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ABSTRACT
ON THE DIVISION OF LABOR AND SOCIAL INEQUALITY
By

Marianne A. Paget

Karl Marx's 'theory' of social class is described
as a 'theory' of power dependence relations. Power de-
pendence relations are connected with the division of labor.
The division of labor is described as a social process in
which class inequalities are developed and sustained.
Property relations are treated as a form of class relations.
Definitions of class structure based on property relations,
such as relations to the means of production, are interpre-
ted as reifications of class relations.

The division of labor in Marx's works does not
refer to the differentiation of labor. Marx's conception
of the division of labor is juxtaposed with a sociological
conception of the division of labor as a division of tasks
or functions. This permits raising the issue of the
reification of social relations in sociological discussions
of the division of labor and in sociological accounts of

social stratification in general.
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INTRODUCTION

In this essay I hope to explicate a particular
power dependence relation which I will call a power rela-

tion of one-sided dependence.1

I also hope to show its
centrality in the development of our understanding of
social inequality. The character of the topic has a bear-
ing on the organization of the essay for there appears to
be no sociological tradition in which to imbed the discus-
sion. I came to understand power relations of one-sided
dependence 'negatively'; I noticed that sociological ac-
counts of inequality do not describe relations of this
type. Power is usually conceived of as a relation of
mutual dependence. Occasionally it is not conceived of at
all. I also noticed that sociologists interpret a major
theorist of such relations, Marx, in a way that prevents

understanding them. It is in Marx's works that these re-

lations are prominent, although he did not use the terms

lRichard Emerson has described a power relation of
mutual dependence. In Emerson's formulation, the power of
an actor A over an actor B is circumscribed by A's depen-
dence on B. A power dependence relation can also be des-
cribed in which A's power over B is based on the absence of
his dependence on B. I have chosen to call the latter type
a power relation of one-sided dependence in order to distin-
guish it from Emerson's relation of mutual dependence. See
Richard Emerson, "Power-Dependence Relations," American
Sociological Review, 17 (February, 1962), 31-41.




I have adopted.2 Marx's concern with power relations of
one-sided dependence has been obscured by his treatment of
class relations in capitalism. Class relations in capi-
talism are primarily economic relations. Power is struc-
tured by relations of property, by ownership relations.

Too much attention has been given to the economic relations
of class structure, too little to power relations. Because
sociologists have understood economic relations in capi-
talism as the basis of class relations, they have failed to
see that economic relations are a form of class relations,
not the only form of class relations.3

An explication of Marx's formulation of power

2Stanislaw Ossowski has called these power rela-
tions asymetrical relations of dependence. Because power
relations of mutual dependence also involve asymetries, it
would be confusing to adopt his terminology. Ossowski in-
tends to designate by asymetrical power relations, relations
containing binary attributes, for example, property-
propertylessness, exploitation-oppression. Binary attributes
also characterize power relations of one-sided dependence.
They are attributes which reflect qualitative differences
between groups. What constitutes such attributes in a power
relation of one-sided dependence is another issue. As
Ossowski defines them, they are synchronic. The attributes
of power relations of one-sided dependence are diachronic.
Stanislaw Ossowski, Class Structure in the Social Conscious-
ness, Translated by Sheila Patterson (New York: The Free
Press of Glencoe, 1963).

3I will refer class relations to a wider range of
epochs than capitalism. This usage is forced by the nature
of the task, to clarify relations of power and dependence.
It is also forced by my concern to remain intelligible with-
in the sociological tradition where the notion of class
among some thinkers has achieved clarification as basic
divisions between groups. A number of scholars prefer to
confine the term class to capitalist structures and to use
other terms to describe social relations in non-capitalist
societies., Marx himself used other terms although not
systematically.




relations of one-sided dependence involves returning to his
early writings, and to the interpretations of his works which
have been dominant in sociological discussions. I hope to
show that sociological accounts of Marx's thought fail to
achieve an adequate understanding because they begin an
interpretation too late. They begin either from a notion

of 'society' rather than a notion of social relations, or
from a notion of ownership relations rather than from a
notion of labor. I have undertaken this essay because I
believe that some aspects of inequality cannot be understood
sociologically until power dependence relations are clari-
fied. These aspects of inequality are imbedded in the ques-
tion of how inequalities are 'produced' rather than in the
question of how inequalities are distributed. It is only

in raising the question'of how schemes of inequality develop
that power relations achieve great importance.4 Power re-
lations, particularly power relations of one-sided depen-
dence, refer schemes of inequality to the social construc-
tion of such schemes. They thus provide a way to begin an
analysis which does not involve taking the existence of

inequality for granted.5 They also offer a way to begin an

4Throughout it will be important to keep in mind
that class relations are social relations. Some social re-
lations are class relations and some are not. Power rela-
tions of mutual dependence are social relations not class
relations. Power relations of one-sided dependence are
class relations in addition to being social relations.

SMost sociological accounts treat the distribution
of inequality as problematic rather than its existence per se.
This misses the fundamental connection between schemes of
inequality and social action.



analysis which does not join the problem of class inequal-
ity to the organization of capitalist societies where the
economic aspects of class relations are prominent.

I will use the division of labor to clarify power
relations of one-sided dependence. There are a number of
reasons for doing so. First, the division of labor is in
fact the origin of my interest in this type of power rela-
tion. Second, the division of labor within the American
tradition of sociology has come to be associated with a
conception of power based on mutual dependence.6 Third,
Marx's early notions of the division of labor do not imply
a relation of mutual dependence but instead a power rela-
tion of one-sided dependence. That is, for Marx the divi-
sion of labor is the basis of class structures.’

The essay is organized in the following way: review
of the sociological treatment of inequality and the treat-

ment of Marx's conception of class relations; analysis of

6The source of this conception is Emile Durkheim,
The Division of Labor in Society (New York: The Free Press
of Glencoe, 1933). In Durkheim's view, the division of
labor refers to the division of functions. This means that
each function is seen in terms of the whole (society). Thus
the division of labor is characterized by interdependence;
power based on mutual dependence. Unfortunately, Durkheim's
conception cannot be extensively discussed.

Tas recently as Ralf Dahrendorf's "On the Origin of
Inequality Among Men," Social Inequality, ed. by Andre
Beteille (Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1969), pp. 67-78, Marx's
use of the division of labor was understood as the differ-
entiation of labor. The presentation here should be con-
trasted with Dahrendorf's and any others which describe
Marx's usage as the differentiation of 1labor.




Marx's conception of the division of labor. The analysis
of the division of labor will not be comprehensive.8 Four
areas will be discussed: the division of labor and class
structure; natural inequality and class division; the divi-
sion of interests; and the distribution of dependence. The
issue of the division of labor and social inequality will

then be taken up.

8particular attention will be given to Karl Marx
and Frederich Engels, The German Ideology, ed. by R. Pas-
cal (New York: International Publishers, 1947), Karl Marx,
Early Writings, trans. and ed. by T. B. Bottomore (New
York: McGraw Hill, 1963), Karl Marx, Pre-Capitalist Economic

Formations, trans. by Jack Cohen, ed. and with an introduc-
tion by E. J. Hobsbawm (New York: International Publishers,
1965).




CLASS STRUCTURE AND SOCIAL STRATIFICATION

In sociological explanations, social inequalities
are interpreted as marks of social stratification or of
class structure.9 As marks of stratification, their dis-
tribution is studied in social structures. As marks of
class structure, they are analyzed as aspects of antagonism
and division between social groups. No consensus exists
about the kind of inequalities that constitute marks of
stratification or class structure. Some studies of strati-
fication are concerned with wealth and prestige. Others
are concerned with authority as well. Studies of class
structure are primarily about property relations or power
relations. No uniform connection exists between kinds of
inequalities studied and conceptions of social stratifica-
tion or class structure. The same kinds of inequalities
may be used in both conceptualizations of social structure.
They need not, however, have the same meaning. For example,
inequalities in wealth can be interpreted as a class at-
tribute or as a variable in social stratification. This

means that sociological theories of inequality are not

9stratification refers here to the distribution of
statuses in the 'sociological' sense, not to strata in the
'Marxian' sense.



necessarily theories about the same inequalities, but dif-
ferent kinds of theories about different kinds of inequali-
ties using the same terms.

When social stratification is formulated as the dis-
tribution of social rewards, in sociological accounts it is
treated as synonymous with class stratification. The cri-
teria by which statuses are ordered constitute the 'class'
structure. This means that class does not refer to funda-
mental divisions between social groups but to a scheme of

ranking groups.10

Alternatively social stratification may
be considered as an effect of the structure of power or
property, that is of a class structure. 1In this case social
stratification and class structure are separate phenomena.
When a class structure is thought of as the basis of social
stratification, a causal analysis is given of the connec-
tions of status inequalities and class relations. When
social stratification and 'class' structure are conceived
of as identical a causal analysis of class relations is
unnecessary, although an explanation is usually offered of
the inappropriateness of an analysis based on fundamental
division between social groups.

Studies of social stratification describe the number

of dimensions along which members of a society are collecti-

vely ranked and the variable factors related to different

10See Stanislaw Ossowski's discussion of schemes
of gradation. Ossowski, Ch. III.



—_— e ——




schemes of ranking. To the extent that these studies use
the terminology of class without intending to imply funda-
mental divisions between social groups, they disassociate
its use from a causal account which begins with social re-
lations. Attention is confined to the distribution of
status inequalities not to an analysis of how they are
generated by relations of power or wealth. Power and
wealth are treated as variables of a scheme of the distri-
bution of social status, not as components of class struc-
ture.

