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er to understand the de-centred structure of the — -

:})l'stem qf cultural value it becomes crucial

e . . §

the sg:cxﬁ?ty lof the Clé.ISS of intellectuals: that is, of the
gory of cultural capital and its place in the sy’stem of

production. This is the task of my next chapter. C l ass an d C u ltu ra l C 1 p Zt a l

then, to analyse 3

Capitalism is one of the names modernity goes by. It
consisted in the retraction of the infinite into an instance
that had already been designated by Descartes (and
perhaps by Augustine, the first modern): the will. . ..
Capitalism posits the infinite as that which is not yet
determined, as that which the will must indefinitely
master and appropriate. The infinite bears the names of
cosmos, energy, and research and development. . ... The
decisive factor in what is called the postindustrial
(Touraine, Bell) is that the infinity of the will invests
language itself. The major development of the last
twenty years, expressed in the most vapid terms of
political economy and historical periodization, has been
the transformation of language into a productive
commodity: phrases considered as messages to encode,
decode, transmit, and order (by the bundle), to
reproduce, conserve, and keep available (memories), to
combine and conclude (calculations), and to oppose
(games, conflicts, cybernetics); and the establishment of
a unit of measure that is also a price unit, in other words,
information. The effects of the penetration of capitalism
into language are just beginning to be felt. Beneath the
surface of market expansion and a new industrial
strategy, the coming century will be characterized by
the investment of the desire for the infinite in language
transactions, following the criterion of maximum

performativity.'

The work of intellectuals is the implementation of
modernity.

! Jean-Frangois Lyotard, ‘Rules and Paradoxes and Svelte Appendix’, trans.
Brian Massumi, Cultural Critique, 5 (Winter 1986-7), 215, 217.
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By ‘intellectuals’ I do not mean the ‘traditional’ or ‘high’
intelligentsia: the small élite of men and women of letters who
act as public spokespersons for the ‘noble’ disciplines of
knowledge (philosophy, the arts, the social sciences, the higher
natural sciences). Rather, following Gramsci > T mean all of
those whose work is socially defined as being based upon the
possession and exercise of knowledge, whether that know-
ledge be prestigious or routine, technical or speculative. (This
definition will be made more precise in the course of this
chapter.) Unless this broader and socially relational categor-
ization is adopted, it seems to me that any account of the
tratum or class of intellectuals can only be a moralizing
xercise in self-hatred and self-idealization.?

+ Th i Is comprises a set of historically
defined tasks, which I summarize, in Foucault’s terms, as 2
mode of ‘governmental’ regulation that makes all domains of
life, inclndi ‘public” domain of work and the realm
of the ‘private’ whose borders it defines and patrols, visible to_

WL of power. (‘Power’ here
includes but is not restricted to the State.) Its instrument and
medium is a culture of enlightened discourse which mobilizes
a historically specific apparatus of power and knowledge

around the claim to truth. And it is grounded in a set of
economic conditions which make possible the constitution of

% Gramsci’s understanding of intellectuals is built around the interplay between
the universality of intellectual activity and the historical specialization of
intellectual functions, which are bound up, either directly or indirectly, with the
establishment of class hegemony. Intellectual work is thus not defined by its
intrinsic characteristics but by its place within a complex ensemble of social
relations. Antonio Gramsci, Selections from the Prison N otebooks, ed. and trans.
Quintin Hoare and Geoffrey Nowell-Smith (London: Lawrence and Wishart,
1971), esp. 5~13.

* Subtle and cogent as much of it is, Zygmunt Bauman’s argument in
Legislators and Interpreters and elsewhere is ultimately flawed by its attribution
to intellectuals (meaning “traditional’ intellectuals) of the autonomy and effective
social power that they have claimed for themselves. Zygmunt Bauman,
Legislators and Interpreters: On Modernity, Post-modernity and Intellectuals
(Cambridge: Polity Press, 1987). In this respect it repeats the various right-wing
versions of the critique, which dissociate the ‘New Class’ from the real
embeddedness of knowledge in capitalist production. Cf. the essays by Daniel
Bell, Jeane Kirkpatrick, Norman Podhoretz, and others in B. Bruce-Briggs (ed.)
The New Class? (New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Press, 1979).

3
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the intelligentsia as a class, or a class fraction (I leave th}s
alternative open for the time being). These conditions are, in

brief, the structural possihility of converting knowledge into

cultural capital. . . ‘
To speak of cultural capital is to invoke the history of the

integration of knowledge into_commodity produqion—the
establishment of knowledge as a wggug;g}upggggggyg ,.,fQTIZGF;
Lyotard speaks of the ‘banality’ of the thesis that comodnﬁed
knowledge ‘has become the principal force of production over
the last few decades’;* but it is perhaps only when we
understand the dimensions of this development thgt we can
understand, on the one hand, the internal contra}dlc.txons of
enlightened rationality, and on the other the social interests
that are invested in the sphere of disinterested reason, and
thus the particular range-of class interests that define the
intelligentsia. . . .
Let me briefly outline some of the available mforrpanon
about the capitalist transformation of know'lcdge into a
productive resource, relying in particular on Fn?z Machh}p S
The Production and Distribution of Knowledge in the Uml.fed
States’ and on the nine-volume report, The Inform_atzon
Economy, compiled by Marc Uri Porat.® Machlup’s is the
broader definition of knowledge; his use of the category hz%s
provoked considerable criticism,” but the value of his analysis

4 - ois Lyotard, The Post-Modern Condz:tion: A Report on
Knogcflfc}g};r,a;ins. Ggoff Bennington and Brian Massumi, Theory and letory
of Literature, Vol. 10 (Minneapolis: University Of. Minnesota Press, .1934)1,] . y

5 Fritz Machlup, The Production and Distribution of Kn.owledge inthe mjed
States (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1962); this volume is expande
and supplemented by the three published volurpes of Knowledge: Its Creatrors
Distribution and Economic Significance: Fritz Mach[up, Knowledge an
Knowledge Productior (Princeton, NJ: Princeton Umve_rsxty Prcssz 198‘0);Psz
Machlup, The Branches of Learning (Princeton, NJ: Princeton Umversntycare:ss;
1982); Fritz Machlup, The Economics of Information afzd Humanl g;t];z
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1984). The series is comp ete hy
Michae} Rogers Rubin and Mary Taylor Huber, The Krfowlgdge Industry in the
United States, 1960-1980 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton Un_lvemty 'Pre.ss, 1986). 0

¢ Marc Uri Porat, The Information Economy, Specxla;7l’71;bhcanon 77-12,

X ington, DC: Office of Telecommunications, . ]
VO;S P(X:ts l.‘usegst a more orthodox form of accounting (the National Incor_nﬁ
Account system devised by the US Department o_f Commerce) and wo_rl;ls ;m’
‘value added’ rather than ‘final demand’ figures; this means that items which don’t



92 CLASS AND CULTURAL CAPITAL

is precisely that by refusing to restrict the concept of
knowledge to its traditional qualitative definition (referring,
in Daniel Bell’s words, only to ‘research . . . higher education,
and the production of knowledge . . . as an intellectual
property, which involves valid new knowledge and its
dissemination’),® he is able to get at the full extent of what
might be counted and costed as knowledge in a modern
economy—and can thereby get at real qualitative shifts in the
structure of capital and the structure of social class.

Machlup’s major categories are education, research and
development, media of communication, information ma-
chines, and information services. I summarize his categories
and his findings as follows:

The category of education includes education in the home,
in the Church, and in the armed services, on-the-job training,
and elementary, secondary, and tertiary education. The tables
referring to this category show a rise in enrolments in
elementary and secondary schools in the years 1890-1960
from 78.1% to 95.6% of the school-age group (all figures
refer to the United States), and of per capita expenditure (in
constant dollars) from $2.54 to $103.38. Enrolments in
higher education ( 1870-1960) rose from 1.7% to 33.5% of
the 18-21 age group, and per capita expenditure from $0.60
to $34.59.°

Research and development expenditure is roughly esti-
mated at $80 million in 1920, $130 million in 1930, $377
million in 1940, $2,870 million in 1950, and $14,000 million
in 1960. This represents a growth in the 20 years to 1960 of
3,714%. Expenditure relative to GNP is 0.09% in 1920,
0.14% in 1930, 0.37% in 1940, 1.01% in 1950, and 2.78%
in 1960. Government has played a central role in this growth.
(bp. 155-6)

show up in the national accounts {such as the ‘earnings forgone’ by mothers
educam}g their pre-school children, or by students} cannot be entered into the
calculation of the economic costs of knowledge.

% Daniel Bell, The Coming of Postindustrial Society: A Venture in Social
Forecasting (New York: Basic Books, 1973), 213,

g Machlup, The Production and Distribution of Knowledge in the US, 71-9;
further references to this volume will be incorporated in the text.
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The category of media of communication includes Qrinted
matter, photography and phonography, stage and cinema,
broadcasting, advertising and public rel:atlons, telephone,
telegraph, and postal services, and conventions (pp. 207-94).
These media show complex variations in growth according to
their closeness to financial and industrial fungtions. '
The category of information machines includes instru-
ments, office information machines, and computers, with the
beginnings of a massive growth in computer sales in the late
1950s just registering in Machlup’s tablgs. (pp. 295-322)
The final category, information services, mclude§ profes-
sional knowledge services (legal, engineering, ar'chltectu‘ral,
accounting, medical); information and ﬁnanc.xal services
{(cheque-deposit banking, security and commOfilty brokers,
insurance, and real estate); the intelligence service of wh(?le-
sale traders; miscellaneous industries (busin'efss consuli.:anc.xes,
etc.}; knowledge transmission services (mailing, duplicating,
etc.) and two-way transmission (credit bureaux, employment
exchanges, auctioneers); and government as a knowledge
industry (the state bureaucracy). (pp. 323-53) . o
The value of output for different knowledge industries in
19586cvltlacsa;tion: $60,194 million
research and development  $10,990 million
media of communication $38,369 million
information machines $ 8,922 million
information services $17,961 million '

The total value of output was $136,436 million, pan;i for

27.8% by government, 30.9% by business, and 41.3% by

consumers. Total knowledge production in 1958 was almost

29% of adjusted GNP (pp. 354-62), rising to 31.0% in 1963,

33.3% in 1967, 33.9% in 1972, 34.7% in 1977, and 36.§ Yo

in 1980.1° (Porat’s figures are even higher—he cl‘asmﬁes

46.2% of GNP as information activity, and 53% of all income

as earned by information workers.)!!

1% Rubin and Huber, The Knowledge Industry in the US.

