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Many of the contemporary theories of social stratification come from Karl
Marx and Max Weber, two nineteenth-century philosophers and sociclogists.
Most of modern scciological research and writing about sccial stratification
combines some aspects of Marx's thought with some of the ideas of Weber. An
understanding of stratification theory is not complete without a review of their
class paradigm. In this paper, I will firstiy state the major points of their
stratification theories respectively, and then, compare both their similar and
different viewpoints.

Social Stratification on Marx

The first systematic theory of social class is formulated by Marx. Marx's class
theory rests on the premise that "the history of all hitherto existing society is the
history of class struggles." {Marx, and Engels, 1967/1848, p.11). How does class
arise? For Marx, the key concept is the mode of production. Class develop on the
basis of different positions which individuals hold in the productive system of a
society, Marx said,

The owners merely of labor-power, owners of capital, and landowners,
whose respective sources of income are wages, profits, and ground
rent...constitute the three big classes of modern society based upon the
capitalist mode of production. (Marx, 1962/1867, pp 862-Ra3)

According to Marx, the mode of production is independent of any particular
individual and is not sublect to individual wills and purposes. In Marx's words:

In the social produciion which men carry on they enter into definite
relation that are indispensable and independent of their will; these relations
of production correspond to a definite stage of development of their
material powers of production. (Marx, 1962/1867. p.389}

Therefore, the property relations have aireadv been determined when men are
born into the societies. These property relations give rise to different social
classes. Once a man is considered as belonging to a particular class because of his
birth, once he has become a worker or a capitalist, he is followed by that mode of
pehavior.
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in the primitive soclety, according to Marx, there are nio classes because the
property belengs to the community.  As economic systemn Lecomes more
prodictive, private ownership of econemic resources begins emerge. Whoever
conirols the means of production can obtain the eccnomic and poliiical power.
Furthermore, the owners are able to appropriate the surplus products leading tc
their further differentiation from the rest of the population,

As capitalism rises, Marx believes that there are only fwe classes: the
capitalists, who own the means of produciion, and the workers, who can only
depend on their own labor for survival. Though Marx realizes the oiher social
groups such as: artisans, merchants, intellectuals, and small Jandowners, there
are only two great classes significantly involved in the social order. Marx predicis
ihat the minor groups, as a resuli, would be forced to choose either the capitalists
or workers.

Marx believes that men in different relations to the means of production
naturally have different interests. The capitalists seek the surplus or profit which
have been created by the workers. The workers spontanesusly resent this
exploitation. But any expression of discontentment from the werkers is hindersd
by the capitailsts through their economic and political power.

According to Marx, the scoondary insiitutions - law, goverament, art,
literature, science, and ideology-- usually act a role as to support and sustain this
economic system.  In other words, the secendary institutions are all gathered to
serve the interests of the ruling class which ts composed of the indusirial
bourgeoisie's. Marx wriles,

The ideas of the ruling class are in every age the ruling ideas, Le., the class
which {5 the dominant material force in society 15 at the same time its
dominant intelicctaal force. The class which has the means of material
production at its disposal, has control at the same time over the means of
mental production. (Marx and Engles, 1967/ 1848, p.176)

Therefore, the 1deology usually vindicates the social mequality and make 1t seem
equal. Morcover, according to Marx, the capilalists can acquire more ¢fficient
conirol over the products when the workers are disorganized, or when they are
unaware of the sources of their lower an poor situation. Therefore, the workers
do not actively seek to remove the causes of their misery.

However, because of a siruggle for economic advantage and the alienation
of the workers from thelr work, the workers become increasingly opposed to the
bourgeoisie. Potential for change is inborn within capitalist society. According 1o
Marx, at firsi, the workers are not aware of these potential for change. They may
even identify with the bourgeoisie. The class consccusness of proletariat s not
weil developed. Until the workers become aware of their historic rele and unite
to mnprove their situation, the class consciousness and intentional struggle
between two classes will occur.

