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To generations of radicals, the working class has been the bear- 
er of socialism, the agent of both progressive social reform and 
revolution, But in the United States in the last two decades, the 

left has been concentrated most heavily among people who feel 
themselves to be “middle class,” while the working class has ap- 
peared relatively quiescent, This “middle-class” left, unlike its 
equivalent in early twentieth-century Europe or in the Third Worid 
today, is not a minority within a mass working class (or peasant) 
movement; it is, to a very large extent, the left itself, It has its 

own history of mass struggle, not as an ally ar appendage of the 
industrial working class, but as a mass constituency in and of it- 
self, At the same time, most of the U.S, left continues to believe 
(correctly, we think) that without a mass working-class left, only 

the most marginal of social reforms is possible, 

None of these historical anomalies about the U.S. left is ex- 
plained by the theories to which most of the left now adheres, 
Orthodox Marxism describes capitalist society as being polarized 
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between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat; it has nothing to say 

about a “middle class,” or, of course, about middle-class radical- 
ism. Thus, the left today may sense the impasse created by the 
narrowness of its class composition, but it lacks even the terms 

with which to describe the situation, much less a strategy for 
overcoming it. 

Theoretical confusion about class is endemic among all parts of 
the left, Some leftists (mainly associated with the “new communist 
movement”) describe students, professionals, and other educated 

workers as “petty bourgeois,” though more as a put-down than as 
a defensible analysis, Other contemporary leftists describe all 
salary and wage workers who do not own the means of production 
as “working class,” The working class so conceived is a near- 
universal class, embracing all but the actual capitalists and the 
classical petty bourgeoisie {i.e., small tradesmen, independent 
farmers, etc,;, But this group, too, finds its definition practically 
untenable, In practice, and conversationally, these leftists use the 

terms “working class” and “middle class” with their colloquial 
connotations, knowing that the distinction is still somehow a useful 
one, Yet this distinction cannot be pursued in theory : the prevail- 
ing theoretical framework insists that all wage earners are work- 
ing class and that the notion that some workers are “middle class” 
is a capitalist-inspired delusion. 

When analysis stops, the problem does not necessarily go away. 

Rather, it is at that point that the door opens to all kinds of irra- 
tional and subjectivist approaches, In the years since the New Left 
in the U.S. matured from a radical to a socialist outlook, the left 
has dashed itself repeatedly against the contradictions between its 
“middie-class” origins and its working-class allegiance, Some 
pursue the search for a “pure” proletarian line to an ever mere 
rarefied sectarianism, Others seem to find comfort in the ambi- 
guities of contemporary class analysis, fearing that any attempt to 
draw more careful distinctions will leave them in an undesirable 
category (“petty bourgeois,” etc,), At this point the very emotion 

surrounding the subject of class provides a further impediment to 
analysis, Yet if the left is to grow, it must begin to come to an cb- 
jective understanding of its own class origins and to comprehend 
objectively the barriers that have isolated it from the working 
class, 

I, Classes in Monopoly Capitalist Society 

The classical Marxian analysis of capitalist society centers on 
twe classes and two alone — the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. 
The other numerically large class of mature capitalist society — 
the petty bourgeoisie — lies outside of this central polarity, and is 
in a sense anachronistic: a class left over from an earlier social 
order, which undergoes a continual process of “proletarianization”



fi,e., its members are progressively forced down into the prole- 
tariat),* Meanwhile, the working class not only expands to embrace 

the vast majority of the working population, but also becomes 
more and more homogeneous and unified. 

As early as the turn of the century it was becoming evident that 
the class structures of the advanced capitalist countries were not 
evolving along quite so straight a path. The middle classes were 
simply not withering away; new, educated and salaried middle- 
class strata had appeared and were growing rapidly. Most Marx- 
ists, however, either ignored the new strata or insisted that they, 

like the old middle class of independent artisans and emtrepre- 
neurs, would become proletarianized. It was left to radical social 

theorists outside the Marxian mainstream (such as Emil Lederer 

and Jacob Marschak in Germany and C, Wright Mills in the United 
States) to analyze the “new middle classes”, In these analyses, the 
salaried white-collar workers were not seen as 4 Single class, but 

rather as a disparate group, ranging from clerical workers to en- 
gineers and college professers, connected to each other {and to the 

old middle classes) by little more than a common desire not to fall 

into the proletariat. 
By early in the sixties, the explosive growth and continued social 

distinctiveness of the stratum of educated wage earners had be- 
come impossible for Marxists to ignore, But Marxian theorists 
were not yet ready to give up the attempt at forcing engineers, 

teachers, government workers and accountants into the proletarian 

mold, Pierre Belleville, Andre Gorz, and Serge Mallet were the 

first Marxists to chronicle and analyze the emergence of what they 
called, in opposition to Mills, et al., the “new working class.” The 
new working class, wrote Gorz in 1964, like the old working class, 
was defined by its antagonistic relation to capital. 