. . . d
n Uri Porat, The Information Ecomomy, Vol. I: Definition ang
Meastl:f:;zcent,g. 7, Table 1.1, “The Structure of the Information Economy (1967)’.
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Of particular significance are the shifts in the workforce
measured in Machlup’s Table X-2, ‘Labour Force: Percentage
Distribution over Broad Occupation Categories, 1900-1959’
(0. 382):

Category 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1959

White Collar 17.6 21.3 249 294 31.1 36.6 42.1
Manual/Service 44.9 477 48.1 494 51.5 51.6 48.0
Farm 37.5 309 270 212 174 11.8 99

The table is continued by Rubin and Huber as follows:

Category 1958 1963 1967 1972 1977 1980
White Collar 43.0 45.6 46.0 47.8 499 522
Manual/Service 48.2 47.9 492 48.4 47.1 45.0
Farm 88 65 48 38 30 2812

After a more detailed analysis of these figures into
occupations  producing or not producing knowledge,
Machlup summarizes the trends read from the statistical
series as follows: ‘(1) The knowledge-producing occupations
have grown over the last sixty years much faster than
occupations requiring manual labour. (2) The share of
knowledge-producing occupations in the total labour force
tripled between 1900 and 1959. (3) The share of these
occupations in total employment has increased even more. 4)
While in the first part of this century growth was fastest in
clerical occupations, the lead was then taken by managerial
and executive occupations, and more recently by professional
and technical personnel. (5) The share of knowledge-
producing occupations in total income has increased during
the last decade. (6) The share of professional and technical
personnel in total income has increased during the last two
decades.” In general: “The changing employment pattern

12 Rubin and Huber, The Knowledge Industry in the US, 195.
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indicates a continuing movement from manual to mental, and
from less to more highly trained labour.” (pp. 396~7)

These conclusions are very general and do little more than
provide a statistical basis for a widely accepted understanding
of changes in the workforce of the advanced capitalist
economies.!> What they don’t conceptualize is the reasons
for the increased productivity of the ‘knowledge-producing
occupations’: that is, they offer no theory of the historicgl
change in the composition of capital, and indeed of how it
might be possible to understand knowledge as a form of
capital. The starting point for such a theory might' be an
understanding that knowledge is a moment of both capital and
labour, and can be translated into each of these categories (as
indeed they are constantly translated into each other); _the
productivity of knowledge could thus be thought on the one
hand asan increase in the proportion of constant to variable
capital, on the other as-a-‘rising proportion of embodied fo
direct labour’.)* Such a theorization would require a
disruption of the Marxist opposition, fundamental to the
labour theory of value and founded in an anthropology that
privileges the immediacy of human work over its mediate

13 Fyukio Kodama, for example, has spoken of a ‘paradigm change’ in the
corporation, from being ‘a place for production’ to beipg ‘a place for thinking’,
and compiles figures to show that in the sixty-eight major fapanese manufactur-
ing companies, ‘R & D investment surpassed traditional cagxyal investment, on
average, from 1987°. Fukio Kodama, ‘How Investment Decisions Are Mjade in
Japanese Industry’, in D. Evered and S. Harnett (eds.), The Evaluation of
Scientific Research (London: J. Wiley, 1987), 201. )

4 Adam Westoby, ‘Mental Work, Education, and the Division of Labour’, in
Ron Eyerman, Lennart G. Svensson, and Thomas Soderqvist (eds.), Inl{ellec;uals,
Universities, and the State in Western Modern Societies (Betkeley: University of
California Press, 1987), 130; Westoby adds that there are ‘two general trends that
increase the ratio of educated labour: first, its increasing share as an input, both as
research and development and through the increasing relative weight of yhe
control functions of organization and administration; and second, preceding
these, the increasing proportion of labour which is employed (largely by the state)
in maintaining and reproducing the labourers, the population, and the social
organism (e.g., health and social services, education, and civil and social
administration). Together, these trends mean that the production of both labour
and other goods is becoming more and more intensive of educated labour. _If,
then, we speak of the rise of a knowledge class, it must be understood that its
origins lie as much in production as in distribution or in control over it’ (p. 131).
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transformations, between ‘living’ and ‘dead’, direct and

indirect, immediate and stored labour: knowledge is stored

labour which is productive. And it would have to move
beyond the sociological level of an analysis of patterns of
change in occupational proportions, since ‘the underlying
transformation consists not simply of a shift in the proportion
of people who have specialized knowledge but also of the new
centrality of the structures of socially objectified knowledge’.!®

Machlup’s conclusions, and even more the methodological
framework from which they are derived, do, however, seem to
me to prepare the way for a class-based account of the work
of intellectuals which would be broadly Gramscian in its
refusal to separate valued from disvalued knowledges.!® In so
doing they make it possible to broach the following questions:

* How is the vocational complicity of intellectuals with
modernity established?

® How, if at all, does knowledge constitute the basis for a
class formation?!”

15 Adam Westoby, ‘Mental Work, Education, and the Division of Labour’,
147.

- ¥ 1 differ from Gramsci, however, in that I attempt to relate the possessig
specialized knowledges to membership of a distinct class formation rather than to

alrea isting, economically defined dJasses, On this point ¢f. Nancy Armstrong

and Leonard Tennenhouse, The Imaginary Puritan: Literature, Intellectual
Labour, and the Origins of Personal Life (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1992), 130. Armstrong and Tennenhouse propose breaking the opposition
between intellectual and ‘productive’ labour, not by defining intellectuals as a
‘new’ social class but by seeing the bourgeoisie itself (at least in England) as a class
whose power was primarily based in the control of information,

17 Note that this is not an attempt to ground a social class in a fundamental
economic category. As I indicated above, the Marxist understanding of
knowledge either as constant capital or—its dialectical equivalent—as stored or
‘dead’ labour (neither of which can create new value, and neither of which can
therefore function as a productive force) is quite useless. Several interesting
passages in the Grundrisse on machinery (the section on the concept of fixed
capital at the end of Notebook VI and the beginning of Notebook VII, written in
February and March of 1858) do, however, suggest the possibility that indirect
labour might be capable of producing value, and that the labour theory of value,
and hence the domination of capital over production, might be dissolved under
technologically advanced conditions of production. Karl Marx, Grurdrisse:
Foundations of the Critigue of Political Economy (Rough Draft), trans. Martin
Nicolaus (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1973), 691-700.
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* What role do cultural practices play in forming the
common interests of this class, and how can we define the
intelligentsia’s class interests and institutional investments
in the domain of culture?

These questions then in turn open out in two directions:. in
the one, on to the central questions of this book concerning
the organization of cultural value, and particularly the
relations between the categories of high and low culture;
and in the other on to the political question of the claim of
intellectuals to the right to speak on behalf of others, or on
behalf of a universal reason: which is, at the last bu't also
always from the beginning, the question of the position of
interest from which I formulate these questions.

Yet there is reason to doubt whether the analysis of social
class is any longer a feasible or even an intergsting ?roject
(and indeed, it has been precisely a preoccupation with the
knowledge classes, with the ‘embarrassment’ of the new
middle class,'® that has helped to undermine much of .the
simple explanatory power of class theory).'’ Thfa theoretical
analysis of social class has become deeply unfashionable, and
for good and persuasive reasons. Briefly, they are these: that
class analysis reduces political and cultural struggles a.nd
determinations, and the specific institutions through which
they work, to the singular underlying logic of t}.le economy
and of places generated in economic product10n§ that it
describes social groups as essences, unified subjects W‘lth a pre-
given structure of interests to which real behaviour an.d
awareness may or may not correspond; that even Whe.:n. it
recognizes the social effectivity of gender, race, ethnicity,

18 Erik Olin Wright speaks of recent class analysis’s ‘pre-eminent preoccupa-
tion® \Eltlli t(;e ¢ “emb%arraspsment of the middle classes™’ in Classes (London: Verso,
191895)"]'%;. problems in the conceptualization of class structure arise principally,
although not exclusively, from the appearance of people vanousl_y terr'ned salaried
employees, white-collar workers, nonmanual workers,”?uvrters mtellectueli.?,
service workers, technicians, “the new middle classes g Adarx} Przeworski,
Capitalism and Social Democracy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1985), 62.
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regionality, age, and religion, it is constitutionally incapable of
treating them as other than supplementary determinations
which are to be integrated into the master code of class; and
that even at its most sophisticated, it tends to be a taxonomy
rather than an account of processes and interrelations.

In nevertheless pursuing here a class-based analysis of the
vocation and the social capacities of intellectuals, and in
exploring some of the theoretical preconditions of such an
analysis, I am driven by the strong sense that in throwing out
reductionist conceptions of class—and they have virtually all
been reductionist—we have lost an indispensable analytic
tool. We can understand neither the most delicate and subtle
nor the most crude and basic movements of social power; and
not only can we no longer explain crucial aspects of the role
of cultural capital in production and in the exercise of
political and ideological power, but we open up areas of
necessary blindness towards the interests that limit, but also
constitute, the power of theoretical work. Class theory is an
instrument for pulling together the strands of social being,

thinKing it in terms of relationality (which is not the same as
totality) rather than the pure dispersal of social action over a
multiplicity of.disconnected sites. It is never a singular
instrument, since social position is always a complex knot
of determinations: the choice of focus on class rather than
gender or race or ethnicity will be one determined by narrative
usefulness rather than by a hierarchy of theoretical models;
- but without it social and cultural theory is trivialized.

My expectation is that a more adequate theory of class
might be able to situate the group of ‘cultural’ intellectuals’
within a_broader social formation made up of all those who
work in the knowledge industries (all those whose income

depends on possession of cultiiral capital); and might make it

ossible to identify a range of #iterests that would in some
sense constrain and direct the actions and the social relations

of this class or class fraction.

and three, education and media of communication, and who count as performing

‘ 29 By ‘cultural intellectuals’ I mean most of those in Machlup’s categories one
/mental labour’.
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Let me begin, then, by arguing that the various post-
Marxist critiques of the category of class. have been ﬂaweq by
equating the concept of class with precisely the economistic
and reductionist model they reject. They have been trapped in
a specular relationship to Marxist orthodoxy, repeating the
structure of its category of class and simply reversing the value
and the explanatory force attributed to it.

The authors of a recent survey have this to say about
movements in the post-Marxist theorization of class:

A curious but largely unnoticed feature of recent class analysi§ has
been a convergence in viewpoint betwcep mainstream empirical
sociological researchers and the ‘post-Marxist’ dlscou;jse approaches
concerning the rejection of orthodox structural Marxist accounts (?f
the relation between class position and consciousness. Central to this
convergence are a series of arguments concerning Fhe importance of
‘non-class’ identities or subject-positions in theorizing contemporary

political behaviour.*!

