h e  u n i t y  among nanbors l!f a clasa nus t  

be s unity opposed against ancthor u n i t y  r e i r eoen t i aq  a d i f f e r e n t  

cleea. "The separa te  ind iv idue lo  f o r n  a clasa only i r .  SO far. as 

they have t o  car ry  o u t  a ccsnmm batt le  ageina t  sngther  c lasa;  other- 
29/ 

iuiae they tire on h o s t i l e  term witn oach o the r  aa coupetitors". 
1 

' The c o n t r d i c t i o n  between two claseea i a  not tho c o l l e c t l  on 
# 

of all the contradict ions o x h t i n g  between indiv idual  members of two 

olassee. &tialiy, the ' cont radic t ions  between '*WO nabcent cloaaes 

appear ao individcal '  c o a f i i  c t s  between individual me~bore of two 

olaeeee. The process through which t h i s  c o n f l i c t  between i s o l a t e d  

and separate fndiv iduals  take the f o r n  of cont radic t ion  between tnc 



clasaea i ~ .  c a l l e d  t h e  process of -Formation o f  soc i  ~l clase. Marx 

a t  fhe objec t ive  haterial l e v e l ,  common clnas & h a t  ions a r e  created 

f o r  a m a s s  of ind iv iduals  &;aim t another c lass .  The c l a s s  strugg- 

l e e  a t  t h i s  l e v e l  i s  carrier!. c u t  b y  spontaneous combinations of the 

members of a c lass .  The c l a s s  e x i s t s  here  as a p o t e n t i a l  force,  . . 

aa a ' c l a s s  i n  i t s e l f 1  . A ' c l c s s  for  i t s e l f '  cornea i n t o  existence, 

-when the  members of s c l z s s  3ecome conscious o f  t h e i r  c l a s s  posit ions 

and seek to  r e a l i s e  t h e i r  objec t ive  c l a s s  i n t e r e s t  throu& organieed 

p o l i t i c a l  prac t ice .  

Sect ion I11 

Some recent  reformul.ations of Marx1s theory o f  scc i  el claeeee 

Poulantsae and' a t r u c t u r d  2etorr.ina t i o n  of s o c i a l  c lasses:  - 
' S t ruc tu ra l  determinaticn o f s o c i a l  ' c lasses t  and ' claas  pod-  

t ione '  a r e  the tw6 key concepts of Poulsntzas 's  version of Marxian 

theory of s o c i a l  c lasses .  Tho s t r u c t u r a l  determination of e o c i a l  

c l a s ses '  r e f e r  t o  "cs r t a in  objec t ive  places occupied b y . t h e  s o c i a l  

agent  i n  the  s o c i a l  d iv i s iun  c f  lnbour,  places which a r e  indopenlent 
\ 3 d  

of the w i l l  a f  theso aqc.ntstt. A s o c i a l  c lass ,  according t o  Poulant 3 
"is defined by i t 8  placo i n  the  s o c i a l  d iv i s ion  of labour  as a whole! 

By s o c i a l  d iv i s ion  of labour,  Poulantzes not only designates  t h e  

r e l a t i o n s  of productions, but a l s o  i d e o l o d c a l  and p o l i t i c a l  re lat ion8 

obtaining i n  a given s o c i a l  formation. For Poulantzsa, "economic 

place of  the  s o c i a l  asents"  i s  not  s u f f i c i e n t  ' t o '  dutornine s o c i a l  

c l a s ses  anti p o l i t i c a l  md ideolog..  c a l  aspec ts  muet a l s o  be c~naidered .  



oUrses ooihdde with socinl  practice i.e, c l - se  struggle and only 
3d 

ibflnrd in their  mutual oppositionn. By clese struggle, howe~er, 

Poulantsaa does not  mean any organbed and consdous po l i t i c a l  p r a b  

tiom of a goup  of soc ia l  seente but ohly t o  the preeence of mutual 

rnhgoniam betxesz :lasses, which are  being repmduced day by dag, 

In otbr words c lass  struggles continue, according to him, even whtm 

m politically c0naciou.s class o rpmiea t i  on e d a  ta. 