Technicians, engineers, students, researchers discover 

that they are wage earners like the others, paid for a 

piece of work which is “good” only to the degree it is 
profitable in che short run, They discover that long-range 
research, creative work on original problems, and the 
love of worksmanship are incompatible with the criteria 
of capitalist profitability .... 41) 

Despite their immediate consciousness as “middie class,” the 
growing body of educated workers are, according to this analysis, 

4 stratum of the working class, (2) 

A decade later, after the rise and decline of a New Left based 

heavily among students and educated workers, it had become ap- 

* "Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie, possesses... this distinctive feature : 

it has simplified the class antagonisms, Sdciety as a whole is more and more 

splitting up into tvo great hostile camps, into two great classes directly facing 

each other —bourgeoisie and proletariat.” (Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, 
THE COMMUNIST MANIFESTO) 
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parent that the gulf between the “old” and “new” working classes 

was deeper than the earlier analyses had suggested. Nicos Pou- 
lanizas Suggested making a distinction between labor necessary 
for production of commodities and labor necessary for the repro- 
duction of capitalist social relationships. Thus, according to Pou- 
lantzas, workers in the state and other “ideological apparatuses” 
— schools, government agencies, welfare agencies, mass media, 
etc, — must be considered as being in a different class from pro- 
duction workers, (3) 

in the early ‘70's Andre Gorz, too, broke with his own earlier 
analysis, arguing that it was not only workers in the ideological 
apparatuses who served reproductive roles, but alse the engineers, 
scientists, managers, etc, in productive enterprises, The capitalist 
division of labor has been determined by the need to control the 

workers and the work process in the context of class antagonisrn, 
and not only by technological imperatives. (4) Thus, proposed 
Gorz, even at the point of production, a distinction must be made 

between productive and reproductive labor, 
We shall not succeed in locating technical and scientific 

labor within the class structure of advanced capitalisz 
society unless we start by analyzing what functions tech- 
nical and scientific labor perform in the process of cap- 
ical accumulation and in the process of reproducing social 

relations, The question as to whether technicians, engi- 
neers, research workers and the like belong to the middle 

class or to the working class must be made to depend 

upon the following questions: {1} (a) Is their function re- 

quired by the process of material production as such or 
(bj by capital’s concern for ruling and controlling the pro- 
ductive process and the work process from above? (2) 
fa) is their function required by concern for rhe greatest 

possible efficiency in production technology ? of tb) does 
the concern for efficient production technology come 

second only te the concern for “sociai technology,” i.e., 
for keeping the labor force disciplined, hierarchically 
regimented and divided? (3) (a) Is the present definition 
of technical skill and knowledge primarily required by the 
technical division of labor and thereby based upon scien- 
tific and ideologically neutral data? or (b} is rhe defini- 
tion of technical skill and knowledge primarily social and 
ideological, as an ourgrowth of the social division of la- 

bor? (5) 

Both Gerz and Poulantzas conclude that there is an “unbridge- 
able objective class distinction,” as Gorz puts it, between pro- 
fessional, technical and managerial workers and production work- 
ers, The problem, then, is where to place these mental workers 
in the class structure of capitalist society, But Gorz, so far as we 
know, has not extended his analysis of the class position of “tech- 
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nical workers” any further. Poulantzas refuses to break with 
Marx's two-class model, taking refuge in the dogmatic assertion 
that to “maintain that capitalism itself produces a new class in the 
course of its development” is “unthinkable for Marxist theory” 
{emphasis ours), He ends by lumping the educated workers along 
with all other non-productive workers — wage earners (educated 

or not) in banks, commerce, service industries, government, etc, 
—in a stratum of the petty bourgeoisie which he calls the “new 
petty bourgeoisie.” (6) 