In thinking about how a sociai class becomes able to take a collective action,
Marx distinguished belween objective and subjective classes. An objective cless 1s
one that has a visible, specific relationship to the means of producticn. The
warkers are a objective class that does not own capital, and the capitalists are an
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objective class that does. Subjective class is more of a cultural concept.
Subjective class depends on how the people in a given stratum of society actually
perceive their situation as a class. If the workers, for example, are not aware of
their situation and do not agree that their fortunes can improve only at the
expense of another class {the capitalists), they are not a subjective class. Without
this awareness of their situation, the workers are said to lack class consciousness.
And without class consciousness they cannot form the political associations that
will allow to fight effectively against the capitalists. Marx described the peasants
of France as an objective class because of their shared experience as agriculturists
with small landholding, but he was doubtful about their ability to form a
subjective class:
Wb
A small holding, a peasant and his family; alongside them another small
holding, ancther peasant and another family. A few score of these make up
a village, and a few score of villages make up a Department. In this way, the
great mass of the French nation is formed by simple addition of
homologous magnitudes, much as potatoes in a sack form a sack of
potatoes.... In so far as there is merely a local interconnection among these
smeall holding peasants, and the identily of their interests begets no
community, no national pond and no political organization among them,
they do not form a class.{Marx, 1963/1869, p.124)

However, the working class, Marx believed, would be different from the
peasaniry because its members would become conscious of their shared interests
as a class,

Marx considered that the growing conflict between the workingcliss or
proletariat and the capitaiist class or bourgeoisie would preduce revolutions. In
those revolutions the proietariat and i:s allies would depose the bourgeoisie and
estabiish a new social order known as socialism.  Under sccialism the key
institutions of capitalism- Private owrnership of the means of production, the
market as the dominant economic institution, and the nation-state controlled by
the bourgeoisie-- would be aholished. The new society wouid be classless because
the economic institutions that produced classes would have been eliminated and
ail the members of society would coliectively own the means of production.

Social stratification on Weber

Weber not only defines social stratification quite differently than Marx bu
adds two other concepts which he thinks are essential for describing systems of
social class, namely status group and party. Weber refused to reduce stratification
to class but saw it as multidimensional. This permits a far more sophisticated
analysis of social stratification than is possible when stratification is simply
reduced to variations in one's economic situation. Let us examine his concept of
class first.

Weber defines class in terms of market position in 50 far as this determines
"life-chances." The term "life-chances" is used by Weber o refer not just to
material benefits but to anything which is desirable including living any working
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conditions, opportunities for education, leisure, culture, etc. Weber gives us
three criteria for the existence of social classes:

We may speak of a "class" when (1).a number of people have in common a
special causal component of their life-chances in so far as (2) this component
of represented exclusively by economic interests in the possession of goods
and opportunities for income and (3) is represented under the conditions of
the commodity or labor markets. {Weber,1968/1922. p.181)

A class, then is a group of people who share in common the same life-
chances in so far as this is determined by the power or lack of it to dispose of
resources which they control or can provide in order to acquire income in the
markets.

Weber recognizes that the distribution of property is one of the fundamental
and common bases for class formation.

"Property" and “lack of property" are..... the basic categories of all class
situation.{Weber, 1968 /1922, p.182)

But possession of property or lack of it, for Weber, {s only one of the criteria
defining the existence of a class situation. Classes may be further subdivided in
terms of the kind of property owner or the kind of skill or service that is otfered.

The second concept of social ciass is status groups. Status groups, unlixe
classes, constitute communities. Weber defines status:

Every typical component of the life fate of men that is determined by a
specific, positive or negative, social estimation of honor.{(Weber, 1968/1922.
p-187)

A status group, then, 1is a group with certain rights, privileges and
opportunities for acquiring what is desirable. The status group is determined not
by position in the market but by the possession of certain characteristics evaluated
in the terms of worth, prestige, etc. To give a concrete example, one that Weber
refers to himself, slaves are not a class in Weberian terms because their life-
chances are not determined by them offering services in the market in return for
something. They are a sfatus group because their life-chances are determined by
the fact of their servile status.