This is to say that a series of determinations of sqcial agency
are conceived as external to the category of class in so far as
they cannot be explained as the effects ofg necessity given in
the logic of economic production; but this in turn means that
the category of class is being reserved for the realm of that
necessity. .

Thus—in a passage that I quoted in the previous chap_ter——
Chantal Mouffe sets up as follows the reasons for the virtual
irrelevance of the concept of class within the move that s.he
and Ernesto Laclau make to disarticulate discursive domains
from each other: use of the concept, she says, opens up one of

two options:

We can use the concept of class to designate positions at the level of
the relations of production, but in that case we cannot deduce from
it anything necessary concerning politics or ideology. Or, we can
reserve the term to designate collectivities in struggle at t.he political
level and whose objectives include the transformation of Fhe
relations of production. But in this case we cannot know anything

2! maneen Baxter, Michael Emmison, John Western, Class Analysis and
Contemporary Australia (Melbourne: Macmillan, 1991), 11.
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necessary concerning the position of those agents in the process of
production.?

As a consequence, she concludes, ‘the concept of hegemony
is more fundamental than class, since the role that the class
positionality plays in the constitution of political subjects
depends on the type of hegemony existing in society at a given
moment’.%

This is a hegemony defined neither in terms of a hegemonic
class nor of the interests yielded by such a class’s relation to
the relations of production; and the aporia to which this thesis
inevitably leads is that, if there are no necessary effects of an
agent’s place in production, or if there are no determinate
connections between the distinct domains of discursive
positioning, including the economic, then it becomes
impossible to construct a coherently relational account of
social interests. As Tony Bennett argues, if we except Laclau
and Mouffe’s appeal to ‘left-’ and ‘right-wing” positionalities,
since these are purely contextual terms and have no seif-

evidence, then there is ‘no logical reason why, from Laclau
and Mouffe’s perspective, the struggle of workers versus
capitalists should be politically privileged above, or regarded
as more left-wing than, the anti-statist arguments of small
businessmen—arguments which often claim precisely the
radical democratic political lineage upon which Laclau and
Mouffe seek to found a new political imaginary’.2*

The move made by Laclau and Mouffe to disarticulate the
domains of the social, and indeed to refuse any totalized
notion of the social system, is similar to that made within a
more generalized post-Marxist discourse. Paul Hirst’s sig-
nificantly entitled essay ‘Economic Classes and Politics’, for
example, sets up a conceptual opposition between ‘classes of
economic agents’ and ‘political institutions, practices and
ideologies’; in order then to refuse any causal linkage between
them in so far as classes ‘are not directly present’ and are not

22 Laclau and Mouffe, ‘Recasting Marxism’, 107-8.
23 1hid. 108.

4 Tony Bennett, Outside Literature (London: Routledge, 1990), 266.
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visible as social actors in day—to.-day political str}ligles.;j
Political interests are formed speqﬁcally by and with u} the
political apparatus, rather than being _transposed to it from
some other domain. Thus not o.nly.ls Fhere no ‘necessan:y
correspondence between political institutions and ei)onormc
classes’, there is a mecessary mon-correspondence between
thern.2 . . ,
The central argument here, as alsq in Barry Hlnfiesssf
Politics and Class Analysis,”” is that, given thfe specificity o
political forces (political parties, Frg(_ie unions, .pres}slure
groups, and so on) and the imposm'blllty of derl.v1lnglt em
directly from or reducing thepl logically to socia cl 'asseii
which in any case are complex in themselves and comp d1cate
by their relation to other structures such as gender ag race,
there is therefore »no connection to .be found etlx.vgeri
‘economic class’ and the forces operating in the hp(; itica
arena, and certainly classes themselves are not such forces.

All this depends, however, on understanding classes as

‘economic’, and on a refusal to conceive social forces in
2 - e g

terms of a multiple and dispersed causa W,.ﬁ?hi???‘?tb%‘«h?’fe‘
is a fully determinant ‘last instance’ or, apparently, there is
pure indeterminacy).” Cutting the tie l?etween class an

politics, both Hirst and Hindess _continue to assume 2
motivation for political action—but it is unclea!r how {notlx;;l:s
or interests are generated if they are purely internal to (;
political domain. At the same time, the complex dynam{C od
social relations of production is relegated to a self-conta‘me

spﬁere of ‘the economic’ where these relatlonsfif}ntamlnate
nothing else, have effects on no other sphere.s of life. Second

But the basic premiss is as false here as it was in Seco
International Marxism: as Connell bluntly says, there are no

. s 28
such things as ‘economic classes’.

e d
25 paul Hirst, ‘Economic Classes and qumcs , in Alanllz-lsunt (ed.), Class an.
Class Striecture (London: Lawrence and Wishart, 1977), .

26 : 0‘ . o )
z ;baliyllglindess, Politics and Class Analysis (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1987)

1 Ttu
2 R W. Connell, Which Way is Up? Essays on Class, Sex and Culture
{Sydney: Allen and Unwin, 1983), 229.
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The consequence of throwing out the category of class
together with the logic of economism has not been to institute
a new and more adequate model of analysis, but to abandon
the ﬁelq to the wilderness of stratification theory, for which, in
Don A'ltk_m’s terms, class ‘is a concept of rne,rely nomi;lal
v?lue: it is .simply the term used to subsume the manifold
differences in occupation, income, prestige, residence, life-
§tyle apd education that characterize a complex ;rban
mdustr.lal sogiety’.” The implication of such a model is that
these dimensions are quite disconnected from each other: that
they are aggregated rather than structured, or that the .form
a continuous, indeterminate, and potentially inﬁnitey scale
without structural polarizations, and therefore without an
way of explaining consolidations of discrepant interests Ed
Thg very act of listing the “factors’ that make u soc.iaI
positionalities (age + gender + race + sexual orientatioxf + )
assumes, as Judith Butler puts it, ‘their discrete. se uf;n.ti.al
coexistence along a horizontal axis that does n,ot ((ilescr'b
their convergences within a social field’.3! .
MI am not of course advocating a return to more traditional
Wagxx_st models, or to some combination of Marxist and

eberian schemata which would allow the integration of
economic  with non-economic determinations. All such
a?proaihe.s continue to be organized around the opposition
1(; ti\cavo foglial planes: a deep structure carrying the necessary

gic of the economic, and a surface structure where
contingent variations on this necessity are played out. As I
have suggestefi, even a move to abandon the level of. dee
structure continues to depend upon this binary logic as lonig]

29 o e
(Canblz:; : ﬁlltlkljjni’ r.:::btlhgtﬁz)an;l:meqnge‘ in  Australian Politics, 2nd edn.
C%rgt;mpor?ury Austmli,a s R ; cited in Baxter et al., Class Analysis and

or a fuller account of the inade i i ioni
] a ful : quacies of stratificationist
i(:jt{;;r D‘;ellt)x;zrﬁzﬁ:xl;\/;ies. Konk}r{etffn: Eine Studie zur Problerr:fzti»téhfi‘::y}\;ef;ui;zzl
sy - Marnianne Hoffmann (Frankfurt am Main:
nd der } am Main: Suhrk
Yo:k;l i,{ aArgZ}:o:ri'dGlx{d(;iv«:’nsi;;h; C;ass Structure of the Advancez 50?125251?I§Z&:
ngtght’ e & A )» 72~80; Connell, Which Way is Up?, 85-97;
Butler, Gender Trouble, 13.
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as the category of class is understood to be the province of
strictly economic determinations.

In building an alternative account I shall draw, with some
diffidence, on a central concept in the work of Nicos
Poulantzas; and with somewhat more confidence on the
work of Adam Przeworski. Let me concede immediately that
Poulantzas’s work on class is severely flawed by his retention
of the category of ‘determination in the last instance by the
economic’, which in practice invalidates the formative roles he
assigns to political and cultural struggle; what I draw from his
theoretical model, however, is the argument that class is|
defined not on the terrain of the economic but on each of the
levels of economic, political, and ideological structure, Class is
the complex effect of these three structural levels, which are
the loci at once of determination and of struggle.

The following passage gives one of the central formulations

of the argument:

It must be emphasized that ideological and political relations . . . are
themselves part of the structural determination of class: there is no
question of objective place being the result only of economic place
within the relations of production, while political and ideological
elements belong simply to class positions. We are not faced, as an old
error would have it, on the one hand with an economic ‘structure’
that alone defines class places, and on the other hand with a class
struggle extending to the political and ideological domain. This error
today often takes the form of a distinction between ‘(economic) class
situation’ on the one hand, and politico-ideological class position on
the other. From the start structural class determination involves
economic, political and ideological class struggle, and these struggles
are all expressed in the form of class positions in the conjuncture.”

In order to develop what I take to be potentially fruitful in
Poulantzas’s work, let me supplement it with a further
argument of Adam Przeworski’s. Rather than seeing
economic relations as having the status of objective condi-
tions and all other relations as ‘subjective’ or contingent,

32 Nicos Poulantzas, Classes in Contemporary Capitalism, trans. David
Fernbach (London: Verso, 1975), 16.
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Przeworski elaborates a model of class ‘in which economic,
political, and ideological conditions jointly structure the realm
of struggles that have as their effect the organization,
disorganization, or reorganization of classes. Classes must
thus be viewed as effects of struggles structured by objective
conditions that are simultaneously economic, political, and
ideological’—and that have indeterminate outcomes.*?
Classes are thus not the direct effects of structure but the
putcome, never given in_advance, of struggles which take
blace at all three structural levels.

This seems to me to introduce the measure of indeterminacy
that post-Marxist theorists like Laclau seek, without
surrendering the structuring moment of objective conditions.
Thus, as Przeworski argues, whereas the traditional formula-
tion of class struggles ‘either reduces them to an epipheno-
menon or enjoins them with freedom from objective
determination’, this model posits that “classes are not given
uniquely by any objective positions because they constitute
effects of struggles, and these struggles are not determined
uniquely by the relations of production’.3* They ‘are not a

datum prior to the history of concrete struggles’;>* and

ideological and political struggles constitute a process, not
(lf,,(;lis_s;zegrsege_n@ggglghag»is_,_v,representation of pre-given
Iinterests) but of clacc-_,{qmgglzm(ﬁigg_lggjggwthe fdi‘"ffﬁtiggw_qff
Jass interests), —w.ormation of

This takes me to the core of my argument. Let me articulate
it in terms of a number of theses:

1. Class is not an economic structure with effects on other
dimensions; class structure is defined in each of the economic,
the political, and the ideological spheres.

2. There is no necessary congruence or homology between
these spheres: it is precisely because of this that we can take

3 Przeworski, Capitalism and Social Democracy, 47 (this passage was initially
published in ‘Proletariat into a Class: The Process of Class Formation from Karl
Kautsky’s The Class Struggle to Recent Controversies’, Politics and Society, 7: 4
(1977), 343).