We will argue that the “middle class” category of workers which 
has concerned Marxist analysts for the last two decades -~ the 
technical workers, managerial workers, “culture” producers, etc. 
— must be understood as comprising a distinct class in monopoly 

Capitalist society. The Professional-Managerial Class (“PMC")*, 
as we will define it, cannot be considered a stratum of a broader 
“class” of “workers” because it exists in an objectively antago- 
nistic relationship to another class of wage earners (whom we 

shall simply call the “working class”}. Nor can it be considered 
to be a “residual” class like the petty bourgeoisie; it is a forma- 
tion specific to the monopoly stage of capitalism, It is only in the 
ilght of this analysis, we believe, that it is possible to understand 
the role of rechnical, professional and managerial workers in ad- 
vanced capitalist society and in the radical movements. 

Let us begin by clarifying what we meanby a “class.” With E. P, 
Thompson, we see class as having meaning only as a relationship: 

ws.. the notion of class entails the notion of historical 
relationship, Like any other relationship, it ts a fluency 
which evades analysis if we attempt to stop it dead at any 

given moment and anatomize its structure, The finest 

meshed sociological analysis cannot give us a pure speci- 
men of class, any more than it can give us one of defer- 
ence or love, The relationship must always be embodied 
in real people and in a reali context, Moreover, we cannot 

have two distinct classes, each with an independent being, 
and then bring them into relationships with each other. 
We cannct have love without lovers, cor deference with- 
out squires and labourers. (7) 

it follows that any class which is not residual—~i.e., merely 

“leftover” from another era, like the European aristocracy in the 
nineteenth century —~ can be properly defined only in the context of 

**“PMC* is, perhaps, an awkward term. But the more obvious “new middle 

class” has been used with a variety of definitions (.g., by C, Wright Milis and 

Richard Hofstadter, who include sales and clerical workers in it), which could 

only lead to confusion. Moreover, “new middle class” obseures the fact that the 

class we are identifying is not part of some broader middie class, which in- 

eludes both “old” and “new” strata, but rather is a distinct class, separate from 

the old middle class.



(1) the totality of class relationships and (2) the historical develop- 
ment of these relationships, Thus, if we were going to fully and 
properly define a Professional-Managerial Class, we would not be 
able to restrict ourselves to a picture of this group as a socio- 
logical entity; we would have to deal, at all stages, with the com- 
plementary and mutually interacting developments in the bourgeci- 
sie and the working class, The story of the rise and development 
of the PMC is simultaneously the story of the rise of the modern 
bourgeoisie and the modern proletariat as they have taken form in 

monopoly capitalist society. Here, of course, we can give only a 
fragment of this story, We will focus on the PMC itself, skimming 

Hghtly over the complementary developments in other classes. 

From our point of view, a class {as opposed to a stratum or 

other social grouping) is defined by two major characteristics: 
1, At all times in its historical development, a class is charac- 

terized by a common relation to the economic foundations of soci- 

ety+—the means of production and the socially organized patterns 
of distribution and consumption. By a common “relation” we do not 
mean a purely juridical relationship; e.g., legal ownership or non- 
ownership of the means of production, (8) Class is defined by ac- 
tual relations between groups of people, not formal relations be- 
tween people and objects, The former may or may not coincide, at 
any given moment in history, with the legal relationships evolved 
over previous years, The relations which define class arise from 
the place occupied by groups in the broad social division of labor, 
and from the basic patterns of contrel over access to the means 

of production and of appropriation of the social surplus, 
2, However, the relation to the economic foundations of society 

is not sufficient to specify a class as a real social entity, At any 
moment in its historical development after its earliest, formative 
period, a class is characterized by a coherent social and cultural 
existence; members of a class share a common life style, educa~ 
tional background, kinship networks, consumption patterns, work 
habits, beliefs. These cultural and social patterns cannot be de- 
rived in any simple fashion from the concurrently existing rela- 
tionship to the means of production af the members of the class. 

For one thing, culture has a memory: social patterns formed in 

earlier periods, when a different relation to the means of produc- 
tion (or even another mode of production) prevailed, may long sur- 
vive their “owners”’ separation from the earlier relationships, 

(For example, the culture of an industrial working class newly re~- 
cruited from a semi-feudal peasantry is quite different from that 

of habitually urbanized workers.) In addition, the social existence 
of a group of people is determined not only by its experience at 

the point of production, but by its experience in private life (medi- 
ated especially by kinship relations, which, in turn, are at most 
only distantiy related to evolving relations of production), The re- 
lationship between class as abstract economic relationship and 

class as real social existence has been all-but-unexplored; for our 
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purpeses we shall have to limit ourselves to insisting that a class 
has both characteristics. 