What is the relationship between class and status group? Weber indicates”

The status group can be knit to class situation: Class distinctions are linked
in the most varied ways with status distinction. Property as such not always
recognized as a status qualification, but in the long run, and with
extraordinary regularity (Weber, 1968/1922. p.187)

Therefore, class is not a group but a simple classification. Class includes all those
individuals who fall within a cerfain scope, whether they are aware of it or not.
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A status group, by contrast, is a collectivily that considers itself as a group and can
be recognized by others.

Esseniial, Weber argues that members of a status group always kecp their
distance and exclusiveness from the others. Their lifestyles are expressed in a
number of specific ways; such as, people offer ho;pltﬂhty only to social equals,
restrict potential marriage partners tc social equals, and practice unigque social
conventions and activities.

. Of course, class and status group can be, and often are, closely associated and
interlined. Indeed, Weber says property, as well as defining class position, is also
frequently used as a criterion for membership in a status group, and usually
becomes such a criterion in the long term. But class and status are not necessarily
linked to one another:

Meney and an entrepreneurial position are not in themselves stalus
qualifications, although they may lead to them; and lack of p.- perty is not
in itself a status disqualification, although this may be a reason for
it.(Weber, 1968/1922.p:306).

The third concept that Waber uses is par*}r Whereas for Marx, a party was
the class grown aware of iself, for Weber, parties might represent status groups,
classes, and other grouping in society as well.  Weber thinks of parlies very
broadly as including not only those that exist in the state but alsc those that may
exist in a social club. Moreover, the goal of party action is not necessarily a
"cause" directed at a class utility, it can also be "Personal sinecures, power, and
from these, honor for the leader and the followers of the party. Usually the party
alms at all these simultancously” (Weber, 1968,/1622. p:938).

Pariy actions are always directed toward a goal that is pursued in a planned
[ENNer.
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Parties are, therelore, only possinle within groups that have an associafional

characicr, that is, some rational order and a stait of persons available who
are ready to enforee it For parties zim procgisoly this si
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if possible, to recruit from it party members, (Weber, 1968/1922,p.238)

According to Marx, class Interests can lead o formation of parties and the
status groups can also Icad to the formaijon of parties. In most instances,
owever, Weber views parties as based in some degree upon class and in some
degree upon status; but any combination is regarded as possible.

Though economic classes, status groups, and political partics arc ail
phenomena of the distribution of power within a community, f‘\.ccurdmb to
Weber, parties differed from classes and status groups in several cruclal ways:
While lhe central significance of classes 1s econs omic, and that of status groups is
nonor, 'parties llve a house of power.” Tarties are only possible within
communities that have some rational order and "a Ctaf:’ of persons who are ready
to enforce 1. For parties aim precisely at influencing this siaff, and, if possible, to
recruit it from party followers." {Weber, .96:‘3‘; .L‘)22. p.194)
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Marx and Weber Compared

In many respects Weber's class theory was a reply to Marx's view. It is
possible to view Weber's treatmment of social class as an opposition to Marx's
theory. This position would fail to recognize the many aspects of agreement
between them. In this section, I will compare both the similarities and
differernces of Marx's and Weber's theories. First, their similarities are as follows:

(1). Both scholars agree that the economic system is the foundational facter
in shaping the other systems of soclety. Class i{s the foremost objective feature of
econgmic relations and class is founded upon property relations. Therefore,
.control of property is a basic fact in the determination of the life-chances of an
indivicual or a class.

{2). Both of thern recognize the function of market. The bourgeoisie control
the means of production and have 2 monopoly uncertain kinds of opportunities
and the proletariat have nothing to offer but their labor or services and are closed
out of the competition.