By 'alasa position' Poulanttas r e f e r s  t o  the concrete positiorr 

r 8truoturally deteznined socia l  c lees  adopt i n  'each spec i f ic  om- 

Junoture' of history, A socia l  c l s sa  therefore; "mw take up a 

dams poaltr on that doea not corrempond to i t e  in te res te ,  U e h  ere 

dafined by the c l a s s  datermination t h a t  defines the  horicon o f  class w 
.0WglCbn. I+ me.. no p.??_?m t > n +  n 61888 O r  a fract ion of a aha8  

s 

bkmh up a ?lams position whict i: inconeistent with it8 M e r e e t s  

dQived from i t a  etracturdl de-cennination, Fbr example; "the labour 

the fact  cf its 

- ... *.." .. , .,,,,-, "tures takes up class poai tiona that are 

!Chis doea riot mean t b a t  i n  m+ cmea the labour 

par t  of tho bourgeoieiet r a the r  It re-, 

etructural c leas  determination, part o f  the 

b l t r ~ l F  and' alass-f or- l teelf* which he r e j e c t  a as a Hegeliaa 

rohama, with his own dia t inct ion,  between '8truo;fural. class  defeimi- 
\ 

u t l o h ~  ~d ' o ~ a a s  poet tion*. ~ o u l a n t s m  emphatically argue@ tbt, 

.ideologleal and p o l i t i c a l  r e l a t i on  1.e.. the $laced of po l iUaa l  

.sd idwloglcql dominatka anC subordination are &naelvee p e t  o f  



the s t r u c t u r d  determination ~f clzss;  there i s  no question of ob3ec- 

t i r e  place being the r e s u l t  only of economic place kthin the re la t ion 

of production, while pol i t ica l ,  and ideological elements only belong 
1 

simply t o  alas8 pos i t i ons  n. 
36/ 

Poulantzas, howevor, never spe l l s  out o l e  s r l y  what determines 
- 

the c l a m  position tha t  a par t icular  socia l  class takes i n  a specif ic  

h i s to r i ca l  conjuncture and a lso  how the claas posi t ion is re la ted<  

with the s t ruc tura l  determination of  o socia l  class. Poulantzas Says: 

"class deternilnation must not be reduced, i n . a  voluntar is t  feshion, 
AU 

t o  c lese  positionn. I n  fact, c l a s s  detemination only "defines - w 
the horiion of the  c lass  struggle", tha t  is, sets l i m i t s  t o  the posei-a 

b l e  claes positions. So there e x i s t s  an element ~f i n d e t m i a a c y  

regarding the c lass  p a i t i o n  t h a t  a c lass  takes up, It i8 a l so  not 

c l e a r  what Poulanteaa ne.3ns by saying 

Clase struggle can only be understood 

tha t  wstructura l  class deter- 
14 

md ideological  c l a s s  struggle". 

as exp~ess ion  of  contradictory 
, . 

cloas positions t h a t  d i f fe ren t  clessca sake i n  his tor ice l  conjunc- 
' 

tures. , Therefore., c lass  position becomes a defining e l e n a t  of &ass 

determhmtion, We ge t  a r e l a t i cn  o f  c i rcu la r i ty  between olasa poai- 

t i o n  and c l a m  determination. 

ELrthermore, it is not c lea r  as  to  what me the  specif ic  

ideological and p o l i t i c a l  re la t ions  that Poulantzas wants to  include 

i n  t he  c r i t e r i a  t h a t  s t ruc tura l ly  detornine a o d a l  classes. If we 

i 
examine some df the specif ic  clessea t ha t  Poulantzas defines i n  the 

context of present day advancod capitalism, we. f ind that  the c r i t e r i a  

which Poulanteas designates as ideological and p o l i t i c a l  e r e  easen- 

t i a l l y  components of re la t iark  o f  production, as we understand, the 



l r t ter .  F,r example, the  ~ > o l i t i ~ - d  c r i t e r i o n  t h a t  Poulantzas uses 

i a  differentiating tho mrking c la s s  from the new pa t ty  bmrgeois ie  

( t o  which belong foremen, ongineere, s o i e n t i s t a  e tc.)  is t h a t  of the 

podtion of an econoaic agent i n  the hierarchy of managenent and 

rupervieion. Similarly the  core ideologica l  mi t e r i o n  that Poulanteas 

we8 ia  that of divis ion  between mental and b a n ~ a l  lsbour and domFna- 

tfon of the l a t t e r  by the former. Here obviously Poulontens i s  equa- 

tlng the po l i t i ca l  o r  ideological  content  o f  c e r t a i n  aspect of 

relatione of production with p o l i t i c s  and ideology i t s e l f .  ' 