The functionalist theory of social stratification
illustrates this in a striking way. Davis and Moore in the
first major presentation of this theory explain the uni-
versal presence of stratification in terms of the require-
ment facing every society of placing and motivating indi-
viduals in social structure.ll stratification refers to the
differential structure of rewards among social positions
not to differential rewards among individuals or social
groups. Every society must ensure the distribution of its
members in social positions which carry different degrees
of skill and functional importance. Social rewards and a
scheme of their distribution mean that different positions

must be unequal. The theory is unusual in several respects.

llKingsley Davis and Wilbert E. Moore, "Some Prin-
ciples of Social Stratification," Class Status and Power,
ed. by Reinhard Bendix and Seymour Martin Lipset (New York:
The Free Press, 1966), pp. 47-53.
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First, stratification is cast as the inequality of social
positions, not as inequality in social relations. Rewards
and their distribution are taken from a point of view out-
side of social relations, i.e., from the point of view of
society. The problem of stratification for 'society' is
motivational. It involves ensuring the most appropriate
placement of individuals in positions which are unequal.
Inequality in social positions is an "unconsciously evolved
device by which societies insure that the most important
positions are conscientiously filled by the most qualified
members ., "12
Second, inequality in social positions is taken as
logically prior to the distribution of individuals in these
positions, Positions mediate access to rewards of wealth
and prestige rather than individuals. They refer to occu-
pations not power relations or economic relations. What
is at issue is how positions arise. If inequalities in
social positions are taken as logically prior to the dis-
tribution of individuals in them, they are not empirically
prior to the individuals and social groups who construct
and maintain them. It is only in raising the question of
how people build positions of inequality and enhance them
that power relations become salient.

When a scheme of rewards and their distribution is

taken as a societal mechanism for insuring the distribution

12pavis and Moore, p. 47.
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of people in social positions, a system of inequality is
not a construction of social actors but an impersonal in-
strument of social necessity. The notion of a class struc-
ture, a system of class relations within which inequalities
are developed and sustained is outside the scope of the
theory. 1Inequality is given at the outset. It is not pro-
duced in social action. Because inequality is 'given,' no
analysis can be undertaken of how it is produced. Because
none is undertaken, social relations, class relations, and
power relations are not thought to be prerequisites of
understanding inequality.

Karl Marx's conception of social classes and class
structure involves an analysis of inequality in social re-
lations rather than societal positions. It is his analysis
to which most studies of stratification and class structure
react. Although nowhere did he systematically develop a
theory of social class, his description of class structure
in capitalism has served as the basis of his theory. The
bearing of social relations in capitalism on class struc-
ture is pervasively economic. Class relations are rela-
tions to the means of production. They are thus property
relations or ownership relations.

The ideal exemplification of class structure is the
capitalist class who owns the means of production and the
proletariat who are without property but are the producing
class. These two classes are divided by opposite attributes:

property-propertylessness, exploitation-oppression, etc.
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Ossowski has referred to this formulation as a dichotomic
scheme of class structure based on three or four criteria
of division. It characterizes capitalism with regard to
its dominant form of relations of production.13

When Marx's conception of capitalist class structure
is taken to represent his theory of social classes, a cri-
tique is made of property relations. Either property rela-
tions are denied to be the fundamental relations of class
division in favor of power relations, or property relations
are denied to be the basis of class division and class divi-
sion as such is simultaneously denied in favor of a theory
of social stratification.l4 The latter is characteristic
of American Sociology.

To see property relations as pivotal in Marx's con-
ception of social classes narrows the scope of his analysis.
First, it involves taking an example of social classes for
Marx's conception of social classes. There is considerable
difference in meaning if capitalist property relations are
conceived as a form of class structure or as the only form

of class structure.15 The issue of what constitutes class

13Ossowski, Chapters V and X.

l4ror a critique of Marx which denies that property
relations are fundamental relations of class division in
favor of power relations see Ralf Dahrendorf, Class and Class

Conflict in Industrial Society (Stanford: Stanford Univer-
sity Press, 1959). Dahrendorf's critique is based on a
narrow view of Marx's conception of social class.

15There are clear advantages in identifying class
structure with ownership of the means of production. On
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in Marx's view is related to whether class refers to rela-
tions to the means of production, specifically, for example,
ownership of the means of production and propertylessness,
or whether class refers to fundamental divisions between
social groups of which ownership of the means of production
is an instance. If class refers to fundamental divisions
between social groups, capitalist class structure is a type

16

of class structure among other possible types. When

the one hand, to the extent that modern industrial societies
have moved away from the model of class relations that Marx
developed, an emphasis on capitalist class structure and
class relations can be dismissed as outdated. Marx's analy-
sis may then be seen as applicable to 19th century capitalism
and not 20th century developments. On the other hand, when
Marx's analysis of capitalist class structure is sustained
as the basis of class structure, class structure can be
denied once collectivation has occurred. Social structure
may then be conceptualized from the point of view of non-
equalitarian classlessness. A society is classless because
the particular form of class structure taken to be the form
of class structure has been destroyed and unequal because
status inequalities are still present. See Ossowski's des-
cription of non-equalitarian classlessness. Ossowski,
Chapter VII. Compare, Trent Shoyer, "Toward a Critical
Theory for Advanced Industrial Society," Recent Sociology,
No. 2, ed. by Hans Peter Dreitzel (New York: Macmillan,
Paperback edition, 1970), pp. 210-34.

16The issue of what constitutes class in Marx's
view is related to the different uses which Marx made of
the term. As Ossowski has shown, it is possible to expli-
cate three different schemes of class relations in his work,
only one of which, the 'dichotomic' scheme, has come to rep-
resent his view. Marx used the term class with both wide
and narrow extensions. He used it to refer to relations to
the means of production. He also used it to refer to class
division in other kinds of social formations. He did not,
however, distinguish between usages. Because no differen-
tiation was made, "the use of the Marxian or Leninist con-
cept of class tends to suggest--contrary to certain asser-
tions made by both Engels and Lenin--that all class divisions
have been based simply on a difference in relations to the
means of production and that all class rule, all exploitation
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class is defined as fundamental divisions between social
groups, the question of how particular divisions between
social groups develop becomes important. Attention can be
focused on social relations which produce fundamental divi-
sions between men, and the specific environments in which
these divisions take shape.

Secondly, seeing property relations as pivotal in
Marx's conception of social classes has been joined with
a structural rather than an historical analysis of social
inequality.17 In a structural analysis, how class relations
come to be organized as property relations is not as salient
an issue as what the actual property relations of a social
structure are. The historical dimension is minimized. The
issue as it will be posed here, however, is not that class
relations in capitalism are economic relations but how class
relations come to be organized as economic relations in some
social structures. This involves asking how property rela-
tions develop. To put it most accurately it involves asking

how men develop property forms and come to use property

of other men's labour, has been achieved by a class monopoly
of the ownership of the means of production." Ossowski,

pp. 127-28. The presentation here selects from the dichotomic
conception of classes, although the selection does not in-
volve commiting class relations to ownership of the means of
production. That is, binary attributes are emphasized; rela-
tions to the means of production are treated as an example

of division not as the basis of division.

17This sense of structural is the American sense,
a system of social constraints, not the French sense of
structuralism.
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forms to mediate their relations with each other. As I
have already suggested, once the issue is stated in this
way, power becomes a significant component of an analysis.
Power is a vehicle of establishing and expressing fundamen-
tal divisions between social groups, and of perpetuating

18 To the extent that economic relations

and extending them.
have been taken as the basis of class structure, too little
attention has been paid to Marx's analysis of how class
relations develop. For Marx, the basis of class structure
was not property but labor taken in the widest sense of

the term. When property relations are seen to operate as
the basis of his theory of classes, a conception of class
relations as relations produced by men is left unexamined
because his treatment of labor as the basis of property is
ignored.19 Classes are defined in relation to each other
not in relation to the way, and the environment, in which
they take shape. This means that an interpretation begins

too late, at a point far after the place at which Marx

began an analysis. Marx's thought is treated as a structural

18There is some hidden connection between what a
structural analysis can do by way of developing an explana-
tion of events and the kind cf conception of power and of
change it posits. As with any analysis, it emphasizes cer-
tain dimensions and neglects others.

19¢or example, "The subjective essence of private
property, private property as activity for itself, as sub-
ject, as person, is labour." Marx, Early Writings, p. 147.
Italics have been dropped from all quotations of Marx.
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20 The content of

rather than as a processual analysis.
the analysis is different. It focuses on economic aspects
of class division, not on the relations of labor and class
division.

A more comprehensive examination of Marx's 'theory'
of social class involves placing the notion of class within
the history of labor. It involves asking how class rela-
tions are structured by labor.2l when a more comprehensive
analysis is used, social relations, class relations, and
property relations are not thought of as given to Man but
as produced by men in the course of producing a means of
life. They are produced through labor. When an interpre-
tation of Marx's 'theory' of classes begins with labor the

question of class structure is related to the ways in which

labor is divided in social formations.

201 do not wish to deny that Marx also approached
the study of social formations structurally. This is clearly
the case in Capital. What I do want to emphasize is that
this was not the only way in which he approached social
formations. To interpret Marx's work always involves a
selection of issues and conceptualizations. A structural
analysis is a selection as is this presentation.

2lPhis is what is at issue in Ossowski's use of
asymetrical relations of dependence. These relations are
not described in terms of the way they take shape. They
are relations of classification. For example, there is a
marked difference in saying that a dichotomic scheme of
class division is characterized by property and property-
lessness, and saying that a dichotomic scheme of class divi-
sion is characterized by property and labor. The first form
of the dichotomy suggests opposite attributes. The second
form of the dichotomy suggests, in addition, a dialectic,
e.g., property emerges out of labor.
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Relations of Labor

Little attention has been paid to Marx's notions of
labor or of the division of labor. This is in part due to

the late publication of some of his writings: The Economic

and Philosophical Manuscripts in 1932; The German Ideology:;

Grudrisse in 1939-40.22 It is also due to a constant ten-
dency to approach Marx's thought from the point of view of
Capital where his conception of labor and the division of
labor has as its referent the structure of capitalism.23

I have tried to suggest that social structures arise out of
man's effort to construct a way to sustain life, out of
their work. This is the point at which an analysis must
begin if an understanding of how class relations develop is
to be emphasized. When an analysis begins with man's effort

to sustain life, labor as the basis of the sustenance of

life is connected with the environment in which men work and

22Grudrisse was first published in Moscow, 1939-41.
Until it was published in Berlin in 1953 it was virtually
unknown. The entire Grudrisse has not yet been translated
into English., Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations is an
excerpt from the collection published in English in 1965.