3 Ibid. 667,

* Ibid. 69
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political action or rational arguments (and' indeed irratlongl
arguments) seriously, as not being reducible to economic
position and to an ‘interest’ defined elsewbere. .

3. Class position is thus not necessarily unified or non-

contradictory% h
o t PO S
ﬁgg;l:_:l;d.niglas‘s:jorma@g:ﬁ*@,;Qﬁﬁzgd“_.gla.gg.pgggggg;
Class interests exist not as ‘underlying’ or objective re.latlons
or outcomes but as hypotheses, more ot l'ess r‘au(‘)nally
calculated (or miscalculated). There is no objective criterion of
interest given by history or by a non—'clailss or supra—zlass
knowledge: every assessment of interest is itself interested. p
5. Since each sphere is a domain of s‘trugglt?,. each is
therefore organized as a bundle of econormic, 'pohtxcalf -and
ideological relations which constitute its material conditions

ee_structural spheres is an arena of

of existence. o |
In what follows I try to spell out some of the implications of
this final thesis, which produces a considerably more complex
map of the structural conditions of class formation. -
In diagrammatic form, the more complex map o | t ]i
conditions of class formation that I propose would loo

something like this:
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Several explanatory codas need to be added to clarify this
diagram: '

a. This map does not describe or predict what classes there
are. It specifies the range of areas in which class struggle, and
therefore the experience of belonging to a class, take place. It
does not specify the weight to be given to these areas, since
this weighting is always a matter of particular historical
circumstance.

b. Actual experiences and assignments of class would be the
result of a more complex version of the map in which each
area would be subject to historically and geographically
specific binarizations (of the form +/- possession of economic
capital, for example, or +/- membership of a dominant
religious group). Any operationalization of the schema would
similarly have to convert it into a complex and locally
sensitive scoring system with a binary structure—with the
degree of complexity or delicacy determined by the require-
ments of the analysis.

¢. Rather than positing a relation between economic
production and political and ideological reproduction, the
model suggests that processes of reproduction of social
relations, as well as failures and contestations of reproduc-
tion, are aspects of each sphere. Similarly, despite the
heuristic distinction, all social relations are made up of
clements that are simultaneously economic, political, and
ideological.

4. Relations between the three spheres, and between sets of
relations of struggle within each sphere, are relatively
contingent; there is no necessary coherence or overlap
between positionings in each sphere, and the experience of
class may be discrepant in each.

e. The inclusion of gender, race, and ethnicity as an
‘ideological’ moment within the domain of production is not
intended to indicate that these categories are somehow
illusory, but on the contrary to indicate the way in which
ideological values attributed to gender, race, and ethnicity
work to structure relations of production.
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f- Thus the category of gender, for example, must be taken
as an overdetermining aspect of every area of class relations.
Within the production process it operates to organize the
division of labour by determining what counts and what
doesn’t count as a skill, and then to assign valued skills to men
and devalued skills to women.?® It organizes separate status
hierarchies for men and women, it allocates gender-differ-
ential positions within kinship systems, and it supports the
richly consequential distinction between the private and the
public domains. In the same way, class is always, and to a
greater or lesser extent, at once overdetermined by and
overdeterminant of ethnicity. The particular articulation of
class and ethnicity is always nationally and regionally specific,
but seems in many cases to have greater force in relation to the
working class than to the more nationally unified middle and
upper classes. Ethnic rivalry is one of the most common forms
taken by class struggle and class hatred (both between classes
and within a class). In the United States, to be of Polish or
Italian, Irish or Jewish, Puerto Rican or African-American
descent 'is to have alternative modes of access to and
integration in class, at the same time as ethnic identity is
always rigorously positioned within a racially structured class
hierarchy, the crucial fact about which is that it is the class of
former slaves, not the (white) working class, which occupies
the bottom rung.’” In Australia, working-class identity is
fatefully intertwined with Irishness and Roman Catholicism,
even where these are purely virtual inheritances.

g Like race and ethnicity under some historical circum-
‘stances, gender is in all societies so crucial a determinant of
class relations that it must be asked whether it is theoretically
adequate simply to integrate it as a sub-system of class. My

3 Cf. Ann Game and Rosemary Pringle, Gender at Work (Sydney: Allen and
Unwin, 1983), 19.

37 On the interconnections of class, race, and ethnic identity in the United
States, cf. Richard D’Alha, Ethnic Identity: The Transformation of White
America (New Haven, Conn: Yale University Press, 1990); David D. Roediger,

The Wages of Whiteness: Race and the Making of the American Working Class
(London: Verso, 1991).
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tentative preference is to use two different modes of
description, according to the task at hand: The first spegks
of a class—gender system as a way of talking gbout_spemﬁc
local relations where the two are methodologically insepar-
able. The second speaks of gender as a separate system that is
inevitably enmeshed in the class system; the lattc':r strategy will
be used wherever class relations are not the primary focus of
the analysis, or where it becomes important to decentre the
concept of class in order to stress that it should not work as a
totalizing category.>® The centrality of class to various forms
of social explanation is no more than an explanatory
convenience; the category will in its turn sh.ow up as a sub-
system in accounts that are concerned pr%ma.rlly with Fhe
system of gender or of race or of age. Social interpretation
deals with multiple centres (or with no centre) and can only
ever account for a heuristic confluence of factors for a
particular explanatory purpose. o .

b. To take this a little further: what is it that makes thls' a
class map rather than simply a map of gener‘al social
determinations? Shouldn’t the concept of class be qed above
all to the social relations of production, and isn’t this perhaps
a reason for reintroducing a notion of the primacy of or the
structural overdetermination of other sph.eres' bx the
economic? My answer is that any such notion inevitably
leads to the negation of the specificity of' political ‘a{ld cultura:i
processes. What makes this a class m@g@.dﬁglﬁ@&l&@&
it that way: that is, the decision to read it in terms of a possible
or actual linkage, however indirect or discontinuous, between

the three spheres, givif{g rise to historical cc pgg}»i}clgﬁgggs,gf
interests. Other social maps (those of gender or ethnicity, for

example) will privilege other kinds of linkage, though they
may contain many of the same features.

id di i istincti the systems of

38 One of the most lucid discussions of the distinction between;
class and gender remains Gayle Rubin, ‘The Traffic in Worlxixen. ll;lotzesoo:l ;he
“Political Economy” of Sex’, in Rayner R. Reiter (ed.)z Toward an A 7n5).7 C;z " 1537)
of Women (New York and London: Monthl)f Review .Pfess, ld . ,t 3 5o
Annette Kuhn and AnnMarie Wolpe, ‘Introduction’, Feminism anP la 13;1;8) 8.
Women and Modes of Production (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, , 8.
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i. This is perhaps the point at which to indicate how I think
it is possible to use the category of class in a non-systemic
way. Clearly the full map of class determinants is both
impossibly cumbersome and complex, and impossibly
totalizing in its scope. It can however in practice always be
replaced by a shorthand citation of the analytical features
relevant to a particular situation or a particular argument,
and these would be hybrid in form (class/gender, class/race,
class/kinship). Rather than being a catalogue or a proliferat-
ing taxonomy, the use of the map would be pragmatic in its
orientation and responsive both to the complex hybridity and
fluidity of all actual social positions and to the limits of class
explanation. There is no internal necessity for it to function as
a totalizing concept.

j- The force of Poulantzas’s characterization of the
distinction between manual and mental labour as ideological
is that it allows him to specify the domain of production as
constituted by processes of political and cultural struggle. The
distinction, he writes, is ‘directly bound up with the
monopolization of knowledge’ and correspondingly with
‘the permanent exclusion on the subordinated side of those
who are deemed not to “know how”’.>® The distinction
works irrespective of whether the ‘direct producers’ possess a
knowledge or a competence which they are not in a position
to use, or do not possess it because it has been kept from
them, or indeed of whether there is nothing that needs to be
known. It is a relational—which is to say a politically
constructed—distinction, since the fact is that ‘every kind of
work includes “mental activity”, but . . . not every kind of
work is located on the mental labour side in the politico-
ideological division between mental and manual labour’.*°
And it is based in a schooling system the primary function of
which ‘is not to “qualify” manual and mental labour in
different ways, but far more to disqualify manual labour’, and
which works through ‘the inculcation of a series of rituals,

3% Poulantzas, Classes in Contemporary Capitalism, 237.
4 Ibid. 254. :
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secrets and symbolisms which are to a cor}siderable extent
those of “general culture”, and whose main purp?itl: is to
distinguish [mental labour] from manual lgbqur o This
dimension, then, will constitute a key criterion in the
definition of the class of intellectuals.‘ - ‘

k. Finally, the model makes it pos§1ble to dispense w1t.h the
notion of objectively pre-given class interests, and to avoid the
aporia of what happens when a class turns out not to be
interested in its supposedly real interests: the‘ clasgc dilemma
of revolutionary Marxism. If class formation is based on
struggle in three dimensions, then interests are constxtqted by
and within (and—crucially—between) the economic, the
political, and the symbolic institutions of‘thls fo‘rmatlon.,lt;
is a question of the discursive representation of interests, of
calculation and hypothesis. There is no class essence .ar.ld there
afe nio unihied class actors, founded in the objectivity of a
social interest; there are, however, processes. waclgss
formation, without absolute origin or telos, with definite_

discursive conditions, and played out through particular

institutional forms and Nbaliiﬂrfcf?g:‘(\)g??ygfeﬁ»tbrﬂpugh”calcula&
tions and miscalculations, through d , and fears, and.

Most dispute in recent class theory has had' to do with the
relations between the areas mapped by .thls sketch of the
conditions of class formation, and with the posn.lonal
inconsistencies and discontinuities they produce. Thgones of
class structure have thus had to devise means either of
resolving or of accepting the ambiguity of certain key cl:tl?s
positions. Central amongst these has been that class ( de
stratum of ‘intellectuals’ in the broadest sense of the wor z
whose existence is grounded in the possession and exercise O
knowledge. In returning to the question of the. commgri
interests of this group, let me briefly mention four mﬂut}g’aa
and roughly coincidental accounts: that given by Gouldner

41 Poulantzas, Classes in Contemporary Capitalism, 268.
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(amongst others)* of a so-called New Class of intellectuals
and the technical intelligentsia; the Ehrenreichs’ concept of
a professional-managerial class; the account by Offe,
Goldthorpe, Urry, and others of a service class; and Wright’s
various descriptions of the class of semi-autonomous employ-
ees, occupying a contradictory class location.