'lhe main problem, aa we see it ,  i n  Poulantzas 's de f in i t ion  of  

racial olasaes l i e s  i n  his exclualve preoocupation with t h e  problem 

ef redefining of the  working c l a s s  of the contemporary western 

rociety. Since the ueual d e f i n i t i o n  of the working c l a s s  ee a c las s  

of wage e k e r s  faile t o  explain the  wide d i v e r s i t y  of soc ia l  prac- 
t 

t icea oharacteriaing t h e  varicua segments o f  .wage oarnore i n  &e most 

udrsnoed c a p i t a l i s t  society,  Poulantzas haa t o  b r i n s  i n  varioue aspects 

ef these social' prac t i ces  i t a e l  f i n  his  dof in i  ti on s f soc ia l  class, 

r o  aa 'to narrow dawn t h e  d e f i q i t i c n a l  boundary of tho "working class .  

hideat ly his treatment of 'the cmcep t  o f  c l ees  renders  it inapplioa- 

ble, more o r  leae,  t o  a wide a ~ e c t r u m  ;!f secial ays tema, 

&ik Olin Wight atad ' contradictory claaa loca t tong - 
h@ht 'e  contribution b t he  recent  Marxist debate on ident t -  

fleation o f  tar ioue claqses i n  the developed. c a p i t a l i s t  countries,  

lieu i d h i s  treatment o f  aubigous positiormwithin the  c l a s s  s t ructure.  

h a e  ambiguities i n  the  c l a s s  s t r u c t u r e  i s  re la t ed  t o  some claaa 

yodtions, which occupy 'ob joc t ive ly  contradictory loca t ion ,  d t h i n  
d 

c h a r  relatiom". I n  o ther  words t h e r e  are objec t ive  psi t ibs 



within the claas  ~ t r u c t u r e ,  whic', a r e '  "torn be tween the bas ic  contra- 
d 

d i c t o r y  c l a s s  r e l a t i o n s  of c a p i t a l i s t  society". . 

Wrieht i d e n t i f i e s  three c l u s t e r s  of such posi t ions,  nsmely, 

' ( i) managers and a u p e r d s o r s  having a contradi  =to& loca t ion  'between 

the  boucgeoiaio and the p r o l e t a r i a t  ' ( i i )  cer ta in  ca tegor ies  of semi- 

autonomous employees, having cont radic tory  loca t ion  b etweeri the pro- 

l e t a r i a t  'and the potty bourgeoisie ( i i i )  small employers s i tua ted  i n  

a contradictory l o c a t i c n  between the bourgeoihie and the pe t ty  

bour@;e'oisie; These tbree cbntradictory c l a s s  loca t ions  assume i t s  

codtradict& poaitio'ns only i n  r e l a t i o n s  t o  the th ree  basic  classes.  

i n  the c a p i t a l i s t  soc ie ty  namely, the bourgeoisie, the  working d a a s  

.and the p e t t y  bourgeoisie. 

e i g h t  i d e n t i f i e s  those thrae-  bait c l s s e a  i n  relati in ' 

t o  three centrsl. p w e a s e s  underlying the bas ic  capi tal-labbur ..rel&- 

t ion ,  are, t I ~ ~ n t r ~ l  dvor tt . p h p i c a l  means 1 8 f  producddi;- '  
. . 

cont ro l  aver labour power, cont ro l  ever  investments and reaowcb 
42/ 

a l loca t ion  ". Capi tdis ts exercise control  'over a1 l the three ceq 

s s e s  and the workers ' z re  excluded from ths cont ro l  i n  each .of' the& 

aspects.  bight defines the p e t t y  bourgeoiaie as hairing control.' oveq 
1 

thephyaical meana of .  proeuc t i o n  cnd cont ro l  over ,investments and re-' 

8 OUrCe 

employ 

above, 

a l loca t ion ,  but  no control over labour power ( a s  they do not  

any labour i n  Wrightt s framework). 