23Cagital has been the major referent for an under-
standing of Marx's treatment of the division of labor in the
field of sociology. His earlier conceptions were not avail-
able to a number of thinkers who read Marx and have informed
the sociological tradition, e.g. Weber, Durkheim, Simmel.
This is extremely important to remember as the main line of
understanding the division of labor was stahblized in the
discipline by scholars who were responding to Marx's charac-
terization in Capital not to earlier conceptions in the
Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts, The German Ideology
or Grudrisse.
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their relations to each other in their work. The specific
ways in which men work, the ways in which they divide their
labor determine the class relations which emerge.24

Marx's conception of the meaning of labor is the

basis of his critique of Feuerbach in The German Ideology.

"The chief defect of all materialism up to now [including
Feuerbach's] is, that the object, reality, what we appre-
hend through our senses, is understood only in the form of
the object or contemplation; but not as sensuous human ac-

n25 'Sensuous human

tivity, as practice; not subjectively.
activity' or 'practice' is labor. It is the basis of man's
being in the world and the way in which men construct a
world. For Marx, men make history, they thus make them-
selves, become through their work.26
Labor is the basis of the sustenance of life, and
the development of social structure. Men produce through

labor a material life, a way to sustain their existence.

24mne division of labor can be taken narrowly as
a technical process referring to the specialization of tasks
or very broadly as a social process referring to the divi-
sion of community and private interests, the division of
interests between town and country, the division of mental
and physical labor. Reference to the division of labor as
a social process is prominent in Marx's early writings. The
examples used here come from The German Ideology. This essay
treats the division of labor as a social process and as the
most fundamental social process after labor.

25Marx, The German Ideology, p. 197.

26"The first necessity therefore in any theory of his-
tory is to observe this fundamental fact in all its signifi-
cance and all its implications and to accord it its due im-
portance." Marx, The German Ideology, p. 1l6.
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Producing a material life is not only a means of sustenance,
it is also a definite mode of sustenance. It is a form of
association, of collective existence. Labor involves both
sustenance of life and a distinct pattern of association
with others. The production of social structure through
labor is always both a technical and a social process.

It involves forms or techniques of labor (production) and

relations of labor (production).27

When the notion of pro-
duction is taken exclusively as a technical principle, when
it is separated from the relations of labor which producing
a means of life entails, as it often is in interpretations

of Marx, his formulation becomes a narrow, technical analy-
sis. Social relations, and class structure are determined
by 'production' (technical sense of the term) rather than

simultaneously given in production (wide sense of the term

meaning 1abor).28 This is the source of most interpretations

271n a fundamental sense, labor and production have
the same meaning. Men produce a social world through labor.
Labor is the production of a social world. This is often
acknowledged in using the terms productive labor or produc-
tive life. "Productive life is, however, species-life. It
is life-creating life. 1In the type of life activity resides
the whole character of a species, its species-character; and
free, conscious activity is the species character of human
beings." Marx, Early Writings, p. 127.

287here is an ambiguity in taking labor and produc-
tion as synonymous which is reflected in Marx's own works
and selectively emphasized in interpretations of Marx. Com-
pare for example the terms 'mode of life' and 'mode of pro-
duction.' We do not sense their having the same meaning.
Or compare 'labor' and 'productive forces.' Do these terms
have the same or different meanings? For Marx, labor was
a productive force although we most quickly think of it as
a technical not a human process. Marx however also speaks
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of class structure based on property relations, on ownership
of the means of production. In addition, when production
is taken narrowly, when it is separated from labor, the
meaning of labor as a dynamic and world-building activity
is lost. Labor is production, the basis of the produced
social world. It is the media within which social life is
built. It thus is the media for the development of the
world of social forms. This means that it is the basis of
the inequalities which develop between men. Men produce a
way to sustain life, and simultaneously a network of social
relations. To the extent that inequalities exist between

men, they are also produced by men in work.29

Men produce
their inequalities in the course of producing a means of
sustenance. When labor is separated from production, e.g.
as the means of production, or as the forces of production,
an analysis of class inequality loses its referent in the
social process which is organized by men.

I have suggested that the way in which productive
labor is divided is the basis of class relations between

men. I have defined class relations as fundamental divi-

sions between social groups and I have implied that these

of productive forces in a very objectified way. For example,
"The form of intercourse determined by the existing produc-
tive forces at all previous. . . " Marx, The German Ideology,
p. 26.

29vpor all human servitude is involved in the rela-
tion of the worker to production, and all the types of ser-
vitude are only modifications or consequences of this
relation." Marx, Early Writings, pp. 132-33.
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divisions refer to power dependence relations. Class
relations are power relations of one-sided dependence. A
power relation of one-sided dependence is a relation in
which the power of a class A over a class B is not limited

30 I have also

by any dependence of class A on class B.
suggested that labor is a process which produces social
forms, including forms of inequality. Labor is a produc-
tive process, a way in which forms are constructed. The

way in which labor is divided produces a division in the
process of world-building, a division which appears in the
social relations which labor entails. This means that class
relations develop in relation to labor and the division of
labor. Two things must be borne in mind. First, labor is

a productive process, a process which produces a social

world. Second, the division of labor produces class

structures.

30y will continue to develop the meaning of one-
sided dependence as I attempt to explicate it in Marx's
writings. See footnote 1 for a definition of power rela-
tions of mutual dependence.



THE DIVISION OF LABOR AND CLASS STRUCTURE

For Marx, division of labor does not mean differen-
tiation of tasks or functions, but division in the condi-

31 It means that there are funda-

tions of existence of men.
mental and qualitative differences in the ways in which men
live and work in the world.32 These differences 'produce'
class relations between men.33 That is, the differences in
the ways in which men live and labor in the world 'produce'
their class relations. I do not mean to imply that the
division of labor 'causes' class relations but that it en-
tails them. To say this another way, class relations pre-

suppose qualitative differences in the conditions of exis-

tence of men based on the division of labor. The form

3lThis formulation emphasizes conditions not because
it is in any sense the 'definitive' meaning of the division
of labor but because it is the clearest way to explicate
the character of the advantage of the division of labor for
a class of capitalists and its disadvantage for a class of
laborers. The division of labor can, and in fact, will be
described as the division of the means of labor (production)
and labor, the division of the objects of labor and labor
and as a division of interests.

327 have, of course, been using the terms labor and
work as synonyms. To distinguish between them as do some
writers tends to obscure the productive process.

331t should be recalled that I refer class relations
to power relations of one-sided dependence. See footnote
4.
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these relations take may be a property relation, for
~example, ownership of capital and labor. The basis of
the form however is not property. 1Its basis is a division
in conditions of existence which involves a power advan-
tage on the one hand, and one-sided dependence on the other.
Conditions of existence are embedded in productive labor.
The division of labor is a division of productive labor.
This was Marx's most comprehensive conception of the divi-
sion of labor.3?
Marx describes the division of labor as the dis-
solution of the unity of productive labor, the unity of
man in a natural environment he is constructing and chang-
ing in as he is constructing it. It thus presupposes the

35 His early

unity of men and means that it is breaking up.
discussion of the dissolution of productive labor was taken
in terms of splitting up the process of productive labor

into accumulated labor, what Marx first called capital, and

the activity of laboring. His later discussion was taken

in terms of ownership of the conditions of labor (the means

34This means that Marx's usage of the division of
labor cannot be compared to Durkheim's usage. Labor for
Durkheim was a much more circumscribed nction of functions.
Durkheim had no conception of productive labor in either the
sense of man producing his social world or in the sense of
man having a species-life.

35This is the reason why, in footnote 24, I empha-
sized that the division of labor was the fundamental social
process; it breaks up the unity of man and of man's social
world.
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of production) and labor .3

Division and Property I

The division of labor separates productive labor
from itself. (This is an approximation of its meaning.)
It separates ownership of the products of labor, and the
instruments of labor, from the activity of laboring. Capi-
tal emerges with this separation as accumulated labor owned
by a non-laborer. As distinct from the activity of pro-
ducing objects and a category of laborers, capital is a
form of property. The division of labor creates property
and a 'class' of owners of property different from the
producers of capital. Laborers then become the producing
non-owners of capital. "Division of labour and private
property are, moreover, identical expressions: in the one
the same thing is affirmed with reference to activity as is
affirmed in the other with reference to the product of the
activity."37

When productive labor is divided, property comes to
mediate the relations which men have with their environment
and their relations to each other. It does so first by

marking an asymetrical difference in their conditions of

361 have primarily relied on The Economic and Philo-
sophical Manuscripts in developing Marx's early formulation,
and on Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations in developing his
'later' formulation.

37

Marx, The German Ideology, p. 22.
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existence. Owners of capital possess at any point in time
resources to sustain their lives, apart from any activity
which might be seen as labor. Non-owning laborers possess
their labor as their only means of subsistence. Property
marks the asymetry in the conditions of existence of owners
of capital, and non-owning producers of capital. Property
however is not the basis of class division. Property en-
tails an advantage in conditions of existence, an advantage
based on acquired capital.38 The form of the advantage is
property. The process producing property is the basis of
class structure. This process is the division of labor.
The asymetry in conditions of existence which
emerges when property develops is based on the reduction
of productive labor to a means of life for a category of
men, i.e., the alienation of labor, and the segmentalization
of the laboring process into accumulated labor and labor,
or ownership of the means of labor and labor, i.e., a class
structure. Marx used two modes of analysis in describing

the division of labor.3? I want first to emphasize his

381 mean to say here that the asymetry in conditions
of existence contains an advantage for owners of capital,
and that the advantage is of a particular type. It can be
extended; the advantage entails future advantages.

391t would perhaps be better to say that he used
two vocabularies which reflect different aspects of the same
phenomenon. This means then that alienation is an attribute
of class structure. In the section on property and aliena-
tion I will take up this point. Compare the following defi-
nition of alienation. "By alienation we mean the process
by which the unity of producing and the product is broken."
Peter Berger and Standley Pullberg, New Left Review, No. 35,
(1966), p. 61.
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discussion of the segmentalization of productive labor
because it is a more straightforward way of explicating
power relations of class division. Capital is accumulated
labor, the objects of labor separated from laborers who
produce them. Capital is a form (product) of the process
of labor. It is produced by labor. This is why Marx first
referred to capital as accumulated labor.

To the extent that a class of men possess capital,
their being in the world is based on an advantage in their
conditions of existence. The advantage in their conditions
of existence produces their power advantage over a class of
laborers. The advantage of capital is based on the acqui-

sition of the products of labor.40

The products of labor
possessed as capital are objects which would otherwise be
the means of sustenance of a class of laborers. When capi-
tal develops, laborers have no means of subsistence because
they no longer own the objects of their labor. Laborers
are then entirely dependent on laboring as a means of life.
Because a class of capitalists possess capital, their

existence is independent of labor at any point in time.