Having stated these two general characteristics, we should 

strongly emphasize that class is an analytic abstraction, a way of 
putting some order into an otherwise bewildering array of individ- 
ual and group characteristics and interrelationships. li describes 

a phenomenon existing most clearly at the level of society as a 
whole, When, however, the notion of class is called on to explain 

or predict infallibly the actions, ideas and relationships of every 

individual, it ceases to be very useful, 

Our description of the historical experience of the PMC will be 
abbreviated and episodic, leaving out many key developments in 

the history of the class {most importantly, any elaboration on the 
expansion of the state in the twentieth century)and restricting our- 
selves to the United States, We will begin with a schematic defini- 
tion of the PMC, then describe the emergence of its distinctive 

class outlook and its consolidation as a class in the early part of 
the twentieth century, and finally return to the siruation of the con- 
temporary lefr, 

ll, A Definition 

We define the Professional-Managerial Class as consisting of 

salaried mental workers who do not own the means of production 
and whose major function in the social division of labor may be 

described broadly as the reproduction of capitalist culture and 
capitalist class relations,* 

Their role in the process of reproduction may be more or less 

explicit, as with workers who are directly concerned with social 
control or with the production and propagation of ideology (e.g., 
teachers, social workers, psychologists, entertainers, writers of 

*We do not, of course, mean by “culture” merely “high” culture or the arts in 

general. By the culture of a social group we mean its total repertory of solu- 

tions and responses to everyday problems and situations. This is a transmittable 

repertory, and the means of transmission may be anything from myths and songs 
to scientific formulae and machinery, 
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advertising copy and TV scripts, etc.). Or it may be hidden within 
the process of production, as is the case with the middle-level ad- 
ministrators and managers, engineers, and other technical work- 
ers whose functions, as Gorz, Steve Marglin, Harry Braverman 
and others have argued, are essentially determined by the need to 
preserve capitalist relations of production, Thus we assert that 
these occupational groups——cultural workers, managers, engi- 
neers and scientists, etc, — share a common function in the broad 
social division of labor and a common relation to the economic 
foundations of society.* 

The PMC, by our definition, includes people with a wide range 
of occupations, skills, income levels, power and prestige. The 
boundaries separating it from the ruling class above and the work- 
ing class below are fuzzy, In describing the class standing of peo- 
ple near the divide separating the PMC from other classes (e.g., 
registered nurses, welfare case workers, engineers in routine 

production or inspection jobs at the lower end, middie leveis of 
corporate and state bureaucratic managers at the upper end), we 

must emphasize two aspects of our definition of class: First (in 

Paul Sweezy’s words), “it would be a mistake to think of a class 

as perfectly homogeneous internally and sharply marked off from 
other classes, Actually there is variery within the class: and one 
class sometimes shades off very gradually and almost impercep- 

tibly into another,” Second, occupation is not the sole determinant 
of class (nor even the sole determinant of the relation to the means 
of productien), 

Consider the case of the registered nurse: She may have been 
recruited from a working class, PMC or petty-bourgeois family, 
Her education may be two years in a working-class community 

college or four years in a private, upper-middle-class college, 
Gn the job, she may be a worker, doing the most menial varieties 
of bedside nursing, supervising no one, using only a smali fraction 
of the skills and knowledge she learned at school, Or she may be 
part of management, supervising dozens, even hundreds of other 

RN’s, practical nurses and nurses’ aides, Moreover, over 98 per 

cent of RN’s are women; their class standing Is, in significant 
measure, linked to that of their husband, Some nurses do, in fact, 
marry doctors; far more marry lower-level professionals, while 
many others marry blue-collar and lower-level white-collar 

workers. So there is simply no way to classify registered nurses 
as a group, What seems to be a single occupational category is in 
fact socially and functionally heterogeneous. 