Wright def ines  the three contradictory c l a m  1 ocat ima,  a t a t e i  

a s  those "s i tua t ions  i n  which these th ree  processes d i d  no t  

perfectly oorrespond to the basic c l a s s  f orceswi th in  thecap i t a l i s  t 

+de of product;ion o r  t o  the p e t t y  bourgeoisie i n  simple commodity - 

productionn. 
42/ 

For example top managers exercise 'Yull. cant ro l  over 

the  physical  means o f  production emd over the labo* power of otherd 



but only g . .r t ia l  o r  at tenuated o n t r o l  mer i n v e o t n s l t  and accumula- 

t i o n  proceaa. Wright, theref ore,  considers , tbclass loca t ion  of  top 

mmgera, aa a cont radic tory  l o c a t i o n  around the b ourzeoisf e which, 

by defin'itlon, exerc ise  control  over all t he  three processes. On 

the other hand, foremen rtnd line supervisors  have only res idual  con- 

trol over a l l  tho thee processes and the re fo re  occupy a contradic- 

tory alaae loca t ion  c l o s e s t  t o  the  working class .  

Wright, however, leavos unanswered the quest ion whether con- 

tradictory clase loca t ions  define separa te  s o c i a l  c l a s ses  o r  merely 

rome sooial  s t r a t a .  It is not  c l e a r  whether t h e r e  exis t a  tiny un i ty  

of intereste  of d i f f e ren t  categories ( f o r  example between foremen 

ahd top managers) occupuing'c ontradi  c t o r y  class locations i n  a 

midlar raJ. Therefore, we f a i l  t o  understand the s n a l y t i c d  value 

of such categories as contradictory c l a s s  l o c a t i  onq', a p a r t  from 

having som c l a ~ s i f a c t o r y  p r p o s ? .  i n  t h e  ensemble of c l a s s  r e l a t ions  

obtaining i n  a c a p i t a l i s t  society.  

Carchedi discusses  c l a s s e s  only i n  t h e  context  of a c a p i t a l i s t  

8oeIety. H i s  disc&aions arb carried lu t  m a i n l y  a t  two ilevel. of 

rb t rac t ion '  - " the  l e v e l  of t h e  pure capi talis't s t r u c t u r e  a& the . 

44/ 
level of the c a p i t a l i s t  socio-economic systemn. On the former l eve l ,  

8 c a p i t d i e t  econohic system i n  its most elemental and ideal form is 

eenaidered, Productiori agents are grouped i n t o  b n l y  two. c lasses  

w c a l  of t h e  c a p i t a l i s t  system, the c a p i t a 3 i s t . c l a s s  ah5 the  wrk- 

class. Them two basic c la s ses  are defined i n  3erm o f  four 

' fmnda~ental  dichotcmiea, which are - the producer/non pmducer, 



the e x p l d  :e.l/csploiter, thc lab.. arer/non lnh our or m d  the nun owner/ 

owner. A t  the first level  of ebstract ion Ca?.~hedi ,Zrougs 'the terns 

of these & c h ~  tcrmies i n  the following two equivklenc es: 1, labourer = 

non owner r exploited roducers; 2, owner 9e non labourer = non 
4 7  

producer = exploitern.  Those two equivaloncee, then give r i s e  to 

two basic clossss of a c s ~ i t a l i s t  s tructuro, considered i n  its most 

basic form, Carchedi considers t h i s  def ini t ion of classes as 'econo- 

mic def in i t ion  o f  claasesl which is "nothing more t u n  the claes - . a  
collocation of the production agents due t o  the pmductL on relstions". 