Because a class of laborers do not possess the objects of

4070 my knowledge, no explanation of how the products
of labor are acquired is given in the Economic and Philoso-
phical Manuscripts. When Marx reformulates the division of
labor as ownership of labor and labor, he provides an his-
torical account. The division of labor is treated as an
historical phenomenon. In the Economic and Philosophical
Manuscripts his analysis is primarily philosophical, not
historical.




26

their work, their existence in continuously dependent on
labor. When a class of laborers produce objects they do
not own, they produce for capital. Production for capital
increases the wealth of capital. At the same time it pro-
duces the dependence on a class of laborers on labor.%l

To work as a means of life is still a process of labor, the
creation of values. The increasing wealth of capital en-
larges the independence of a capitalist class of the acti-
vity of labor and sustains the dependence of a class of
laborers.

Once capital has been produced, it mediates the
existence of a class of laborers by mediating the activity
of laboring. From the point of view of an owner of capi-
tal, labor, the activity of work, is not a means of life,
as it is for a laborer, but a means for the acquisition of
more capital. Labor is the basis of the wealth of capital.
For a worker, labor is a means of existence. Labor exists
for an owner of capital only when it is needed for capital.
However, for a worker, labor must exist for survival. When

42

labor does not exist for the laborer, he cannot live. In

4lrhere are two interrelated processes here: 1) pro-
duction for capital, 2) in production for capital, the
laborer produces his own dependence.

42n7he worker is the subjective manifestation of the
fact that capital is man wholly lost to himself, just as
capital is the objective manifestation of the fact that
labour is man lost to himself. However, the worker has
the misfortune to be a living capital, a capital with needs,
which forfeits its interest and consequently its livelihood
during every moment that it is not at work. As capital, the
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this way the division of conditions of existence between
owners of capital and laborers moves forward to become a
division in the conditions of survival for a class of
laborers.

To the extent that a class of men possess capital
(accumulated labor) they possess the productive power of
labor for capital. The productive power of labor is ab-
stract labor, not the labor of men but the labor of poten-
tial capital. To the extent that a class of men produce
capital for others, they exist only for capital and not for

43

themselves. In acquiring ownership of the objects of

value of the worker varies according to supply and demands,
and his physical existence, his life, was and is considered
as a supply of goods, similar to any other goods. The wor-
ker produces capital and capital produces him. Thus he
produces himself, and man as a worker, as a commodity, is
the product of the whole process. Man is simply a worker,
and as a worker his human qualities only exist for the

sake of capital which is alien to him. Since labour and
capital are alien to each other, and thus related only in
an external and accidental manner, this alien character
must appear in reality. As soon as it occurs to capital--
either necessarily or voluntarily--not to exist any longer
for the worker, he no longer exists for himself; he has no
work, no wage, and since he exists only as a worker and not
as a human being, he may as well let himself starve, be
buried, etc. The worker is only a worker when he exists

as capital for himself, and he only exists as capital when
capital is there for him. The existence of capital is his
existence, his life, since it determines the content of his
life independently of him." Marx, Early Writings, p. 137.

43This of course presumes that laborers have no
means of existence other than labor. Marx did not specifi-
cally refer to the absence of a means of labor for laborers
in the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts. He later
explicitly began his analysis of labor and capital from the
point of view of ownership of the means of labor and labor.
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labor, owners of capital acquire the process of labor.

(The process of labor is for capital). Labor produces the
wealth of capital. Capital as property through the process
of labor mediates the production of a class of laborers.
Labor is purchased when it is needed for the acquisition of
more capital. It is purchased at cost. That is, at what-
ever is the minimum necessary subsistence of a class of
laborers. A class of laborers is regulated by the demands
of capital.

The division of labor entails an advantage for
owners of capital. The advantage of capital entails fur-
ther advantages for capital.44 Production for capital in-
creases the wealth of capital. The wealth of capital
regulates labor for capital. Labor for capital is the
means of existence for a class of laborers. When labor for
capital is unwanted, a class of laborers has no means of
life. Without a means of life, laborers cannot live. Capi-
tal regulates the production of the laborer in regulating
the labor process.

Because labor is the basis of capital, the relation

44This is in fact the point of attack in Marx's
critique of political economy. "We shall begin from a con-
temporary economic fact. The worker becomes poorer the
more wealth he produces and the more his production in-
creases in wealth and extent. The worker becomes an ever
cheaper commodity the more goods he creates. The devalua-
tion of the human world increases in direct relation with
the increase in value of the world of things." Marx,
Early Writings, p. 121.
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between labor and capital might be thought to be a relation
of mutual dependence.45 As a relation of mutual dependence,
the power of capital would be circumscribed by the depen-
dence of capital on labor. In what sense might capital be
thought of as dependent on labor? Capital is not dependent
on the process of labor. The process of labor exists in-
dependent of the existence of capital as production for
sustenance. Capital is dependent on labor in the narrow
sense of labor as a means of existence. Labor in the narrow
sense produces capital. What is at issue then is whether
the labor which produces capital, is the basis of the de-
pendence of capital on labor. The labor which produces
capital is the labor of men, the labor on which capital
depends is an abstract form of labor. I have tried to

show the value of labor for capital is the acquisition of
wealth. The value of labor for a class of laborers is their
life. The dependence of capital on abstract labor is not
commensurate with the dependence of the laborer on labor.
The dependence of the capitalist on abstract labor is based
on the acquisition of more wealth. To the extent that
capital does not require more wealth it has no dependence

on labor at all.4® rhe dependence of the laborer on labor

455ee footnote 1 for a definition of power relations
of mutual dependence.

46Primitive explanations of capital's continued
demand for wealth have often involved imputations of greed.
Some explanation is in any case required to keep the cycle of
production for capital moving. In Marx's later formulation,
the cycle continued automatically through surplus value.
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is life itself. Capital is not dependent on any specific
laborer, only on abstract labor. Any specific laborer is
dependent on labor for life. If a class of capitalists

does not depend on labor in the same way that a class of
laborers depends on labor, does it then depend on labor at
all? Labor produces the wealth of capital. It produces

the laborer.47 Each act of labor in the narrow sense of
labor for life confirms the labor of life. Capital does

not depend on labor. The laborer depends on labor. Labor
produces capital. In producing capital, it produces itself
for capital. Capital does not depend on labor. It regulates
the continued existence of labor. The relation of capital
and labor is indirectly a relation of one-sided dependence.48
The dependence of labor produces the power of capital. The
power of capital is based on its autonomy from labor. Its
autonomy is achieved through acquisition of the objects of

labor.
Division and Property II

As you recall, I described the division of labor

471 nave already pointed to the absence of an expla-
nation of how capital acquires the objects of labor. The
same question can be posed as how labor alienates itself. I
will take up this point in the section on property and
alienation.

481 uyse the term indirectly because it is necessary
to presume the absence of a means of labor in developing
the relation. Were this presumption not made, the relation
would be one of mutual dependence.
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as the dissolution of productive labor. Marx's early dis-
cussion of this was taken in terms of splitting up produc-
tive labor into accumulated labor and labor. His later
discussion was taken in terms of the conditions of labor

and labor.49

Conditions of labor are means by which men
labor. They are means of production. The division of labor
separates productive labor into ownership of the means of
labor and labor.50
As distinct from objects of labor and the activity
of labor, means of labor are instruments of production,
means by which men produce their sustenance. Land, for
example, is a means of labor (production).51 It is both a
media of labor for the production of use-values and the
raw material of the laboring process. To the extent that
men possess a means of labor, it is the objective condition

of their being in the world. It is the basis of the unity

of their labor. As possessors of a means of labor, men

491n The German Ideology, this distinction was de-
veloped as ownership of labor and labor. I will take up
this point in the section on natural inequality and class
division.

50The term 'means of labor' has the same meaning here
as the term 'means of production.' They will be used inter-
changeably. To treat means of production apart from its
referent to labor is to narrow and make extremely technical
its usage. See an earlier discussion of this point on p. 18.

51Marx also described the means of labor as in-
struments of labor. Instruments of labor are tools and
skills involved in producing objects of use.
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are laboring proprietors of the conditions of their exis-
tence. They have an objective existence independent of
their labor which is their proprietorship of their means
of labor. Furthermore, their identity as proprietors of

their means of production is confirmed because the objects

which they produce are their own objects, their use values.

Possession of a means of labor presumes possession of the
objects produced by means of labor. Possession does not

imply however that the means of labor are appropriated by

labor. Marx assumed that men simply regarded the objective

conditions of their labor as their own.52

The division of labor is the dissolution of man's
proprietorship of the means of his labor (land or instru-

ments of labor).53 It separates laborers from their means

52possession of land appears not as the product of
labor but occurs as a natural attitude. "Thus originally
property means no more than man's attitude to his natural
conditions of production as belonging to him, as the pre-
requisites of his own existence; his attitude to them as
natural prerequisites of himself, which constitute, as it
were, a prolongation of his body." Marx, Pre-Capitalist.
p. 89. In so far as man's attitude towards his objective

conditions is confirmed in existence, it is realized through
actual productiveness. Man's natural attitude is confirmed

through his active, real relationship to it.

53This shift is extremely important as it suggests
an historical treatment of the division of labor. What I
have treated rather formally as class division and Marx
first approached philosophically can be examined as an
historical process. This in fact is what Marx undertook.
See for example The German Ideology and Pre-Capitalist

Economic Formations where he describes the division of labor

historically.

’
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of production and thus from any means of subsistence that
can be gained through proprietory labor. Men then no lon-
ger have an objective existence but exist only subjectively
as potential wage laborers for those who acquire the means
of production. The dissolution of the laborers' relation
to the objective conditions of existence involves the acqui-
sition of the means of labor by a class of men. Capital's
early formation occurs simply because wealth permits the
purchase of the objective conditions of labor on the one
hand, and the exchange of labor of free workers for money
on the other.>4 Capital then accelerates this separation.
When the means of labor are owned by a class of
men, the same division in the conditions of existence ap-
pears between owners of capital and laborers. In this for-
mulation of class division however the power relation in-
volved is directly a relation of one-sided dependence. It
is no longer expressed as loss of the objects of labor but

as the acquisition of the means of labor by capital.55

54For example, "What enables monetary wealth to turn
into capital is, on the one hand, that it finds free labourers,
and on the other, it finds means of subsistence, materials,
etc. which would otherwise be in one form or another the
property of the now objectiveless masses and are also free
and available for sale." Marx, Pre-Capitalist . . ., p. 108.