* Throughout this essay, “manager,” unless otherwise qualified, means lower- 

and middle-level managers. In advanced capitalism, the capitalists are the cor- 

porations, not the individual entrepreneurs of an earlier peried. The people who 

a5 a group own a substantial porticn of their stock, and as individuals have di- 

rect and dominant power over their functioning, can only be considered as part 

of the ruling class. The top officials of large non-corporate enterprises (i.e., 

g i, large foundati ete.) are also part of the ruling class. 
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Much the same kind of analysis could be made of most of the 
other groupings near the boundaries of the PMC. The situation of 
the groups near the PMC - working-class border, we should note, 
is especially likely to be ambiguous : It is here that the process of 
“de-skilling” — of rationalizing previously professional tasks into 
a number of completely routinized functions requiring little train- 

ing — occurs, Moreover, a disproportionate number of people in 

these groups are women, for whom purely occupational criteria 

for class are especially inadequate, 

Despite the lack of precise delineation of the boundaries of the 
PMC, by combining occupational data and statistics on property 
distribution we can make a very crude estimate of the class com- 

position of U.S. society: By this estimate, about 65 te 70 per cent 

of the U.S, population is working class, (We accept Braverman’s 

conception of the working class: craftsmen, operatives, laborers, 
sales workers, clerical workers, service workers, non-college- 

educated technical workers.) Eight to ten per cent is in the “old 
middle class” (i.e., self-employed professionals, smali tradespeo- 
ple, independent farmers, ctc.}, Twenty to twenty-five per cent is 
PMC; and one to two per cent is ruling class. That is, the PMC 
includes something like fifty million people. 

The very definition of the PMC — as a class concerned with the 

reproduction of capitalist culture and class relationships — pre- 
cludes treating it as a separable sociological entity. It is in a 
sense a derivative class; its existence presupposes: (1) that the 
social surplus has developed to a point sufficient to sustain the 
PMC in addition to the bourgeoisie, for the PMC is essentially 

nonproductive; and (2) that the relationship between the bourgeoisie 
and the proletariat has developed to the point that a class Special- 

izing in the reproduction of capitalist class relationships becomes 
a necessity to the capitalist class, That is, the maintenance of or- 

der can no longer be left to episodic police violence, 
Historically, these conditions were met in che U,S, by the early 

twentieth century, The last half of the nineteenth century saw: 

(1) the development of an enormous social surplus, concentrated 
in monopolistic corporations and individual capitalists; and (2) in- 
termittent, violent warfare between the industrial working class 
and the capitalist class, The possibility of outright insurrection 
was taken very seriously by both hourgeois and radical observers, 

At the same time, however, the new concentration and centraliza- 

tion of capital opened up the possibilities of long-term planning, 
the refinement of “management” (essentially as a substitute for 

force), and the capitalist rationalization of both productive and 

consumptive processes, In the decades immediately foliowing the 
turn of the century, these possibilities began to be realized: 

1, At the point of production, the concentration of capital allowed 
for the wholesale purchase of science and its transformation into 
a direct instrument of capital, Science, and its practical offshoot 
engineering, were set to work producing not only “progress” in the 
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form of new products, but new productive technologies which un- 
dercut the power of skilled labor, Labor was directly replaced by 
machines, or else it was “scientifically” managed in an effort to 
strip from the workers their knowledge and control of the preduc- 
tive process and reduce their labor, as much as possible, to mere 

motion, 10) As we have argued elsewhere, these developments 
Grastically altered the terms and conditions of class struggle at 
the workplace: diminishing the workers’ collective mastery over 

the work process and undercutting the collective experience of so- 
cialized production, (11) 

2, The huge social surplus, concentrated in private foundations 

and in the public sector, began to be a force for regulation and 
management of civil society, The Rockefeller and Carnegie founda- 

tions, each worth tens of millions of dollars, appeared on the scene 
in the first decade of the twentieth century; local governments in- 
creased their revenues and expenditures five-fold between 1902 
and (922, (17) Public education was vastly expanded; charity was 
institutionalized: public-health measures gained sponsorship and 
the authority of law; etc, These developments were of course pro- 
gressive (in both the specific historical as well as the judgmental 
sense of the word}, But they also represented a politically moti- 
vated penetration of working-class community fe. Schools im- 
parted industrial discipline and “American” values; charity agen- 
cies and domestic scientists Imposed thelr ideas of “right living”; 
public-health officials Hterally policed immigrant ghettoes, 
etc, (13) 