Methodologically, all four can be read as a response to the
major dilemma of recent Marxist class theory: the question of
how to take seriously the existence of substantial middle-class
groupings in advanced capitalism without either reducing
them to one of the ‘fundamental’ classes (as in the ‘new
working class’ theory of Gorz and Mallet)*? or characterizing
them as a ‘residual’ class within a two-class framework
(Poulantzas’s account of the ‘new petty-bourgeoisie’).** There
is disagreement, however, on the extent to which these
groupings comprise a distinct and more or less homogeneous
class.

Alvin Gouldner has the longest historical view of the
emergence of such a class, locating its origins in the
Enlightenment processes of secularization and moderniza-
tion, in the culture of rationality and personal autonomy that
emerges from the localized, ascriptive, interdependent culture
of feudalism, and, above all, in the institution of public
education (and, one might add, in the formation of markets in
which educational qualifications are exchangeable values).*?
Its importance as a force in developed capitalism is due,

“2 Gouldner draws upon the work of Djilas and of Szelenyi and Konrad on the
formation of a ‘new class’ of intellectuals and functionaries in the former
communist bloc; Milovan Dijilas, The New Class: An Analysis of the Communist
System (New York: Praeger, 1957); Gyorgy Konrad and Ivan Szelenyi, The
Intellectuals on the Road to Class Power, trans. Andrew Arato and Richard C.
Allen (Brighton: Harvester, 1978).

4} André Gorz, Farewell to the Working Class: An Essay on Post-Industrial
Socialism, trans. Michael Sonenscher (Boston: South End Press, 1982); Serge
Mallet, La Nouvelle classe ouvriére (Paris: Seuil, 1963).

** poulantzas, Classes in Contemporary Capitalism.

45 Alvin W. Gouldner, The Future of Intellectuals and the Rise of the New
Class: A Frame of Reference, Theses, Conjectures, Arguments, and an Historical
Perspective on the Role of Intellectuals and Intelligentsia in the International
Class Contest of the Modern Era (New York: Oxford University Press, 1979), 1;
further citations are given in the text.
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however, to a number of structural changes. Wright identifies
these as follows: ‘the progressive loss of control over the
labour process on the part of the direct producers; tbe
elaboration of complex authority hierarchies within capitahst
enterprises and bureaucracies; and the differentiation of

various functions originally embodied in the entrepreneurial

capitalist’.*

The developing autonomy of managerial functions is bound
up with two great movements that stretch across most of the
twentieth century: the increasingly specialized role of managers
in the conception and design of labour processes, and the
tendential separation of financial and legal ownership frOfn the
effective possession and control of large (public or prlvatc})
corporations.*” In its relation to the work process, then, this
professional-managerial class has developed its powers }?y
successfully laying claim to sole possession of expertise in
crucial areas and at the expense of the skills and knowledges
possessed both by workers and by the owners of enterprises.

But the claim to a monopoly of knowledges extends beyond
the process of material production. In the terms used by the
Ehrenreichs, the social function of this class is in the broadest
sense the reproduction of the class structure of capitalism (and
indeed, Gouldner would add, of state capitalism). The concept
of reproduction, however, works in several rather dl'ffer.ent
senses: minimally, it means both the ongoing reorganization
of the productive process through scientific and managerial
innovation, and the reproduction of social relations through
the schooling system and the culture industries. In both cases
it involves a use of knowledge, but of rather different kinds.

46 Erik Olin Wright, Class, Crisis and the State (Londong Verso, 1979), 64.

47 The thesis of an increasing separation of ownership angl control was
articulated as early as 1941 in James Burnham’s The Managerial Reu_qlutzon;
What is Happening in the World? (New York: Jobn Day, 1941). For a critique o!
the argument, cf. Maurice Zeitlin, ‘Corporate Ownershxg and Control: T}}e Lar?de
Corporation and the Capitalist Class’, in Anthony Giddens and David He
{eds.), Classes, Power, and Conflict: Classical and Contemporary Debates

: Macmillan, 1982), 196-223. ' o

(ngd];):rbara and John Ehx)'enreich, “The Professional-Managerial Class’, in Pat
‘Walker (ed.), Between Labor and Capital (Boston: South End Press, 1979), 12.
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It is this difference that provokes—quite fundamentally for
all four groups of theorists—the question of the coherence of a
class which is by definition larger than its managerial or
technocratic wing. What might subtend its unity as a whole?
Gouldner gives two complementary answers to this question.
The first is situated at the infrastructural level: the unity of the
New Class derives from its possession of cultural capital, a
term that, far from being merely a metaphor, designates a real
stock which, like a stock of money capital, generates privately
appropriated income.*® The second is cultural: the New Class
is bonded as a class by its formation as a speech community
characterized by ‘an orientation to a qualitatively special
culture of speech: to the culture of careful and critical
discourse’ (p. 27). By this Gouldner means something like a
discursive ethos: such a culture relies on justification by
argument rather than by an appeal to authority or precedent;
like Bernstein’s elaborated code, it values explicitness and
universality of reference; above all, it is inherently self-reflexive
and self-problematizing (pp. 27-9). As enlightened reason it
thus underlies both technical or instrumental reason and
critical or symbolic reason—and is thus at some level common
both to ‘intellectuals’ and to the ‘technical intelligentsia’.

*> 1 have no strong position on the question of whether or not the term
‘cultural capital'—like the term ‘human capital’, with which it is historically
connected—is a metaphor, since I am not convinced that the question is well
posed. The Swedish sociologist Adam Westoby puts forward the following
arguments that it should be treated as a metaphor: ‘Knowledge, as intangible and
universal, can only give rise to stretched and imperfect property rights. It cannot
assume a full commodity form, and its circulation and expansion cannot rest
fundamentally on exchange. New theoretical knowledge, for example, supplants
and modifies the existing stock directly, not through devaluing it. And as far as
the structures of motivation facing the individual “capital” are concerned, any
similarities are superficial: to the essentially quantitative, unbounded expansion
of money capital corresponds the qualitative and finite life, education, and career
of the individual.’ Westoby, ‘Mental Work, Education, and the Division of
Labour’, 148-9. This presupposes, however, that there exists a literal or
fundamental form of capital (money, for example); I disagree. Capital is a
purely relational concept, the most abstract and disembodied of all economic
concepts. It is a historically specific social relation, involving commodity
production, private ownership of the means of production, and the objectifica-
tion of labour power; and in all these respects it seems to me that it can take the
form of socialized knowledge as well as it can that of, for example, money capital.
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For reasons that I shall try to explain later, the ke

arguments for the unity of a knowledge class tend to be made
in terms of its culture of work, rather than in terms of the

similarity of the work performed. Let me isolate three
dimensions of this ‘cultural’ explanation of class cohesion.

The first has to do with a set of common institutions and
processes of socialization. As the Ehrenreichs argue, the
professional-managerial class is knit together by a culture
which includes distinctive patterns of family life, a shared
ideology of social rationalization, and specific ins.titut%ons of
socialization (those of tertiary education). The university and
the professional body, and the claim to specialized k'now-
ledge which they embody, are what enables the Qrofessm‘na.l-
managerial class to control its own reprgduc.tlon.‘Thls is
perhaps the most insightful aspect of thefr discussion: the
recognition of the importance for this clas§ of the
reproduction of positions which, rather than'bemg inher-
ited, are acquired only within the class-productive apparatus
of education. Hence the importance of control of this
sphere.’ '

The second dimension concerns more specifically the
culture and organization of work. In its relation to the' ruling
class the knowledge class is caught uneasily between its real
subordination in the service of capital and its ,S;wb_g;s'wqf
independence. This éthos has a grounding in the relatively
high degree of autonomy characterizing its work practices,
and in the organization of its mode of work by the structure of
the profession. Professionalism is defined by three kinds of
claim: to the possession of a specialized body of knowledge; to
the upholding of ethical standards; and to the nged for
autonomy from outside scrutiny and control. These claims are

59 Immanuel Wallerstein writes that the new middle class is Qifferengateci from
the working class by its possession of “human capital’, which is chu{ted in the
educational systems, whose primary and sel_f-proclauned function is t(i)e tr:}l‘n
people to become members of the new middle classes, th?t is, tod blie
professionals, the technicians, the administrators of .the private an Plih c
enterprises which are the functional economic building-pieces of our system’; T}l:s
‘a key locus of political struggle is the rules of thc? educational gamoes. e
Bourgeois(ie) as Concept and Reality’, New Left Review, 167 (1988), 105.
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of course a matter of political struggle, but they also tacitly lay

a further claim, to ethical and social enlightenment.

The third dimension of class cohesion is elaborated around
the notion of a ‘service’ class and the particular form of
rationality associated with service work. For Claus Offe,
service activities are structured by the need to respect both the
particularity of the needs of clients and the establishment of a
generalized state of regularity; the need to achieve a balance
between the ‘specificity of the case’ and the ‘generality of the
norm’.’! Service labour is thus caught between the contrac-
tual and highly controlled rationality of ‘industrial economy’,
and a more open-ended rationality of mediation and
conciliation (p. 107). This emphasis on the structure of
employment or the ‘code of service’ is extended by John
Goldthorpe in terms of the ethical structure (the relationship
of ‘trust’) which differentiates service work from the strictly
controlled exchanges of the labour contract.>?

It is around these three dimensions that the claim is made
for a commonality of culture that would make it possible, and
make it taxonomically illuminating, to group together such
disparate occupational groupings as cultural workers,
engineers, scientists, managers, and so on. In fact, no one
of these four accounts is entirely successful in mapping
contemporary class relations in such a way as to produce a
coherent and integrated model of the knowledge class and its
social interests. But two things need to be said about this. The
first is that each of these accounts, though partial and limited,

has generated strong insights into the conditions of possibility
and the defining characteristics of such a class. The second is
that the demand itself—for coherence and integration—may

51 Claus Offe, Disorganized Capitalism: Contemporary Transformations of
Work and Politics, ed. John Keane (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1985), 106.