55This form of class division provides a way around
the question of how capital acquires the objects of labor
which was an obscurity in the first formulation of the divi-
sion. It also suggests that labor does not create capital
at least in quite the direct sense taken at first. Capi-
tal can be seen outside of the whole issue of accumulated
labor.
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Laborers exist in a condition of dependence because they
have no means of labor with which to achieve a means of
subsistence. The means of labor are owned by capital.
Laborers are directly dependent on a class of capitalists

by virtue of capital's acquisition of the means of labor.

In the early formulation laborers were dependent on the
activity of work because a class of capitalists owned the
objects of their labor. Their detachment from a means of
labor was presumed. The early formulation involved capital's
owning the objects of labor not the means of labor. How

the objects of labor were acquired by capital was not ex-
plained. The dynamic of power and dependence is also clari-
fied. 1In the first formulation, the power advantage of
capital over a class of laborers involved from the point

of view of capital being able to define labor as abstract
labor rather than human labor irrespective of the point of
view of the laborer. The advantage was based on an asymetry
in resources (accumulated labor) produced by labor and
separated from labor. In this formulation the power ad-
vantage of capital involves owning the means of labor as
well as the objects of labor. Labor now entails the ex-
change of wage labor for subsistence, e.g. a means of
existence. The exchange involves a double advantage for
capital. Not only is labor regulated by the demands of
capital, sought when it is needed, but the very act of
laboring for capital involves the expansion of wealth of

capital through surplus value. Production for capital
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automatically increases the wealth of a class of capitalists
and the extent of the wealth of capital. In the early for-
mulation, production for capital increased the wealth of
capital only if production was initiated by capital. This
means that the character of the power advantage of capital
has become more decisive. In the early formulation the
power advantage of capital was over the laborer. Now the
power advantage involves increasing the advantage of capi-
tal automatically while at the same time increasing the
dependence of labor.>®

Labor exists irrespective of capital as the produc-
tion of a means of sustenance. When capital develops labor
exists only for capital. When capital is defined by acqui-
sition of the means of labor, there is no objective means
of existence for a class of laborers because they possess
no means of labor. The process of labor exists as a process

of production for sustenance. When capital develops, the

561n Richard Emerson's formulation. The Power ad-
vantage of A over B is always a relative advantage because
A's advantage is limited by his dependence on B. 1In a
power relation of one-sided dependence A's power over B is
'absolute.' Seen through time this means that the advan-
tage can only continue to expand. It is an advantage which
leads to further advantages. Emerson, "Power-Dependence
Relations," p. 32. Also compare the following: "First--
unmediated and mediated unity of the two. Capital and
labour are at first still united; later indeed separated
and alienated, but reciprocally developing and promoting
each other as positive conditions. Opposition between the
two--they mutually exclude each other; the worker recog-
nizes the capitalist as his own non-existence and vice
versa; each seeks to rob the other of his existence."
Marx, Early Writings, p. 144.
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process of labor continues not as production for sustenance
but as production for capital. The process of labor becomes
an exchange process rather than a subsistence process. 1In
the exchange process, a class of laborers exists to the ex-
tent that they are needed for the production of commodities.
The exchange of labor for subsistence, however involves not
merely the subsistence of a class of laborers but the ex-
pansion of the wealth of capital. The exchange process
produces surplus value for capital. The increasing wealth
of capital involves nothing more than the capitalist acting
as a middle man between the means of labor and a class of
laborers.>’ Capital merely in uniting men and means of
labor which are already present increases the power of
capital. Furthermore the power of capital is not confined
by limited resources. The resources of capital (the means
of production) develop through time, through surplus value
and the expansion of the means of production. The power

of capital and the dependence of labor accelerate through
time.

I have described the division of labor as a class
division. The character of class division, I have argued,
is a power relation of one-sided dependence. 1Its phenomen-
ological form is property. A power relation of one-sided
dependence is defined as a relation in which the power of

Class A over Class B is not circumscribed by any dependence

57Marx, Pre-Capitalist.
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of Class A on B. This means that A's power is total and
that B's dependence is total. No process of equilibration
exists in a power relation of one-sided dependence. B has
no power with which to force a measure of equilibration.

A power relation of one-sided dependence cannot be equili-
brated; it can only be overthrown.?8 1If you recall, I
developed the class dependence of labor first as the ab-
sence of objects of subsistence and second as the absence
of a means of production. The class power of capital was
first based on ownership of the objects of labor and second
ownership of the means of labor. The class power of capi-
tal can only expand in scope. In the first formulation,
production for capital increased the wealth of capital when
it was initiated by capital. In the second formulation,
mediating the means of labor and a class of laborers en-
hances the wealth of capital automatically through surplus
value. Merely sustaining a class of laborers at work en-

hances the wealth of capital. Not sustaining them ends

58There is an antinomy in Marx's thought which is
in part the origin of my interest in power relations and
the division of labor. In reading Marx, there is an ap-
parent shift in the solutions Marx forwarded to class in-
equality. In his early works, Marx focuses on the destruc-
tion of the division of labor. This is very clearly seen
in The German Ideology. In his later works, Marx focuses
on the destruction of property and particularly the means
of production. This shift was puzzling in two quite dif-
ferent ways. In what sense was Marx referring to the
division of labor when he advocated destroying it? How is
it that he moved to destruction of property and away from
the division of labor?
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their life. The power of capital remains for a class of
capitalists as a resource of their existence. The division
of labor entails the wealth of a class of capitalists.

Seen through time the division of labor continuously in-
creases the wealth of capital in an unending expansion of
the resources of capital. The division of labor is dynamic.
It separates labor, entails a class division and the ac-
celeration of the conditions of division (the content of
the division). The fundamental class division entails a

widening cycle of class inequalities.

Property and Alienation

I earlier suggested that Marx used two vocabularies
in describing the division of labor; the segmentalization
of labor, and the alienation of labor. The segmentaliza-
tion of labor separates the objects of labor from laborers.
It entails a class structure. Laborers then no longer
possess the objects of their work. Their objects are the
property of a class of capitalists. As the property of
capital, their objects appear to them as alien autonomous
entities apart from them. Marx called the alienation of
the worker from the objects of his work "the alienation of
the thing." "The alienation of the worker in his product
means not only that his labour becomes an object, assumes
an external existence, but that it exists independently,

outside himself, and alien to him, and that it stands opposed
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to him as an autonomous power."59

The alienation of the thing is the laborers' ex-

perience of the objective condition of alienation, i.e.,
a property form owned by capital. It expresses his exper-
ience of his class condition. Laborers experience their
objects as alien autonomous objects. Their objects are
alien. They are owned by a class of capitalists. Further-
more, their objects are a power apart from them. They are
the power of capital. The power of capital is capital's
capacity to define the activity of labor for capital, a
power based on possessing the objects of labor. Marx is
quite explicit about the objective reality of the exper-
ience of alienation.

If the product of labour is alien to me and confronts

me as an alien power, to whom does it belong? If my

own activity does not belong to me but is an alien,

forced activity, to whom does it belong?60
He answers:

The alien being to whom labour and the product of

labour belong, to whose service labour is devoted,

and to whose enjoyment the product of labour goes,

can only be man himself. If the product of labour

does not belong to the worker, but confronts him as

an alien power, this can only be_ because it belongs

to a man other than the worker.61

The objective reality of alienation is class division.

The relation of the worker to work also produces

59Marx, Early Writings, pp. 122-23.

60Marx, Early Writings, p. 129.

6lmMarx, Early Writings, p. 130.
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the relation of the capitalist (or whatever one likes
to call the lord of labour) to work.62
Accumulated labor is the property of capital. The

alienation of the thing is the worker's experience of the
loss of his objects of work. Both vocabularies refer to
the same process, the division of labor, although from dif-
ferent vantage points.®3 Property, you recall in the early
formulation, is produced by labor. Capital is accumulated
labor. This means that it is a product of self alienation.64
Property is the necessary result of alienated labor, of the

external relation of the worker to nature and to himself.65

62Marx, Early Writings, p. 131.

63They express two aspects of property: property
as accumulated labor owned by capital; and property as the
laborer's loss of his objects. The experience of property
will be extremely different when looked at from the point
of view of capital or labor. "Only for the workers, there-
fore, is the separation of capital, landed property and
labour an inexcapable, vital and harmful separation."
Marx, Early Writings, p. 69.

64This is a logical inference of this argument once
alienation is conceived of as the laborers' experience of
class division. See for example Marx, Early Writings,
p. 131. "We have, of course, derived the concept of aliena-
ted labour (alienated life) from political economy, from an
analysis of the movement of private property. But the
analysis of this concept shows that although private prop-
erty appears to be the basis and cause of alienated labour,
it is rather a consequence of the latter, just as the gods
are fundamentally not the cause but the product of confu-
sions of human reason." Or "Private property as the material,
summarized expression of alienated labour includes both re-
lations; the relation of the worker to labour, to the product
of his labour and to the non-worker, and the relation of
the non-worker to the worker and to the product of the
latter's labour." Marx, Early Writings, p. 134.

65Marx, Early Writings, p. 131.




41

Alienation from the objects of labor summarizes
alienation in work activity. It summarizes self-alienation
in production.

This is the relationship of the worker to his own ac-
tivity as something alien and not belonging to him,
activity as suffering (passivity), strength as power-
lessness, creation as emasculation, the personal phy-
sical and mental energy of the worker, his personal
life (for what is life but activity) as an activity
which is directed against himself, independent of him
and not belonging to him. This is the self-alienation
as against the above mentioned alienation of the thing.66

If the relation of the worker to work also produces the re-
lation of the capitalist to work, how is it then that men
alienate their labor? Marx raised this question in The

Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts. If the alienation

of labor is a vocabulary for expressing the experience of
class division, then to raise the question of how men
alienate their labor is to raise one form of the question

of how it is that the objects of labor come to be acquired

by a class of capitalists. I have already pointed to the
absence of an account of how the objects of labor are ac-
quired by capital. Neither form of the question was answered

in the early formulation of class division.68

66Marx, Early Writings, p. 126. The imagery of
powerlessness is particularly striking in the quote.