A t  the second level  of d i s t rac t ion  Carchedi considers not 

only the' ' economic instancot but also the p o l i t l  ca l  and ideological 

ones. A s  a r e s u l t  of intraduction of theae hew elements, the def i -  

n i t ions  of two basic classes also undergo changes and it beccmea also 

possible t o  consider a ' t h i rd  primary class'  , t h a t  is the petty 

bourgeoisin, To bistinguish t h i e  new definition of classes Prom the  

e a r l i e r  ones, Cwchedi c lass  them, 'econondc iden t i f i ca t ion  of claseea 

The working c lass  i s  then ' ident i f ied '  a s  tb pro le ta r ia t  and fhe 

c a p i t a l i s t  c laes  aa the bourgeoisie, 

Although Carchedi ta lks  ebout ideological and p o l i t i c a l  cri-  

t e r i a  i n  defining classes assan t ia l ly  he introduces two concepts, 

namely the global function of ca# ta l l  and the ' funct i  m of collea- 

t i v e  workerat t o  iden t i fy  classes. under the monopoly stage of' capita-: 

' l i s m .  These two cancepts, ore re la ted  t o  the nature c f  f 'unctiam t h e  

economic agents ca r ry  out i n  a given labour proceas. Carchedi, Uke  

Poulantzae emphasises the socia l  content c f  those functions (i,e. of 

supe ro i~ ion ,  of msnagemont etc.), and regardo these Punctions as m a i d  

ideological and p o l i t i c a l  o n ~ s ,  Thus CerchedJ , l i k e  Paulartzm, ' 



eetfuseo i.leological and p o l i t i c  : dimensions of t!m r e l a t ion8  of 

 ducti ion wlth ideology and production i t se l - f .  The s p e c i a  of the 
/ 

ideolog&cal and p o l i t i c a l  supers t ruc ture  are,  therafsro,  not  wn- 

8il;rrd i n  such an approach. 

dl1 the ehreo authors  mentioned abovo colc e i v e  of oltmses 

f i n c i p d l y ,  88 a c l a a e i f i c a t i c n  problem of 'pos i t ions '  in the  d iv i -  

d e n  d labour. Each c l a s s  repreeants  a c e r t a i n  grouping of such 

pi tion& It remains, howover, unorplained i n  ' tbe wri t ings of a l l  

the w e e  authors, why c e r t a i n  s e t s  o f  p o d  t ions  c o n s t i t u t e  a clase. 

h fect a l l  the three authors do not  discuss  t h e  a n a l y t i c a l  r e q u i r e  

wrb of the category of c l a m  and therefore  the e l abora te  Uacuesiona 

*t th. def in i t iona l  boundaries of few c l a s s e s  I n  the advanced 

&ital iet  soc ie t i e s  a r e  not  grovidod with any proper perspect ive f o r  

k r u t i n g  these d e f i n i t l  ons. 

So far wa have given rn expos i t ion  of  Marx's ths01.y of s o c i a l  

dU808 and the recent  refomnulatiom and d l ~ r i f l c a t i  o m  of Marx's 

qrj. On the b a s i s  of t h a t  w e  s h a l l  t r y  t o  present  below a d e f l -  

ninon of claesee t h a t  we find u s e f u l  i n  i d e n t i f y i n e  and diacuesirg 
& 

Uy elaases of given society.  

orucidl element f o r  our d e f l n i t i  cn ts the concept of 

.co$cadicction, which Is not  equivalent  t o  any r e l a t i o n  ef confl ic t-  * htu& between m y  two ind iv idua l s  within a society.  A 

r h t i o n  of -confl ic t ing i n t e r e s t s  betweer two i ; \dividuals  m a y  a r i s e  

if:-* two Individuals have c e r t a i n  incompatible ob j ec  t i v a s  or  

.goha. In other words, t he  ob j ec t ivoe  c f  one ind iv idua l  can be 



r e a l i s e d  i f  and o n l y  i f  the  ebjecSivo o f  the c t h e r  one i s  not ful- 

f i l l e d .  A r e l a t i o n  of conf l i c t ing  i n t e r e s t s  nay be c a l l e d  econornil 

p o l i t i c a l  etc. dependinq upon the na tu re  of the objectLve. For 

example the c o n f l i c t  between o buyer an3 n s e l l e r  of a c e r k n  pro* 