%2 John Goldthorpe, ‘On the Service Class, Its Formation and Future’, in
Anthony Giddens and Gavin Mackenzie (eds.), Social Class and the Division of
Labour: Essays in Honour of Ilya Neustadt (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1982), 162-85. Goldthorpe’s essay draws extensively on Karl Renner’s
pioneering essay on the Dienstklasse, Wandlungen der modernen Gesellschafs:

Zwei Abbandlungen #iber die Probleme der Nachkriegzeit (Vienna: Verlag der
Wiener Volksbuchhandlung, 1953).
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be wrongly formulated in supposing the objective existence of
class structures. Rather than asking ‘what classes are there?’,
or ‘who is in this class?’, we should perhaps be concerned with
class as a theoretical construct with discursive e

ects. Thus
e value of positing the claim to possession of knowledge as

2 key criterion for defining the knowledge class may be a _
strategic rather than a descriptive value: it works to set up a _
Telation between cultural intellectuals and a. broader social
grouping which has some shared social interests, 2 fiction that
may or may not prove fruitful,). ’

John Goldthorpe has challenged the usefulness of seeking to
define the knowledge class, or service class, ‘in terms of the%r
distinctive possession of “cultural capital” or of their
«.ommand over theoretical knowledge”’,>> since data on
credential levels indicate considerable cross-national varia-
tion. But the point here must be that what is at issue is the
claim to knowledge rather than its actual possqsqu.r}_,wg.r;gwt“l_{a}t
credentials are only one of the ways iit which this claim can be
pursued, This is the reason why I signalled the importance of
Poulantzas’s situation of the distinction between manual gnd
mental labour as an ideological dimension of the production
process. His argument makes it possible to take a gf)od deal
further an exploration of some of the cxfuaal d§term1nants of
the organization of work and of the social relations bound up
with it. .

¢ historical conditions for the growth of a class based in
t@%ﬁﬁé&wafmknowleage functions are, very broadly,
these: ' o
First, the protracted development of a pgbllc sector in
which a range of ethico-disciplinary fungtlons—those of
education, of public health, and a variety of wplfa;e
services—are removed from the family or the kinship

g epe. e 54
network and assumed as State responsibilities. The

53 ¢ he Service Class’, 174. ) o

54 '(léﬁédcghls(t)ﬁ:t,ioggettween the public and the private sectors is not in itself t}:;
crucial one, since the distribution of services bet\‘avecn‘ t,h;sle S?C‘OYSm z\;anb s
considerably from country to country, gnd many p_ubhc nc'aoniszaﬁozrl be
handled by ‘private’ agencies; the determinant factor is the autonom!
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constitution of ‘the population’ as an object of knowledge and
of deliberate policy measures is the formative moment in the
establishment of this sector.*®

Second, the transformation and diversification of the
managerial functions involved in controlling “the  work
process: on the one hand the development of the techniques
and 1deologies of ‘scientific management’, which radically
separate the functions of labour and of knowledge; on the
other the increased importance to mass industrial production
of the co-ordinating functions of contractual regulation,
accountancy and financial services, computing, ‘human
resource’ management, and so on.

Third, the growth in complexity of the planning function,

including research and_ development, market research, and

advertising. As Abercrombie and Urry point out, it is the
reduction in contemporary capitalism of the turnover time of
fixed capital that forces the expansion of technological
innovation and of the controlled generation of desires, and
thus makes these functions central to capitalist production.>®
Eac ers.of historical transformations is closely
bound up_with, and has_powerful consequences_upon,. the
tendential separation of ‘manual’ from ‘mental’ labour. Their

effect, however, is not to produce a dichotomous” cldss -
structure _(workers and capitalists) but to generate new
lternative grounds for formation

occupational groups with 1 (
as a class. These grounds include—to summarize briefly—the
‘definition of members as ‘mental’ workers with specialist
expertise; the possession of cultural capital in the form of

these functions: their socialization, and their ultimate regulation by the state. Cf.
however the argument made by Harold Perkin in The Rise of Professional
Society: England Since 1880 (London and New York: Routledge, 1989) that ‘the
struggle between the public and private sector professions is the master conflict of
professional society’ (p. 10)—by which he means contemporary advanced-
capitalist societies, which are dominated in all aspects by the ‘professional class’.

35 Michel Foucault, ‘Governmentality’, in Graham Burchell, Colin Gordon,
and Peter Miller (eds.), The Foucault Effect: Studies in Govers tality, with
Two Lectures by and an Interview with Michel Foucault (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1991).

%6 Nicholas Abercrombie and John Utry, Capital, Labour and the Middie
Classes (London: Allen and Unwin, 1983}, 97.
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credentials; the claim to autonomous work conditiqns; and
the enforcement of this claim, as well as the organization of a
loose class cohesion, through professional associations or
similar forms of peer recognition.

The development of new class relations, however, trans-
forms the existing ones, and in this case transforms, above all,
social understandings of what counts as knowledge. :'I;}le_:_
ideology of rationalized, scientific’ management was decisive
ixmﬁ'lrspfxt- in that it defined ‘manual’ worke‘rs as lacking in_
televant knowledge. More precisely, by analysing produgt{on
into it discrete stages and components, and then retraining
workers in the mechanical performance of these disconnectf?d
and incoherent fragments of a total operation, it actgd to strip
them of their craft knowledge and to reimfesF it in the
‘specialist’ managet.®” (The process of appropriation of craft
knowledges is taken to its extreme in robotization.) Tbe result
of this reorganization of work is not exactly a dc-gkﬂlmg, but
rather, as Littek and Heisig argue, the estabhshmenjc (5)§
a hierarchical division between knowledge and skill.
Crucially, both knowledge and skill are §trongly gendered
concepts: definitions of what counts as sklllled work tex‘ld tsg
exclude work performed by women (both paid and gnpald),
and within the domain of ‘mental’ labour there is a clc?,ar
hierarchical distinction between routine and non-routine
work, again to the disadvantage of women; lower-level
clerical, teaching, and white-collar service work are now

eponderantly female sectors.
prT%le groun}clis on which the ‘new middle class’ _ of
knowledge-workers is formed constitute at the same time
the foundations for its social interests and for its ‘causal

i is sti Capital:
57 The classic source is still Harry Braverman, Labor and Monopoly :
The Degradation of Work in the Twentieth Century (New York: Monthly Review
Press, 1974). N o

8 Wolfgang Littek and Ulrich Heisig, ‘Work Organization .underf
Technological Change: Sources of Differentiation and the Reproduction o
Social Inequality in Processes of Change’, in Stewart R. Clegg (ed.), Qrgamzatton
Theory and Class Analysis: New Approaches and New Issues (Berlin and New
York: Walter de Gruyter, 1990}, 303.

5% Game and Pringle, Gender at Work, 18.
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owers’.* As these increase, so_the powers of the working
class, dispossessed of its traditional knowledges, decline. The

relation is not, however, one of a simple inverse proportion:

the working class is not reduced to being a passive instrument
(nor should we idealize 2 mythical past in which it had full
control over the production process); nor is knowledge
‘owned” by the professional-managerial middle class.
Certainly knowledge, especially economically productive
knowledge, can be privately appropriated, and the whole
apparatus of intellectual property law exists to sustain this
possibility; but ownership is vested in that class which owns
the rest of the means of production, not in knowledge workers.
Alternatively, knowledge which is in the public domain
circulates within the institutions of science, the professions
and education, rather than being the property of its individual
users.%' The power of the knowledge class is the power of
legitimate access-to.and.use of this domain of knowledge, and
ﬂfg};o’v?rtee; to define what this domain is; but it should not be
“f'o'fgé't'ié;t?hjgg t re other and more decisive powers.®2

The origins of the knowledge class lie in an expansion and a
transformation of the roles of the traditional intelligentsia.
One wing derives from the intelligentsia of letters: from the

% Scott Lash and John Urry define the latter as being: ‘to restructure capitalist
societies so as to maximize the divorce between conception and execution and to
ensure the elaboration of highly differentiated and specific structures within
which knowledge and science can be developed and sustained. These powers thus
involve the deskilling of productive labourers; the maximizing of the educational
requirements of places within the social division of labour and the minimizing of
non-educational/non-achievement criteria for recruitment to such places; and the
enhancement of the resources and income devoted to education and science
(whether this is privately or publicly funded).’ Lash and Urry, The End of
Organized Capitalism (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1987), 177-8; this passage is a
slight reworking of a passage in Abercrombie and Urry, Capital, Labour and the
Middle Classes, 132.

61 Cf. Lash and Urry, The End of Organized Capitalism, 194.

‘The means of mental production—laboratories, universities, television
stations—are rarely owned by their workers, and indeed in most of these sectors
we have recently seen an increasing assertion of external control, by other capitals
and powers than those of pure ideas.” Michael Rustin, ‘The Politics of Post-

Fordism: Or, the Trouble with “New Times™", New Left Review, 175 {May/June
1989), 66.

CLASS AND CULTURAL CAPITAL 121

priest, the teacher, and the journalist, who shar§ between t'hem
the tasks of the cure of souls, the propagation of enhgl;lt-
enment, and the inculcation of .ruhpg-clgss 1d.eology. ‘Tne
other wing derives from the technical intelligentsia, especia ;;
the ‘old’ professions and the sorfxewhat younger pro_feSS}on of
engineering, which have as their functl.or‘l the apphcat'wn of
useful knowledge. But speaking of origins ‘says.nothmg o
present structures. What, finally, allpw§ us to 1me}g1§1e that this
class possesses some integrating Prmqple .of unity? ot
To pose the question in this way is to assume tha
intellectual workers are held together as a 'class by a comm<f>n
bond—whether it be that of a common sgaal function, or of a
shared experience of class socialization, of ahcoglfn(t)ln
experience and expectation of vyork, or of t E )011}11 y
undertaken risk of investment In cultural. rather than
monetary capital. The most likely hypo.thesm, hoxg/lever——p
since otherwise there would not be so serious a pro }elm 0
definition—is that it does constitute a more of les§ c? elienutw
class in some respects but not in others; the ntzw mi@%g,as.lsl
(the knowledge class) is an entity that doesn tﬂrffpona:{se
(for good structural reasons, T'think) o the quiestion: is this 3
fally formed class?”
@ Ralf Dahrendorf gives a lucid orthodox definition of the fiistincti;nizegt\zgiﬁ
class and stratum. Classes, he says, are ““major interest gfloit:‘plsr;g;ax’ingo ngﬂicts ore
specific structural circumstances, which intervene as su