67Marx, Early Writings, p. 133.

68an answer was given in The German Ideology based
on labor power. See the discussion in Natural Inequality
and Social Division.
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Work activity within alienation is labor for capi-
tal, not labor for sustenance. Labor becomes a means of
life not an exemplification of productive life.

For labour, life activity, productive life, now appear
to man only as means for the satisfaction of a need,

the need to maintain his physical existence. Produc-
tive life is, however, species-life. It is life-
creating life. 1In the type of life activity resides
the whole character of a species, its species-character;
and free, conscious activity is the species character
of human beings. Life itself appears only as a means
of life.69

The alienation of the laborer is an expression of
the experience of dependence, of powerlessness. It ex-
presses a class attribute, dependence, in a class relation
of power and dependence. Alienation is usually treated as
an existential or psychological condition not as a class
attribute. It is analyzed apart from its objective con-
tent. As a psychological condition, an account is given
which is highly individualized. As an existential condi-
tion, it is treated as a burden of the species, an intrinsic
aspect of the human condition. In either case, its meaning
as a relational experience is not expressed. There is no
reference to a world in which men live and their relations
to each other in the world. Without such a reference,
alienation can only be a condition, not as an historical
phenomenon or a phenomenon of particular types of social

structures.

If alienation expresses a class attribute in a

69Marx, Early Writings, p. 127.
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class relation of one-sided dependence, then it can be

analyzed in history.70

It can be seen to 'develop' within
the context of class division. This means, also, that the
content of the experience is not fixed but evolving as the
context of class division develops. Alienation, for example,
can take shape as an experience within awareness, or as an
experience outside awareness. Equally important, the ex-
perience and its shaping can be related to the conditions
in which men live.’l
I have suggested that the alienation of labor ex-

presses the experience of the objective condition of class
division. It expresses it from the point of view of the
worker. The segmentalization of labor and the alienation
of labor are vocabularies for describing class relations
entailed in the division of labor. This means that the
division of labor is the alienation of labor.’2

The division of labour is the economic expression of

the social character of labour within alienation. Or,

since labour is only an expression of human activity

within alienation of life activity as alienation of
life, the division of labour is nothing but the

70"The establishment of the individual as a worker,
stripped of all qualities except this one, is itself a
product of history." Marx, Pre-Capitalist. . ., p. 68.

7lThe distinction between alienation and reification
involves contrasting conditions of commodity production
with other conditions of production.

: 72The division of labor equals the alienation of
labor.
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alienated establishment of human activity as a real
species activity or the activity of man as a species
being. The economists are very confused and self-
contradictory about the nature of the division of
labour (which of course has to be regarded as a
principal motive force in the production of wealth
once labour is recognized as the essence of private
property), i.e. about the alienated form of human
activity as species-activity.73
The consideration of division of labour and exchange
is of the greatest interest, since they are the per-
ceptible, alienated expression of human activity and
capacities as the activity and capacities proper to
a species.74
The analysis as it has been developed may appear
circular. I have equated the division of labor with the
alienation of labor, class structure, and property. This
would be the case if the notion of productive labor were
not the background of the entire discussion. It is within
the context of productive labor that the analysis must be
placed. The division of labor is the dissolution of the
unity of man, a dissolution which transforms social rela-
tions into class relations, productive life into alienated

labor, and labor into capital.
Natural Inequality and Class Division

The class relation between capital and labor has
been described from two points of view: accumulated labor;
and ownership of the means of production. In each case,

class division entailed a power advantage on the one hand

73Marx, Early Writings, p. 18l.

74Marx, Early Writings, p. 187.
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and one-sided dependence on the other. 1In the first
formulation, the class power of capital involved being able
to define the labor process as a process for capital. 1In
the second formulation, the class power of capital involved
acquiring the means of labor. The power advantage in the
second formulation involved automatic expansion of the
scope of capital's power. The class relation of capital
and labor presupposes the division of labor. Both formula-
tions implicitly contain another way of analyzing class
division--property in labor and labor. That is, class
division can be taken from the point of view of accumulated
labor, the means of production, and 'owning' labor. What
is fundamental in this last formulation is whether men own
their labor or not. If men own their labor, their labor

is the objective basis of their being in the world. They
are the proprietors of their labor. This means that labor
is a form of their property.75 When however laborers do
not own their work activity, when it is not for them but
for others, their labor is the property of others. A
similar kind of account was given in the section on ac-
cumulated labor and labor. There, however, owning the
objects of labor as property led to control of labor. Here,
control of labor is itself a form of property. Property

thus has a different meaning. It is not, for example, a

75Marx, for example, referred to owning one's labor
as estate capital in describing the feudal epoch. Marx,
The German Ideology, p. 47.
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produced object owned by a non-laborer or a means of labor.
Property is control of the producer of an object; it is
control of labor power. The formulation is transitional.
To the extent that property is not a produced object, it
is disconnected from the alienation of labor. It does not
refer to labor producing its dependence. This shifts the
meaning of dependence. Dependence is defined by the in-
voluntary character of labor, not by the reduction of
productive labor to a means of labor. It also shifts the
meaning of power. Power refers to an intrinsic power ad-
vantage among men, not to property as a form of power
advantage.

This formulation of class division is expressed in

The German Ideology. The division of property in labor and

labor, is entailed in the division of labor as a natural
division. A natural division of labor is built up in
connection with inequalities between men. Inequalities in
abilities and capacities produce a natural division of work
in terms of abilities. A natural division of work is con-
vertible into a class division. Natural inequalities con-
tain a power process. The process is the following: natu-
ral inequalities involve a natural advantage for some in
terms of labor and a natural disadvantage for others. A
natural advantage in labor is an advantage over other men
in terms of their labor. It is a comparative advantage.

As a comparative advantage in labor it can be extended.

The advantage for example can be used to acquire the labor
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of other men.’® Control of the labor of others was the
first form of property. Marx identified it with the natural
division of labor in the family, the first such division.
The division of labor in the family produces the power ad-
vantage of a man over his family. Hiw power advantage is
his control of the labor of his family, a latent slavery
system. "This latent slavery in the family, though still
very crude, is the first property, but even at this early
stage it corresponds perfectly to the definition of modern
economists who call it the power of disposing of the labour

n7 The ironic tone is Marx's own.

power of others.
There are two aspects of the class structure of
natural inequality. The natural division of labor produces
property forms (labor produces property). A natural divi-
sion in abilities entails power process, the conversion of
natural attributes into class attributes. Natural division
'produces' on the one hand a power advantage, i.e., con-
trol of the labor power of others and on the other hand,
one-sided dependence, i.e., involuntary labor. To the ex-
tent that natural inequalities contain a power process,
they must be subverted by conscious and rational control.

Involuntary labor is labor without choice. 1In

this instance, its root is the biology of the species

76rhis is an extrapolation. Marx nowhere in The
German Ideology gives a precise account of the process.

77TMarx, The German Ideology, pp. 21-22.
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man.’8 Destroying involuntary labor involves acquiring
rational control of natural conditions and attributes. For

example,

Communism differs from all previous movements in that
it overturns the basis of all early relations of
production and intercourse, and for the first time
consciously treats all natural premises as the crea-
tures of men, strips them of their natural character
and sub;ugates them to the power of individuals
united. /9

The involuntary character of labor is stated much more
broadly by Marx. I have referred only to the involuntary

character of labor in a natural division of attributes.

78This is an inaccurate way of stating the point.
While natural inequalities have their roots in biology of
the species, it is men who make use of these inequalities.

79Marx, The German Ideology, p. 70.




EPOCHS OF THE DIVISION OF LABOR

I have described the division of labor as a divi-
sion entailing a class relation between laborers and owners
of capital. The discussion has been extremely specific.

I have referred exclusively to the class relation of capi-
tal and labor. Furthermore, I have treated capital and
labor as if they were unitary phenomenon. I have neither
referred to distinct forms of labor and capital, nor to

the extremely important point that different kinds of labor
produce different forms of capital. In order to expand

the scope of the discussion, it is necessary to shift away
from an analysis of class relations. Part of the shift in-
volves moving to a different level of abstraction. I have
already suggested that Marx described the division of labor
from other points of view than the division of capital

80 I have selected one of his formulations.

and labor.
There are several others. To describe them extensively
would put me too far afield of the main purpose of this
essay, an examination of power relations and the division
of labor. To close the discussion at this point would lead

to some confusion as most discussions of Marx's view of the

division of labor do not refer to the conception I have

80See footnote 24.
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emphasized. Two additional formulations of the division
of labor will be briefly developed: the division of in-
terests and the distribution of dependence. They are for-
mulated at similar levels of abstraction, and are developed

together in The German Ideology.

In The German Ideology, Marx described the division

of labor from the point of view of different kinds of labor
and different epochs of labor. This means that several
types of labor rather than a single category of labor are
being referred to. Different kinds of labor involve dif-
ferent modes of work.8l For example, agricultural labor
has a different mode of work activity than commercial or-
industrial labor. In addition, the instruments of agricul-
tural labor are different from those of industrial labor as
is the setting of labor. "The division of labor implies
from the outset the division of the conditions of labor,

of tools and materials. . ."82 Different modes of work

8ly am using 'mode' to suggest a broader meaning
for work than function or task. A mode implies both a
labor process and a context in which work takes place. For
example, agricultural labor as a mode of labor refers to
both a type of labor and to a setting of labor. It is very
easy to misinterpret Marx's meaning and to think of labor
in a narrower sense. With a narrow sense of the meaning
of the term, it is extremely difficult to come to under-
stand Marx's discussion of the division of labor as a divi-
sion between town and countryside.