duct  i s  a r e l s t i o n  of econol;licaonflict, the conf l ic t .  between two 

e l e c t i o n  candidates is a p o l i t i c a l  one and s o  on. Nore precisely,  

a r e l a  t i o n  of c o n f l i c t  w i l l  be  c a l l e d  an economic one, if the con- 

f l i c t  has  a d l r e c t  bearing upon the pos i t ions  of two b r t i e s  invalv 

i n  the s t r u c t u r e  of production, d i s  t r i b u t i o n  and appropriat ion of 

s o c i a l  surplua. . C o n t r a d i c t i ~ n a  t h a t  a r e  r e l evan t  f o r  def ining sod 

c la s see  ace based upon those eccnomic c o n f l i c t s  ex is t ing  between 

economic w e n t 3  alone. k r e l a t i o n  of c o n f l i c t  bemmes a re l a t fon  o 

cont radic t ion  when t h e  following condit ions a r e  s a t i s f i e d :  - 
(I) the  c o n f l i c t  cannot be resolved without neceeef ta t ing  a change 

i n  the  soc i r ? l ,d iv i s ion  of labour o f  the p a r t i e s  involved, the posit 

being approximated by the  four co-ordinates of r e l a t i o n s  o f  ~ r o d u c i  

t i o n  deacribed before, namely the relations i n  respeot  of  w-opera- 

t i on ,  r e l a t i o n  o f  control* r e l a t i o n  of explo i ta t ion  and f i n a l l y  

property r e l a t i  on. 

(2) the  c o n f l i c t  is n o t  o f  a  t r a n s i e n t  character  - t h a t  i s  without 

a  his t o r i  c a l  d iaens i  on. 

(3) the c o n f l i c t  ahould bo of such a  degree t h a t  no  s t ab le  coalit i t  

can be engisaged over long periods between the p a r t i e s  involved. 

We ahal l  now discuss  these t h r e e  points  i n  a  @eater  detcril .  

The first poin t  s t a t e s  t h a t  contradict ions are ooriflicti 

t h a t  pr imari ly  a r i s e  due t o  an ind iv idual ' s  poa i t ion  i n  the  etructur 



ef re1ati.m of production and rue integral aspects of that poeihon.  

Far example,. conf l ic t s  between a mrkeranc! a c a p i t a l i s t  can be c a l l e d  

.a com*adiction and ao fnr a s  tho econonic agents occupy theae two . 

peritiomr reepectively, this contradict ion is irreconci lable .  But 

the c e ~ p e t i t i o n  and t he  conf l i c t  a r i s i n a  thereof between two capita- 
ueuglly 

l i m b  i a  n o t b  contradict ion sinco t&t c o n f l i c t  can be rooonc3led 

by aerger, c a r t e l  f ornat ion etc. without them ceasing to be capita- 

1i1.G~ B e  second poin t  sugmets  t h a t  we are t a l k i n g  &out coafl i o t a  

wUoh w e  propertiee of tho given s t r u c t u r e  of  r e l a t l  on8 o f  produa- 

. tie8 a d  oannot be reduced t o  mere interpersonal  conf l i c t e  which may 

be rerolred by mutual coGent  of  t h e  two part ies .  The c o n f l i c t s  

c l v e t  be alsoleaolved by s u i t a b l e  a t a t e  policies.  I n  o ther  words, 

the lnkreuta  of: two p a r t i m  aro of each ftandamen tal nature that 

e r a  w h  the economlc conditions c h a q e  a -?eat deal,  the  i n t e r e s t s  

r i u h  in conf l ic t  with each other. For example, enactment of 

rialmum wrqe l eq i s l a t ion ,  t9.x nh SYFF ~raf l t s ,  uemployment sllowanoe 

ate. 10 not ohange tf;e baeia c ~ n f l i c t  betwetn the i n t e r e e t e  of t h e  

mga earners and the  p r o f i t  making c a p i t a l i e t e ,  

To illtrpltrate the  t h i r d  point ,  l o t  ue consider  t h s  o r m p l e  

d m @ t a l b t a  :and workerfi. Suppoae a n  indiv i  d u d  c a p i t a l i s t  co- 