3, Beginning in the 1900's and increasing throughout the twenti- 

eth century, monopoly capitalism came to depend on the develop- 
ment of a national consumer-goods market, Items which had been 
made in the home or in the neighborhood were replaced by the uni- 
form products of giant corporations, “Services” which had been an 
indigenous part of working-class culture were edged out by com- 
modities conceived and designed outside of the class, For example, 

midwifery, which played an important role in the culture of Euro- 
pean immigrant groups and rural {black and white) Americans, was 
outlawed and/or officially discredited in the early 1900's, to be 
replaced by professionaliy dominated care, (14) Traditional forms 
of recreation, from participant sports to social drinking, suffered 
a similar fate in the face of the new commoditized (and privatized} 
forms of entertainment offered by the corporation (e.g., records, 
radio, spectator sports, movies, etc,) The penetration of working- 
class life by commodities required and continues to require a 
massive job of education—from schools, advertisers, social 
workers, domestic scientists, “experts” in child rearing, etc, As 
the dependence of American capital on the domestic consumer- 
goods market increased, the management of consumption came to 
be as important as the management of production. (15) 

To summarize the effects of these developments on Working- 

class life: The accumulation and concentration of capital which 
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occurred in the last decades of the nineteenth century allowed for 
an extensive reorganization of working-class life — both in the 
community and in the workplace, This reorganization was aimed at 
beth social control and the development of a mass consumer mar- 
ket. The net effect of this drive to reorganize and reshape working- 
class life was the social atomization of the working class: the 

fragmentation of work {and workers) in the productive process, a 

Withdrawal of aspirations from the workplace into private goals, 
the disruption of indigenous networks of support and mutual aid, 
the destruction of autonomous working-class culture and its re- 
placement by “mass culture” defined by the privatized consump- 
tion of commodities (health care, recreation, etc.),* 

ik is simultaneously with these developments in working-class 

life (more precisely, in the relation between the working class and 
the capitalist class) that the professional and managerial workers 

emerge as a new class in society, The three key developments 
listed above —the reorganization of the productive process, the 
emergence of mass institutions of social control, the commodity 
penetration of working-class life-——do not simply “develop”; they 
require the effort of more or less conscious agents, The expro- 
priation of productive skills requires the intervention of scientific 
management experts; there must be engineers to inherit the pro- 
ductive lore, managers to supervise the increasingly degraded 

work process, etc, Similarly, the destruction of autonomous work- 
ing-class culture requires (and calls forth) the emergence of new 
culture-producers — from physicians to journalists, teachers, ad- 
men and so on, These new operatives, the vanguard of the emerging 
PMC, are not simply an old intelligentsia expanding te meet the 

needs of a “complex” society, Their emergence in force near the 
turn of the century is parailel and complementary to the transfor- 

mation of the working class which marks the emergence cf monop- 
oly capital. 

Thus the relationship between the PMC and the working class is 

objectively antagonistic, The functions and interests of the two 
classes are not merely different; they are mutually contradictory. 
True, both groups are forced to sell their labor power to the cap- 

italist class; both are necessary to the productive process under 

capitalism: and they share an antagonistic relation to the capitalist 
class, (We will return to this point in more detail later.) But these 

commonalities should not distract us from the fact that the profes- 

sional-managerial workers exist, as a mass grouping in monopoly 
capitalist society, only by virtue of the expropriation of the skills 
and culture once indigenous to the working class, Historicaily, the 

*For more thorough discussion of this phase in the history of the U.S. working 

class, see Stanley Aronowitz, FALSE PROMISES (McGraw-Hili, 1973); Stuart 

Ewen, CAPTAINS OF CONSCIOUSNESS (McGraw-Hill, 1976); and Harry Braver- 

man, LABOR AND MONOPOLY CAPITAL (Monthiy Review, 1975). The political 

implications of these pt for working-class struggles are very great, 

though beyond the scope of this essay. 
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process of overt and sometimes violent expropriation was concen- 

trated in the early twentieth century, with the forced Taylorization 
of major industries, the “Americanization” drive in working-class 
communities, etc, The fact that this process does not have to be 

repeated in every generation — any more than the capitalist class 
must continually re-enact the process of primitive accumulation — 

creates the impression that PMC - working-class relations repre- 
sent a purely “natural” division of labor imposed by the social 
complexity and technological sophistication of modern society, But 
the objective antagonism persists and represents a contradiction 
which is continually nourished by the historical alternative of a 
society in which mental and manual work are re-united to create 
whole people, it is because of this objective antagonism that we are 

let to define the professional and managerial workers as a class 
distinct from the working class. 