82The full quote is the following. "The division
of labour implies from the outset the division of the con-
ditions of labour, of tools and materials, and thus the
splitting up of accumulated capital among different owners,
and thus, also, the division between capital and labour, and
the different forms of property itself." Marx, The German

Ideology, p. 65.
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produce different forms of property. The product of agri-
cultural labor, for example, is different from the product
of industrial labor. Where there are different modalities
of labor, there can be different kinds of ownership rela-
tions, e.g. communal or class ownership. Given property
and ownership relations which property implies, social
structure can be described as epochs of the division of
labor. Epochs contain different labor processes, different
forms of property, different kinds of ownership relations,

and different kinds of interests.83

The Divisions of Interests

When Marx refers to different kinds of labor and
different kinds of property, the particular relations of
classes to each other are less prominent in the analysis
than are antagonistic interests of 'classes' vis-a-vis
different modes of labor.8% It will be recalled that the
division of labor produces a fundamental and qualitative
difference in the ways in which men live and work in the
world. It produces a division among men in their condi-

tions of existence. This must be taken in a less precise

83Marx describes four epochs of the division of
labor in The German Ideology: tribal, ancient-state, feu-
dal, and capitalist. For another discussion of these
epochs see Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations.

841+ was to this difference I was referring when I
indicated above that these formulations are developed at
a different level of abstraction than class relations.
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sense than a class relation between capital and labor.
Conditions of existence imply interests in relation to
conditions. The division of labor can be seen as a divi-
sion of interests.8°

Divisions of interest can be described in terms of
their full complexity or 'reduced' to specific kinds of
oppositions such as the opposition of capital and labor.
To the extent that they are reduced to such fundamental
oppositions, there is no opportunity to examine, for example,
the forms of opposition which occur between different kinds
of capital (e.g. landed and industrial capital) or different
kinds of labor (e.g. agricultural and industrial labor) .86
In addition, there is no way of emphasizing the development
of divisions of interest per se. If you recall, the
production of a social world is both a social and a tech-
nical process. A scheme of class division emphasizes spe-
cific aspects of the social process in order to bring class
relations to the forefront. A scheme of interests em-

phasizes the technical process, the particular conditions

85This does not mean that the power relations en-
tailed in the division of labor have been discarded, but
that the direction of the analysis has shifted to empha-
size conditions of labor rather than relations of labor.

86por example, once types of capital are distin-
guished it is possible to pose questions about the asyme-
trical relations that are associated with different forms
of capital. What kinds of capital have greater potential
for expansion or greater potential for concentration?
What antagonisms link different kinds of capital?



53

of labor, the ways in which these conditions develop, the
environment which shapes the technical process in terms of
divisions of interests.

As a division of interests, Marx characterizes the
division of labor as the division of town and countryside,
the division of physical and mental labor, and the division
of communal and private interests. These are global social
processes.87 It is very easy to confuse Marx's discussion
with a different conception of division of interests. A
division of interests involves some framework which connects
different interests. To the extent that some framework con-
nects antagonistic interests, a division of interests involves
mutual interests and antagonistic interests.88 For example,
in a division of labor between town and country, an ex-
change of products, an exchange 'system,' may link town
and countryside and antagonistic interests may divide them.
Both may have mutual interests in the ekchange of products,
their interests may be divided in relation to the price of
objects of exchange. What is at issue is whether the divi-
sion of labor is seen from the point of view of the exchange
relation (mutual interests), or from the point of view of

antagonistic interests (division). To see the division of

87They are thus abstractions of a particular type.
Divisions of interests do not refer directly to the rela-
tions in which these interests are embedded; they also do
not specify whose interests clearly.

8810 rephrase these divisions of interests as social
relations among men would involve describing these divisions
as power-dependence relations.
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labor in relation to the exchange system, means seeing it
from the point of view of a system of mutual relations

which involve interdependence. Antagonistic interests are
thus circumscribed by the mutual interests of the exchange
system. To see the division of labor in relation to the
antagonistic interests, from the point of view of its ele-
ments, involves seeing the exchange 'system' in terms of

the conditions of existence, including the disparities in

the conditions of life which exist between town and country.89
Divisions of interests are always embedded in a division of
conditions of life as Marx describes them. This is a

matter of vantage point. Marx saw divisions of interests

in this way. Divisions of interests need not be interpreted

in this way. The level of abstraction at which Marx's dis-

cussion is undertaken easily leads to misinterpreting his

89nThe greatest division of material and mental
labour is the separation of town and country. . . The ex-
istence of the town implies, at the same time, the neces-
sity of administration, police, taxes, etc., in short, of
the municipality, and thus of politics in general. Here
first became manifest the division of the population into
two great classes, which is directly based on the division
of labour and on the instruments of production. The town
already is in actual fact the concentration of the popula-
tion, of the instruments of production, of capital, of
pleasures, of needs, while the country demonstrates just
the opposite fact, their isolation and separation. The
antagonism of town and country can only exist as a result
of private property. It is the most crass expression of
the subjection of the individual under the division of
labour, under a definite activity forced upon him--a sub-
jection which makes one man into a restricted town-animal,
the other into a restricted country-animal, and daily
creates anew the conflict between their interests." Marx,
The German Ideology, pp. 43-44.
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analysis.90
The Distribution of Dependence

When Marx refers to different kinds of labor rather
than a single mode of labor, the division of labor is also
examined as a distribution of labor. This means that it is
conceived abstractly, from outside relations of labor.91
Where there are different modes of labor, there is a dis-
tribution of labor. A distribution of labor means that men
have a specific sphere of work which is forced upon them.
Laborers are confined by virtue of their existence at a
specific point in time and space in the distribution of
labor. The division of labor has an independent existence
over against the individuals who work. Individuals work
in a condition of dependence by virtue of a distribution
of labor. Their labor is thus involuntary. It is unrela-
ted to their potential. It is non-rational from the point

of view of their choices, and it is impersonal, disconnected

901 will return to this issue again in the section
"On the Division of Labor and Social Inequality." Although
I cannot pursue all the implications of the vantage point
taken, one implication is that the phenomenon described as
a division of interests can be characterized in advance by
the vantage point--using the exchange system as a vantage
point leads to a different picture of antagonistic interests
than using the vantage point of the antagonisms.

911¢ is no longer possible to retain a consistent
terminology. Because the distribution of labor is taken
apart from relations of labor, terms like 'power' and 'depen-
dence' which were tied to relations of labor take on dif-
ferent meanings.
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from their framework of possible actions. Dependence among
laborers in a scheme of the distribution of labor is not
defined in opposition to power as it is in a class analysis.
Dependence is involuntary labor, in the same sense referred
to in the natural division of labor. It is labor without
choice or potential development. It is un-free labor. It
is referred directly to the division of labor rather than
to a class of capitalists.

In a scheme of the distribution of dependence, power
is not a power advantage. Power is taken apart from a class
relation between laborers and owners of capital. Power
refers to productive forces. Land, for example, is a produc-
tive force. This should be taken in a dynamic sense. Land
is not a fixed entity but a developing means. It is devel-
oped through labor. How far the productive forces have
developed can be seen by how far the division of labor has
been carried.??2 Each new productive force brings with it
further development of the division of labor. Power is a
developing productive force, or a network of productive
forces. Labor is divided in terms of different productive
forces. On the one hand, productive forces develop through

labor. On the other hand, the development of productive

92productive forces are of course owned by men as
instruments of production. Marx's discussion of the distri-
bution of dependence involves a level of analysis different
from the level on which class division is described. To
recast the discussion, to shift to an analysis of class
division, required only raising the issue of who owns the
productive forces.
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forces enlarges the distribution of dependent laborers.
Furthermore, the internal development of particular produc-
tive forces intensifies the dependence of particular
laborers, makes them subject, for example, to machines.

When the division of labor is regarded from the
point of view of the distribution of labor, a re-distribution
of resources of a social structure does not affect the dis-
tribution of dependence. It merely redistributes depen-
dent laborers. Only destruction of the division of labor
can erase the distribution of dependent laborers.?3

Both these formulations, the division of interests
and the distribution of dependence, are abstracted from
social relations. They take up the issue of the division
of labor without direct reference to a particular class
division for example of capital and labor. They thus pro-
duce a different view of the division of labor. Both also
fit more closely a structural analysis of social formations,

although an analysis of class division (a processual

93nFor as soon as labour is distributed, each man
has a particular, exclusive sphere of activity, which is
forced upon him and from which he cannot escape. He is a
hunter, a fisherman, a shepard, or a critical critic, and
must remain so if he does not want to lose his means of
livelihood; while in communist society, where nobody has
one exclusive sphere of activity but each can become accomp-
lished in any branch he wishes, society regulates the gene-
ral production and thus makes it possible for men to do one
thing to-day and another to-morrow, to hunt in the morning,
fish in the afternoon, rear cattle in the evening, criticize
after dinner, just as I have a mind, without ever becoming
hunter, fisherman, shepherd or critic." Marx, The German

Ideology, p. 22.




58

analysis) is quickly brought forward when the issue of
'whose' interests is raised in an analysis of the division
of interests or when the issue of 'who' owns productive
forces is raised in an analysis of the distribution of

labor.



ON THE DIVISION OF LABOR AND SOCIAL INEQUALITY

There is a distinction which must be made between
a phenomenon described as a division of labor and the mean-
ing of the division of labor in a general sense. The dis-
tinction is very much connected with the difference between
talking about epochs of the division of labor and talking
about a particular division of labor. A confusion occurs
when a particular characterization of the division of labor
is taken to represent the division of labor. The confusion
is quite like the one earlier discussed as treating a par-
ticular form of class structure as class structure. For
example, capitalism is a system of commodity production.
Commodity production involves a division of labor. However,
the division of labor in commodity production does not en-
compass the meaning of the division of labor, at least pot
in Marx's sense. When an analysis of the division of labor
begins with commodity production, it is extremely difficult
to understand Marx's conception of the division of labor
as the basis of class structure; the division of labor in
commodity production does not produce class structure al-
though it exemplifies it. When a discussion of the division
of labor begins with Marx's early conception of the divi-

sion of labor, this difficulty does not arise. The division
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of labor in commodity production can be encompassed within
a wider conception of the division of labor. It can be
taken as a particular form of the division of labor.