eporatn with the workere onployed by him t o  edge out a m b e r  

oapitaldat &m conpetit ion. This co-operntion can b~ of some gain 

k a e  votkera, only i f  the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  income changes i n  t h e i r  

fa* u a result of the co-operation, but suoh\.a change goes 

wrlut the i n t e r e s t  of t h e  c e p i t a l i e t  concerned, On the contrary, 

r cb-operation betreen t h e  two capitalists w i l l  be he lp fu l  t o  both 

ef them, i n  so far ae t h i s  gives rise t o  mon~poly pos i t ion  &eking 



them monop~ onic buyers i n  the IsL ur nnrkot an? mompoly producers 
. . 

i n  the  product market. 

Classes can now be *fined i n  terms o f  contradict ion.  

Firstly the members of any c l a s s  sh.ould o c c u ~ y  similar' pos i t ions  i n  

the  s t r u c t u r e  of production r o l a t i c n s ,  without had&? m y  cantradic- 

t i o n  (bu t  c o n f l i c t s  bther than cont radic t ion  may remain) mong then- 

selvee.  Secondly two c l a s ses  a r e  i l is t inguished f r ~ m  each o t h e r  by 

the  presence of cont radic t ion  between the members o f  two classes .  

I n  o the r  wmds the re  e x i s t s  i n t r a  c l a s s  conf l i c t s  and i n t e r  c l a s s  

contradict ions.  

Adopting the language o f  s t a t i s t i c s ,  we m y  s t a t e  that classes; 

should be such groupings that i n t r a  group c o n f l i c t s  a r e  rbmina;ted by' 

the  i n t e r  group c o n f l i c t s  (i.e. contradict ions) .  As we do i n  c lus te r  

analyeia, we a r e  trying td define c l a s s e s  as c l u s t e r s  c f  economic 

agents such t h a t  i n t r a  c lus t e r  di- tnnces (i.e. i n t r s  c l a s s  conf l i c t s )  

a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  i n s i g n i f i c s n t  compared t o  the  i n t e r  c l u s t e r  distances 

( i .  e, between classea contradict ions) .  

The a i m i l a r i  t y  of the concepts, however, i a s ' t r i c  t l y  l imited. 

I n  a n a l y s i s  of var iances or  i n  c l u s t e r  analysis ,  v a r i a b i l i t i e s  o r  

die tances between any two tyoupings and  within any one grouping a r e  

measured i n  a same uniform scale .  But i n  class-analysis ,  i n t r a  clasd 

c o n f l i c t s  a r e  of  a q u a l i t a t i v e l y  d i f f e r e n t  nature From the conf l i c t s  

('the contradict ion,  t o  be p rec i se )  e x i s t i n g  between two c l a s ses  and 

t h e r e  i e  n:, accep ted - sca le  o r  u n i t  f o r  measuring e i t h e r  of them. 

Furthermore, i n  c l u s t e r  ana lys is  one dea ls  with an exhaustive stra- 

t i f i c a t i o n  of the underlying populatLon, But clasaes do not  cons- 

t i t u t e  an - exhaustive s t r a t i f i c c t i  on of economic agents,  - that i a 



eoenomic ? . w t a  may e x i s t  who ce.nnot.56 irS2uded i n  any class.  

Finallg: classes  s'nonld n o t  b e  un6eratc:od rn a mere grouping 

ef  wonomic'agenttl -,A c l a s s  m e l y s i s  cas just a classifica.t 'ory. 

prablsn. I? e lasses  do not  form the  bases fo r  socicll prac t ices  

(lee. political 'apd ideologica l )  of the, indiviclual nenbera of claeses,  

i f  alms oontradicticns do not  explain. s o c i a l  ~ ~ o s ,  c l s s a  a n a l g s i s  

becomes' a f r u i t l e s s  exercise.  Thus; unl ike  i q  D l ~ s t e r  analysis ,  

*re . Is an independent wqy to test the  oali t3 of a pa r t i cu la r  

a l u a  a~l&,s - t h a t  is i n  terms of i t s - u e e f h l a e s ~  i n  m y  study of 

.the dynamios of the  aocie  t y  concerned'; 
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