lay a part in changes of social structure”. Whe;egs a “stratum” rl)S tr;ll:reslgc?ar;
5 ); ical category, identifying persons of a smular“.smxatlon in_ Social
;{ilear;’rt;hy who shar,e some situational identities such as l;ncon;ze, sfxifz;ng(g,m Zgart,
living eté_”’ Ralf Dahrendotf, Soziale Klassen und Kl.sseélsss ikt
195 7), pp. i, 139; quoted in Alec Nove, ‘Is There a Rul mgnd o London
in Ant’hony Giddens and David Held_(eds.), Classes, Power ta d o e
Macmillan, 1982), 602. Paradoxically, many Mairxns o e dle
tratiﬁcati(;n theory in order to solve the conceptua untidines f e et
sl Thus Alex Callinicos argues that the new ngc!dle class lzh n proper
(c:lzzze:&ith a ‘distinct and coherent set of inter:lfts d‘e;lzglli c[:ircc))rrlnlf ;:; gggeneous
i ion’; it i ore than ¢ 0, )
the'r?llan:?ss v(v)}fxopfx(;?r:(;::f:)r’nlrtrlésrl ‘:\(:1 ;nmbiguous and intermediate llpo‘f(x)t:l(;,n X,l‘;x
::Sp:ctat); the fundamental cor(litlradé:cltion betv;ee;x o((::?fllit;l a;)t:%it\;v;;ge-; temat Alee
ini ¢ «New Middle Class” an 3 s o
ggg':;;;::ts ’2:’1-21'83 (1983), 103—4. Since I have no conumtrﬂx:en;iz(:i ;‘l':xgor:og:tlween
fundamer;tal and unmediated contr_adncnon, however, the
class and stratum loses much o_f its importance.
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There is, nevertheless, a valid and difficult question to be
asked about the composition of the knowledge class. This is
not quite the question: ‘Who is in this class?’ (a question that
corresponds to a naively realist epistemology), but is rather a
question about the consequences of theoretical choices made
in describing the make-up of the class, and of the logic
according to which these choices should be made. For
example: should upper-level managers be said to belong to
the knowledge class? The answer will depend not just on how
this class itself is conceived but on our conception of the
interlocking structure of relations between classes, on the
particular criteria of class membership that we apply, and on
how individuals identify themselves.®* Wright notes at one
point that the consequence of Poulantzas’s narrow definition
of the working class in terms of productive material labour is
that the working class of the United States would constitute
less than 20% of the economically active population, and the
petty bourgeoisie would constitute some 70%.%° Burris’s
schematization (Figure 3) of the different maps of class
relations produced by the models of Poulantzas, C. Wright
Mills, the Ehrenreichs, Carchedi, and Wright illustrates even
more graphically the consequences of theoretical choices
(although Burris of course implicitly privileges his own
mapping of the class structure in doing so0).%¢

There are choices to be made, then, but no objective criteria
given in the statistical data or in the self-consciousness of
individuals against which to measure their correctness. The

% That is, on whether they perceive some sort of commonality of interests and
culture with others whom we assign to the class; but note that this perception of
salience need not take the form of an articulate sociological definition; and it may
involve a densal of a particular or indeed of any class status,

5 Wright, Class, Crisis and the State, 55. To say this is not necessarily to make
a criticism, as Wright seems to believe.

 Note that Burris seems to me to be wrong in assuming that Guglielmo
Carchedi assigns managers and supervisors to the new middle class, since
Carchedi explicitly differentiates them. On p. 96 of On the Economic
Identification of Social Classes (London: Routledge, 1977), for example, he
writes that ‘the top manager has real, economic ownership and thus has economic

power. He must delegate a part of his work of control and surveillance to lower
managerial strata and to the new middle class.’
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Detailed Class Poulantzas’s Mills's Ehrenreichs’ Carchedi’s  Wright's
Fractions Classes Classes Classes Classes Classes
Managers and New Middie g/lanaggrs and

i ! ervisors
Supervisors Professional- Class upervi

Managerial Semi
Professional emi-auton.
a;%%‘:z‘:nical New Middle Class (credentialled)
Workers Class Employees
New Petty
Routine Mental | Bourgeoisie -
Workers Proletariat
Proletariat
Unproductive
Manual Proletariat
Workers
Proletariat

Productive R
Manual Proletariat
Workers

FIG. 3. Alternative models of class divisions among salaried workers

Somrce: Val Burris, ‘Class Structure and Political Ideology’, The Insurgent
Sociologist, 14: 2 (Summer 1987), p. 33, fig.1.

criteria, that is to say, can only be those of productiveness and
of plausibility—not of descriptive accuracy. ‘

The least problematic structural question concerns, I think,
the distinction between the knowledge class and the
traditional petty bourgeoisie. The latter own their means of
livelihood, may be small employers, and historically have
possessed a distinctively illiberal ideology;®” the (?ve-rlap with
self-employed professionals is therefore not as significant as
would be indicated by purely economic criteria.

The division between the knowledge class and the working
class is less well-defined, in part because the working clas‘s
itself is now not so coherent a formation as it was (or as it
seems in retrospect to have been) in Fordist capitalism. There
is agreement among most theorists that ‘routine’ white-collar
workers—clerical workers, lower public servants, nurses,
technicians—are closer to the working class (for example, to
skilled tradespeople) than to the credentialled middle classes,

7 i iott, © Pro : The Survival of a
Mora?fkfgigfnygfc?xoéi;:EdB]zzgﬁlog:loaffl’dPgrtiz:l Eﬁ?;:ty (eds.), The Petite

Bourgeoisie: Comparative Studies of the Uneasy Stratum (New York: 5t Martin’s
Press, 1981), 182-3.
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but the uncertainties of self-definition and particularly the
force of class aspiration make this boundary ambivalent.58
The same is true at the top end of the knowledge class,
where upper-level managers, often holding stock in the
companies they control or, in the case of public-sector
executives, sharing a common managerial culture, merge
into the dominant class; similarly, upper-level professionals
(for example in the medical and legal professions) pass more
or less easily into the haute bourgeoisie. The class boundary is
thus not an occupational boundary, since it is formed in part
by differences that have to do with generation and with class
trafectory (a notion which is central to understanding the class
situation and the calculations of interest of the credentialled
middle classes).®®
The group that remains—professionals, lower- and middle-
level managers and administrators, and salaried or self-
employed intellectuals, including cultural intellectuals, scien-
tists, and higher-level technicians—is structured “internally’ by
multiple splits and antagonisms which I take to be definitive
of the class, and which can be grouped in a number of
different ways: as a tension between managers and profes-

8 In Capital, Labour and the Middle Classes, for example, Nicholas
Abercrombie and John Urry differentiate sharply between two groups within
what is usually called the ‘middle class’: de-skilled white-collar workers {lower-
grade office and sales employees), on the one hand, and on the other an ‘upper’
middle class of managers, administrators, and ‘established’ professionals. This
differentiation has a historical dimension: ‘With the rationalization of the labour
process, the fragmentation and standardization of tasks, and the increasing
bureaucratization of administration, the mental labour content of white-collar
jobs passes further up the hierarchy. The process of rationalization has
undermined the traditional sociological distinction between manual and non-
manual work; clerks are manual workers.” Abercrombie and Utry, Capital,
Labour and the Middle Classes, 118.

¢ Cf. Pierre Bourdieu, Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgment of Taste,
trans. Richard Nice (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1984), 110~
12; Erik Olin Wright, ‘Rethinking, Once Again, the Concept of Class Structure’,
in Erik Olin Wright ez al., The Debate on Classes (London: Verso, 1989), 324-34.
Alex Callinicos points out that, in contrast to the expectation of sharply rising
income for upper whitecollar workers, the career trajectory of manual and
routine clerical workers is much flatter, rising only in relation to overtime worked

and normally declining in later years. Callinicos, “The “New Middle Class” and
Socialist Politics®, 103.
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sionals; between ‘cultural’ and ‘technical’ intellectualsi1 or
between public- and private-sector employees. I call t gsci
tensions definitive because it seems to me that the crucia
attribute of this class is that it is weakly formed as a class. Th154
weakness has to do above all with the fact that the key
mechanisms of its formation as a class are those that relate toy
its claim to knowledge, rather than thoge that relate to th
ownership of the means of production and to direc
ex%ll(l)::tafz;)rl:l.ation of the knowledge class .characteristical}lly
takes place around the professwnal' claim to, ;nc} the
professional mystique of, autonomy of ]udgen"nent'; this ormli
the basis both for the struggle over t.he organization of wo(ri
and for individual self-respect (that is, for a partlculardm(; e
of subjectivity) grounded in this relation to wqu. It underlies
the differentiation of midq1§;g}3§§»_gﬂrvgm"w_mkmg—glaasmfmmj“
of work: on(-:M_l;zl‘géélmlﬁ""‘knovs{l;:d.gf‘i..a‘nt'i‘.Asmli;tlefsd._a@LbQu_l}N;1
loyalty, ‘social exchange’, agﬂdﬂggﬂsp_gggl,bﬁlllvty,,,F.b&?ﬂ}?LH%SE,
in ‘skill’ and structured aroung_ggyg trust, economic exchange
and direct control’.”® At the same time the claim to autonomly
underlies the complementary strategies psed in the stn.xggei
to achieve appropriate working cond1.t10'n5: a profleslsz)na
strategy of arguing that access to specialized mental la Olli‘lr
can and should be achieved only by way of_mstxtutlona.);
controlled credentials; and a strategy of protecting managcz;x}:;le
prerogatives from direct interference by owr(lie:rs.1 ¢
historical shaping of the knowledge ‘class accor mg{ too
place around a process of legal and industrial struggle over

7
the conditions for autonomy of work practices.

i T

70 Littek and Heisig, ‘Work Organization Under Technological Change’, 360.

7! Wright, ‘Rethinking, Once Again, the Concept of Class Structure’, 339, n.
91%2 A number of writers cite the engineering profession mf the 'gtr:te:ldi?tgi
early in the twentieth century as exemplgry in its pursux; oDaIIl\I t) e egrAmerim
industrial careers with educational credgntnals——for examp! e,h Then! > Americe
by Design (New York: Oxford University Press, 1979). Las apts ma;iet-powcr
this process: ‘One occupation after another sought to str«?r;‘gttlgen i markepower
by connecting together the production of knowledge with the pro
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The knowledge class acquires legitimacy through the
acquisition of credentials, and at the same time achieves a
measure of class closure by integrating the community of those
with appropriate credentials and excluding those without; it
structures its Other in terms of its own claim to knowledge.”*
This closure is then reinforced through the ‘cultural’ mechan-

isms of taste and “lifestyle’.”* One of the reasons for its relative _

lack of cohesion as.a.class, however, is precisely that, as the
disciplines. of knowledge become institutionalized, it is these

particular_territories of knowledge, and the disciplinary

mysteries_appropriate to each,”® rather than knowledge in.
general, that come to be invested with value. The potential for

fractional division that this particularization brings with it is

exacerbated by other structural rifts, in particular that between

the public sector and the service professions, on the one hand,

producers via the modern university. There was a structural linkage effected
between two sets of elements, specific bodies of theoretical knowledge, on the one
hand, and markets for skilled services, or labour, on the other. By contrast with,
say, nineteenth-century Britain, higher education became the means for bringing
about professionalization and for the substantial transformation of the
restructuring of social inequality.’ (The End of Organized Capitalism, 173).

73 Cf. Randall Collins, The Credential Society: An Historical Sociology of
Education and Stratification (New York: Academic Press, 1979).