There is, however, another kind of distinction
which I have alluded to but not brought out. A confusion
occurs between the phenomenon described as a division of
labor and several vantage points which can be used to
develop a description. Marx called the division of labor
in commodity production, "the division of labor in detail."
It is now commonly referred to as the technical division
of labor. Seen from the point of view of the objects pro-
duced, the system of production, the division of labor, in-
volves task specialization. Task specialization is a con-
ception of the division of labor. Seen from the point of
view of the task, the detail worker, the division of labor
involves a condition of extreme dependence, a class condi-
tion. When an analysis of the division of labor begins
with task specialization, it is very difficult to penetrate
to an analysis of class conditions involved. Task speciali-
zation limits in advance the field of observation because
the conception is taken apart from those who perform tasks.
This means that inequalities which exist are obscured by
the approach used to depict the division of labor.

I have suggested that it is not possible to come to
see the division of labor as a class structure when the
division of labor is construed as a division of tasks.

Tasks have too narrow a framework of meaning. This is
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also the case when the division of labor is interpreted as
a division of functions. Functions require a commitment
to an over-all framework, a system which is characterized
by functional interdependence.94 In addition, functions
are also taken apart from the inequalities among individuals
who perform functions. A division of interests provides a
way of approaching the division of labor as a class struc-
ture, although sociologically speaking, we seem to encom-
pass a division of interests in a scheme of mutual interests
more easily than we approach a division of interests from
the point of view of irreconcilable differences which may
be involved. Marx's conception of the division of labor
entails class structure. His conception always involves
awareness that the division of labor 'produces' class in-
equalities. Yet it is not possible to penetrate to the
issue of the class structure of the division of labor when
an analysis begins without conceiving of the individuals
and social groups involved. AThe vantage point from which
the discussion is taken up effects the perception of the
relations involved. Marx's conception always involved
awareness that the division of labor is a division of

resources (conditions), a division of men, and a division

94purkheim never referred his formulation of the
division of labor to a wider context than functions. This
means his conception does not lend itself to an analysis
of antagonistic interests. Conflict thus must be moved
into his framework via an expansion of his conception of
the division of labor.
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of activity. In addition he viewed these divisions in-
teractionally. A division of resources affects men. Re-
sources are developed by men and effect the division among
them.

I have tried to demonstrate that for Marx the
division of labor entails inequalities in the conditions
of existence among men which are structured as advantages
for some and disadvantages for others. 1In addition, I
tried to argue that these advantages and disadvantages
refer to the relations men have with each other; that they
are relational advantages and disadvantages. I described
a particular set of these advantages as power advantages
which are characterized by the continued extension of these
advantages in terms of other men. I called the relations
associated with these advantages power relations of one-
sided dependence, and for my particular purposes described
them as class relations. That is, that they are the par-
ticular advantages which mark fundamental divisions between
men.

Yet the division of labor cannot be taken apart
from the men who produce it. This is a fundamental insight
which is available in Marx's conception of the division of
labor through his notion of the meaning of labor itself.
Labor is a productive process. It, or rather, men who
labor, produce both forms or objects of work and their
social relations. The division of labor is a product of

the actions of men. It is men who design the divisions of
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their activity and the meanings involved in these divisions.
Men both produce the division of work and the distinctions
between men in their work; men continue to elaborate divi-
sions among men. The 'progress' of the division of labor,
if you will, is human action. It is only in seeing from
this point of view that it is possible to address the issue
of how men develop class divisions and fundamental schemes
of inequality.

I have not raised the issue of class structure as
it is traditionally posed. Class relations in the sense
of relations to the means of production have been reified;
it was necessary for this reason to move outside the whole
discussion of property relations and ownership relations.
If Marx's conception of class structure has been reified,
it is of a piece with a larger process of reification which
has involved our approach to most social phenomena includ-

95 The

ing the division of labor and social inequality.
very segmentalization which has occurred in our discussions

of the division of labor which are taken apart from our

95Marx seems to escape this particular difficulty
by using the term 'division of labor' with flexibility.
This is of course part of the reason it is so difficult to
understand his conception of the division of labor. For
example, Marx usually modifies his description of the divi-
sion of labor in the following way: the division of labor
and exchange, the divisions of labor and the instrument of
production, the division of interests between town and
country. What is omnipresent is his perspective of 'divi-
sion' which is carried across many particular and distinct
kinds of phenomena.



64

discussions of inequalities among men and apart from class
relations among men have supported and exemplified a reifi-
cation process. What we require is a way of constructing
an understanding of how men build up their social relations
and their social formations, and as an aspect of this pro-
cess, how men build up schemes of social division which
become the basis of class inequalities. This means dis-
tinguishing between different kinds of power advantages

and power relations. What we also require is an under-
standing of how men come to interpret the structures they
create and sustain as inevitable conditions of their exis-
tence. To a considerable extent, a sociological under-
standing of class inequality has been jeopardized by
reflecting the reifications of everyday life rather than

examining them.



SUMMARY

Marx's account of the division of productive labor
is based on his conception of the unity of man. This fun-
damental unity is not itself produced but given to man as
a natural condition of his labor. The dissolution of the
unity of man is however historical. His early expression
of it was in terms of accumulated labor and labor. His
later expression was in terms of ownership of the means of
labor and labor. The division of productive labor entails
a fundamental dichotomy in the conditions of existence
among men. It is thus the basis of class relations. Class
relations are power relations of one-sided dependence.

They are connected in two ways with the conditions of
labor. First, a division in the conditions of labor pro-
duces a power advantage in terms of some men with respect
to other men. Second, class relations are connected with
the continued development of these conditions. Class divi-
sions react back on the conditions of labor. They do not
refer only to men but to the ways with which men continue
to develop a social world. I have tried to express several
aspects of the connection of class relations and class
conditions as the power advantage of capital and the de-
velopment of productive forces.

The meaning of labor was central in developing an
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account of the division of labor. It was given a very
broad meaning, one connected with Marx's notion of mater-
ialism. It was treated as a productive process, both the
basis of the emerging world of things and the basis of
class relations between men.

There has been throughout the essay a tension
between the explication of power relations of one-sided
dependence and the analysis of the division of labor. It
was difficult to limit the discussion to power relations of
one-sided dependence and the division of labor. Marx's use
of the term 'division of labor' took many forms. Not all
of his usages involved power relations of one-sided depen-
dence. Several other formulations of the division of labor
were developed: the division of interests and the distri-
bution of dependence. Because the division of labor as a
division of interests could be interpreted as a scheme of
mutual interests, it was possible to juxtapose two different
conceptions of the division of labor. This permitted a
distinction between the phenomena we refer to in discus-
sions of the division of labor and the implications of our
choices for our interpretations of social relations. It
also made it possible to raise the issue of characterizing
the division of labor in advance in ways which preclude
penetrating to power relations of one-sided dependence and
the power process.

I suggested early in the essay that to the extent

that class relations are separated from an analysis of
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labor, Marx's conception of class is short-circuited. It
is reduced to a structural analysis of class relations,
taken from the point of view of property relations, rather
than understood as a processual analysis, seen from the
point of view of relations of labor. 1In addition to being
treated structurally, his analysis is particularized. The
form of class division in capitalism is taken to exemplify
the meaning of class structure. To utilize the class struc-
ture of capitalism to express the meaning of class struc-
ture is to work backwards from a particular class structure
to class structure rather than forward, from the division
of conditions of labor to class structure.

Because the class structure of capitalism is con-
strued to mean class structure, shifts in relations to
the means of production are used to deny the appropriate-
ness of continued analysis of class relations. Shifts in
ownership of the means of production do not end class divi-
sions but particular historical forms of class divisions.
The structure of class inequality is not based on particular
forms of class relations but on conditions of dependence
which divide men. This also implies that when appropriation
of the means of production is construed as the destruction
of class division, it, too, is taken after the fact of
Marx's conception of class. Class structures as I have
tried to show are built out of the relations men have to
their environment and to each other. To appropriate the

means of production is not to destroy class division but
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only a form of class division. In this sense class rela-
tions must always be taken from within. The social world
is a product of man's subjective activity, of his work
taken in its widest sense. Class structures emerge out of
the production of a social world. An analysis of classes
must always begin with the question of how labor is divided
among men and by men.

The limitations of most interpretations of Marx's
thought appear to be connected with the limitations of our
conceptions of power in a general way. Sociologically
speaking, power is not treated as a process, but as an
entity. 1Its character is fixed rather than dynamic. Our
concerns are thus shaped by an analysis of its distribution
within social structures rather than its development and
its extension.96 There is a marked difference in focus
when power is conceived of as a process, when it is con-
ceived of as a power advantage which involves the continued
development of power advantages. Power however as a pro-
cess is not disconnected from men. Power is an attribute
of social relations and of the objects of the world to the
extent that they are aspects of social relations. Marx's
treatment of power is not disconnected from everyday life.

Power is built up in activity, it is a component of social

96rThis is really primarily characteristic of dis-
cussions of stratification at a macro rather than a micro
level. For example, Emersons formulation of power depen-
dence relations is relational.
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relations between men and of the environment in which men
enact their social relations. It is development in two
quite distinct senses. The content of power is not fixed.
What involves a power advantage is shaped by specific con-
texts. Men are connected with power. It is men who con-
struct and shape power relations and power processes.

I used the division of labor to develop an analysis
of how class inequalities emerge. It permitted a way to
reach to the process of social relations rather than its
forms. It is within the process of social relations, of
work and existence, that inequalities are marked and become
the focus of elaborate schemes of differentiation. It is
within the social process that power advantages and disad-
vantages develop and become consolidated or concentrated.

In developing a power relation of one-sided dependence, I
tried to describe a particular process that contained the
continued expansion of inequalities among men. Power rela-
tions of one-sided dependence gain their meaning however only
in conjunction with power relations of mutual dependence.

It is with both conceptions rather than one or the other

that we can begin to reach to the issues of inequality.

What has been said of our conception of power, can
be said of our understanding of inequality. To the extent
that we have failed to connect forms of inequality with
social relations we have also failed to pose the appropriate
questions about the character of social inequality. We have

seen social inequalities from the point of view of their



70

inevitability. In this way we have obscured the possi-
bility or reaching to the question of which forms are and
which are not. We have failed thus to come to see that

the elaboration of distinctions among men extend far beyond
purposeful or 'rational' grounds of social organization;
and that inequalities which mark men extend and cohere in
ways which are intimately connected with social processes.
We have in some sense been too sensitive to a conception

of inequality close to everyday life, and insensitive to

the possibilities of a sociological imagination.
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