(3). Both of them agree that the class position does not necessarily lead to
economic or political action, however, the class action would more likely happen
if life-chances diminish. In addition, they also agree that group contlict exists in
the human society. '

They also differ in several ways:

(1). A distinction between Marx's and Weber's theories lays in their
ditfferent definitions of class. For Marx, class is not a question of size of income,
amount of wealth, nccupation, life-style, birth background, ete. For Marx, class is
fundamentally a question of relationship to the means of production and place a
person occupies in the social organization of production. Therefore, in the
capitalist society, there are only two basic classes: the bourgeoisie who own the
means of production, and the proletariat who can depend only on their own
labor for income. Whereas, Weber defines class in terms of the differential access
to market rewards. For Weber, class is a group of people who stand objectively in
the same situation in terms of market position,

(2). Marx's conception of class is a dichotomous one. There are, in any class
system, alwavs two major classes which are interdependent and antagonistic to
one another. Therefore, Marx considers, in a capiialist soclety, it display a basic
division of class between capitalists and proletarians. However, Weber's map of
the class structure is much more detailed than Marx's. Both those who own
property and those who do not can be further subdivided. Thus those capitalists
who do not lead acquisitive lives are rentiers, while those who do are
entrepreneurs. The workers can be differentiated into four classes: middie
classes, skilled workers, semiskilled workers, and unskilled workers.(Jonathan H.
Turner, 1989}

(3). Marx treats class as a purely economic phenomena, therefore,
controliing the property is a basic factor in determination of a class. However, as
opposed to Marx's single economic dimension, Weber adds two other
dimensions: power, and prestige. Weber considers class, power, and prestige as
three separate units. Property differences generate classes; power differences
generate parties; and prestige differences gencrate status.
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{4). In accord with his focus on the sphere of econcomic production, Marx
has documented in great detail the capitalist expropriate of the workers by the
means of production. Weber argues that such expropriation is an inescapabie
result of any system of raticnalized arnd cenfrally coordinated preduction, rather
than just being a consequence of capitalism

(5). For Marx, power is always rooted in economic relations. Those who
own the means of production can exercise political power either directly or
indirectly. Weber agrees that economic power is the pvedonﬂmam form,
especially in the modern capitalist worid. But? he thinks that the emergence of
econemic pewer may be the consequence of power fhat exist on other grounds.
For example, ever a salaried employee can have a great deal of econcmic power,
if he eccupies a positicn in the large-scale bureaucratic organizations.{Lewis A,
Coser. 1977).

(6). According to Marx, the proletariat was intent (0 develop class
consciousness and act for their common class interest once the appropriate
conditions were presen{. However, Weber did not conceive classes as self-
conscious groups, but mersly as aggregates of people in similar economic
positions and they are uniikely to uznite info action groups to fight for their
interests.

(7). Marx thinks that the preletariat have not recognized its frue class
interests. However, he affirms that they would, in the long run. By placing more
emphasis upon a subjective consiruction of situation. Weber contends, class
interests are ambiguous. People in the same class situation, as classified by an
outside observer, may not regard themseives as being in the same situation.
Thus, Weber concludes, neither passessicns nor life chances indispensable
praduce class actions. {Anthony Gidden, 1981}

(8). Marx believes that human history is characterized by the struggle of
human groups between the oppresscrs and the oppressed. Class interests and
confrontations are the ceniral dsterminant of social and historical process.
However, the concepts of class conflict do not play as important role in Weber's
thought as it does in Marx's. For Weber, class conflicts are not the main motor of
Iustoricar change, only the possible censequence of pariicular kinds of class
structure. The property classes can under certain circumstances give rise to class
struggle, but that struggle is only a resuit of class situation.(Christopher
Mcall,1960)

(9). Marx believes alienation 1o be as a transitional stage on the road to
emancipation. The fuiure will be a classless society in which each persor should
receive goods according to needs ana should work according to ability. For
Weber, he does not believe in the future leap from the realm of necessity into the

world of freedom. Weber argues that bureaucratization of the modern world has
led to its deperscnalization seemed o be inescapable. Therefore, Weber tends to
assert that mankind's world in the future wouid be an "iron cage” rather than a
Garden of Eden.
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