7 <Lifestyle’ is one of the most obvious defining characteristics of the new
middle class; I have paid no attention to the category here because I think its very
obviousness can be misleading. Many descriptions of the class—Featherstone’s, or
Urry’s, or Harvey’s, for example—use the visibility of lifestyle as the occasion for
a moralizing account of the class. Folk-taxonomic terms like ‘yuppy’ and ‘trendy’,
although they are of considerable interest as indications of popular perceptions of
a self-contained class, tend to work the same way. Mike Featherstone, Consumer
Culture and Postmodernism (London: Sage, 1991), 45-6; John Urry, The Tourist
Gaze: Leisure and Travel in Contemporary Societies (London: Sage, 1990), 92-3;
David Harvey, The Condition of Postmodernity (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1989),
347-8; Paul Lyons, ‘Yuppie: A Contemporary American Keyword’, Socialist
Review, 19: 1 (1989), 111-22.

75 H. Jamous and B. Peloille distinguish between technical competence over an
explicit and testable body of knowledge (‘technicality’), and a charismatic mode
of ascribed knowledge which forms any profession’s ‘mystery’ and which, since it
is never codified, cannot be appropriated by outsiders (‘indetermination’); the
acquisition of credentials for a profession involves in part the acquisition of the
‘margin of indetermination’ proper to it, which is not transmitted by explicit
procedures of training and evaluation. H. Jamous and B. Peloille, ‘Changes in the
French University-Hospital System’, in J. A. Jackson (ed.), Professions and
Professionalization, Sociological Studies, 3 (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1970), 112, 115.
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whose relation to the exploitation of the working class is
tangential, and on the other private-sector managers anfi
administrators, who participate directly in exploitation, albeit
from the ambivalent position of salaried supervisors.”® (At the |
same time, the possibility of critical intellectual work—work
that cuts against class attachments—is given, in the first
instance, not as a matter of ethical decision but in the double
fracture that separates the knowledge class from the dominant
class and then divides it internally along a number of different
fault lines.) .
One of Erik Olin Wright’s major self-criticisms, however, is
that possession of skill assets (knowledge) does not in ig.;elf
constitute an exploitative relation to those without them. It
we accept this argument, then it is clear that the knowledge
class cannot be defined directly on the axis of exploitation. It .
is structured by the Qdirectnesﬂ_i@ggtﬁiggjﬁlggglaﬁons
m%tion: by the salience for the way it defines ‘Efflfu(j{ an_
ideology of autonomous work practice; and fgywlwt:swyggglg,_
classificatory structure—the fuzziness of its boundaries with
other dasses.’® It is a class which is necessarily-not-for-itself,

nd a class which is coherent only in its lack of structural

cohesion. Concomitantly, its interests in the political sphere,
reflecting this internal dividedness, are structured by its

ambivalently tutelary and antagonistic relation to the work- _
ing class, its_identification with both public ‘and_private
sectors, and its ethos of professional autonomy and service.

Rbove all, it is formed pofitically by its closé relation to
bureaucracy (in both sectors) and to_ “flexible’ forms -.Vog
L acy (1 se o

bureaucratic _rationality—and _thereby to_the fo

governmentality most characteristic of advanced capital

‘Cultural’ factors, including a distinctive culture of wgrk and
the career-building role of cultural capital, play a major part
in forming the knowledge class as a more or less cohesive

76 Burris, ‘Class Structure and Political Ideology’, 39. ,
77 Wright, ‘Rethinking, Once Again, the Concept of Class Structure’, 308-9.

7% Urry, The Tourist Gaze, 88.
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group. To make this argument is not, however, to posit a
necessary or an expressive relation between class and culture:
it is not to assume that this class possesses its own distinctive
culture which gives ‘expressive form’ to its ‘social and
material life-experience’”” or endows it with the conscious-
ness of its own historicity.’® Such assumptions, as I have
argued earlier, fail to come to terms with the complexity of
‘mass’ audience structures, and ignore the crucial mediating
role of cultural institutions.

The work that can be done by the category of class, and by
specific class analysis, is at once more modest and more
negative than this. On the one hand, class analysis can give a
sense of the structural limits set to action and desire; on the
other, it can act as a check against claims made by members of
one social group to an identity of interests with another. I take
up this question in the final chapter through an examination
of the right claimed by intellectuals to speak on behalf of
others. Here let me mention more specifically a concept that
has been of central importance to the development of cultural
studies, that of the organic intellectual.

In a widely cited passage in the anthology Cultural Studies
Stuart Hall wrote:

The problem about the concept of an organic intellectual is that it
appears to align intellectuals with an emerging historic movement
and we couldn’t tell then, and can hardly tell now, where that
emerging historical movement was to be found. We were organic

7 Fred Pfeil, “Makin’ Flippy-Floppy: Postmodernism and the Baby-Boom
PMC, Another Tale to Tell: Politics and Narrative in Postmodern Culture
(London: Verso, 1990), 98.

80 Christa Biirger, ‘The Disappearance of Art: The Postmodernism Debate in
the US’, Telos, 68 (1986), 96. Both Pfeil and Biirger are referring to
postmodernism as the culture ‘of” the new middle class. Cf. Lash and Urry’s
similar but slightly more cautious claim that ‘it is the developing service class
which is the consumer par excellence of post-modern cultural products; that there
is a certain “hegemonizing mission” of the post-modern tastes and lifestyle of
significant sections of this new middle class; and that there are certain structural
conditions of the service class that produce a decentred identity which fosters the
reception of such post-modern cultural goods’. Lash and Urry, The End of
Organized Capitalism, 292; cf. also Scott Lash, Sociology of Postmodernism
{London: Routledge, 1990), 20.
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intellectuals without any organic point of reference; organ.l,c
intellectuals with a nostalgia or will or hope (to use Gramscr’s
phrase from another context) that at some pOil:lt we wpuld be
prepared in intellectual work for that kind of relationship, if such a
conjuncture ever appeared. More truthfully? we were Prepared to
imagine or model or simulate such a relatansl;xlp in its absence:
‘pessimism of the intellect, optimism of the will’.

The problem Hall maps out is that. of an inFelligentsia
‘organically’ linked to a class or a historic bloc Wthh. has yet
to come into being. The sheer virtuality of that lmk—-‘lts
existence as ‘nostalgia or will or hope’—shoots through.w1th
irony the notion that attachment to another class or bloc s th.e
right and proper way for intellectuals to work. Hall reads this
failure of attachment in essentially negative terms (as loss or
lack); but the metaphors of projection—‘imagine or mf)(.iel
or simulate’—perhaps suggest another and more positive
function of this imaginary relationship. In thls_ alternative
reading we might propose that it is a question not of
preparation or anticipation but of worlf conductc?d in its o“lm
time, work with its own impetus and its own historic goals;
we might propose, that is to say, that work in c‘ultt%ral studies
could be taken seriously in relation to the specific interests of
theclass of intellectuals rather than in relation to a non-
existent historic bloc. But this is perhaps also to say that this

el

work, with its entirely fruitful impetus to explore. non-
traditional and previously unvalued cultures, was predicated
on a necessary blindness to its own class provenance.
Michael Rustin makes a parallel and, I think, persuasive
argument about the class bases for the conceptualization of
post-Fordism, as it was elaborated by, amongst others, Stl%art
Hall in a series of New Times’ articles. The world of flexible
specialization, Rustin writes, ‘is the yvorld as seen fz(f)lm 'the
point of view of some of its beneﬁcmrles——.themselyes exible
specialists” such as researchers, communicators, informatton

i i ical Legacies’, in Lawrence

81 Sruart Hall, ‘Cultural Studies and its Theoretica : .

Grcsssberag, Cary Nelson, and Paula Treichler (eds.), Cultural Studies (New York:
Routledge, 1992), 281.
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'professionals and designers, whose specific capabilities
involve the handling and processing of information’.3* The
way in which a particular set of class interests is carried is
most evident ‘in the high programmatic priority given to
education, training and research as functional for “progressive
modernization”, but also, of course, as central to the life-
world of the man or woman for whom the capacity to
acquire, apply and transmit knowledge is the market
resource’.

Correspondingly, even the more ‘progressive’ aspects of the
concept translate interests that are not universal:

arguments for the decentralization of decision-making, for the
informal welfare sector, for neighbourhood control, parent power
and cooperative housing, also reflect the central position that this
new and enlarged intelligentsia is likely to occupy in more pluralized
and devolved systems, as the strata who have the cultural capacities
to make use of such spaces to find fulfilling and influential roles.®

In much the same way, work in cultural studies seems to me
to carry both the one interest that can be attributed with some

certainty to the knowledge class: a_commitment to the
institutions of cultural capital, and simultaneously a set of

anxieties_about its place within these institutions. Displaced
from the position of cultural authority which it once believed
itself to hold, controlling one rather small market within a
pluralized market system, and properly uncertain of its right
to speak in and for other cultural domains, the cultural
intelligentsia (and most of the knowledge class has some claim
to cultural expertise) has been able to construct its own
historicity only in the endless deferral of its self-recognition.

82 Rustin, ‘The Politics of Post-Fordismr’, 63.
8 Ibid. 64.

4

Economies of Value

The privileging of the self through the pgtl}ologiz.ing_of
the Other remains the key move and defining objective
of axiology.!

From this point onwards I address you, my silgnt reader,
explicitly as a cultural intellectual: an address which may g(}
astray, but which enables me to abandon that' pretence‘oh
universality—the pretence of the absence of pOSltl‘On—-—.“"th
lends such a false glow of transparency to academlc‘wn’tmg. I
assume, for the sake of argument, that when I say ‘we’ from
now on I am speaking to and partly for men and w.or(;len
belonging to a local fraction of the class that I ha\:e trie to
describe in the previous chapter; I assume that. we ha\fe
certain—but by no means all—class-specific interests diln
common; and that these have to do above all ‘w1th 'el
investments we have made in knowledgg apd its socia
relations. I assume you share my uncertainties abo_ut the
value of our knowledge and about—the topic of t.hls‘ ﬁn;l
chapter—the positions that we are able to occupy within the
of cultural value. ‘

ﬁ‘:idargued earlier that it is no longer §ither possible or usefu}
to understand cultural production in terms of a genera
economy of value, and thus that we can no !onger ;rfxll'ag‘me
ourselves into a vantage point fFom which conflicting
judgements of value could be reconciled. What fmaydm slonslg
sense always_have been the case has become sc?l -evi ent yl
now: that different social groups erpploy criteria of va ue
which may well be incompatible and irreconcilable. Lotman’s

1 Barbara Herrnstein Smith, Contingencies of Val.ue: Altemativel 588;35)”36:”85
for Critical Theory {(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, , 38.