We should add, at this point, that the antagonism between the 

PMC and the working class does not exist only in the abstract 
realm of “objective” relations, of course, Real-life contacts be- 

tween the two classes express directly, if sometimes benignly, the 
relation of control which is at the heartof the PMC - working-class 
relation: teacher and student (or parent), manager and worker, 
social worker and client, etc, The subjective dimension of these 
contacts is a complex mixture of hostility and deference on the 
part of working-class people, contempt and paternalism onthe part 

of the PMC, 
The interdependent yet antagonistic relationship between the 

working class and the PMC also leads us to insist thar the PMC is 

a class totally distinct from the petty bourgeoisie (the “old middle 
class” of artisans, shopkeepers, self-employed professionals and 
independent farmers}, The classical petty bourgeoisie lies outside 
the polarity of labor and capital. It is made up of people who are 
neither employed by capital nor themseives employers of labor to 

any significant extent. The PMC, by contrast, is employed by cap- 

ital and it manages, controls, has authority over labor (though it 
does not directly employ it), The classical petty bourgeoisie is 

irrelevant to the process of capital accumulation and to the pro- 
cess of reproducing capitalist social relations, The PMC, by con- 
trast, is essential to bath, 

Il. The Rise of the PMC 

In order to define more sharply the relation between the PMC 
and the other classes, we turn now to a closer examination of the 

initial emergence of the PMC, its ideology and its institutions, 
The PMC emerged with dramatic suddenness in the years between 
1890 and 1920, a pericd roughly overlapping what historians call 
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the Progressive Era. (Table | summarizes the expansion of se- 

lected professional! and managerial occupations at this time,)* 

TABLE 1, 
(in thousands, except for total population in millions) 

1870 1880 1900 1918 1920 1930 

Engineers 5.6 7 38 W 134 217 

Managers* 87 _— - 126 250 313 

(matrufacturing) 

Social, recreation & _ - - 19 46 71 
religious workers 

{other than: clergy) 

College faculty 5.6 1L.6 24 — 49 82 

Accountants and ” = 23 39 118 192 

auditors 

Government officials, — _ 58 72 100 124 

administrators, 

inspectors 

Editors and reporters = — =_ 32 _ 41 61 

Total population 39.9 50.3 76.1 92.4 106.5 1233.1 

*inchudes and f for 1870, only all other years. 

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Census, Historical Statistics of the United States, Cotonial 

Times to 1957, U.S, Bureau of Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States, 

1975, H.D. Anderson and P.E. Davidson, Oceupational Trends in the United States 

(Stanford, 1940) 

We have already sketched the conditions which prepared the way 
for the expansion of theae occupations : a growing and increasingly 
centralized social surplus, and intensified struggle between the 
bourgeoisie and the proletariat. But it would be wrong to think of 
the emerging PMC as being no more than passive recruits for che 
occupational roles required by monopoly capital. The people en- 
tering the class~in-formation were drawn from an older middle 

class, They were the sons and daughters of business men, inde- 
pendent professionals, prosperous farmers, etc. — groups Which 

feared their own extinction in the titanic struggle between capital 
and labor, The generation entering managerial and professional 

*cf, Richard Hofstadter, THE AGE OF REFORM (Knopf, 1955), pp. 215-216; 

“From 1870 to 1910, while the whole population of the United Staies increased 

two and one third times, the old middie class — business entrepreneurs and 

independent professional men -—- grew somewhat more than two times; the work- 

ing class, including farm labor, grew a little more than three times; the number 

of farmers and farm tenants doubled. But the middle class (technicians, salaried 
professionals, clerical workers, salespeople, public-service workers) grew 

almost eight times, rising from 756,000 to 5,609,000 people.... The new middle 

class had risen from 33% of the entire middie class in 1876 to 63% in 1910," 
Also cf. Robert H, Wiebe, THE SEARCH FOR ORDER (Hill and Wang, 1967), 

pp. 111 ff. 
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roles between 1890 and 1920 consciously grasped the roies which 
they had to play. They understood that their own self-interest was 
bound up in reforming capitalism, and they articulated their under- 
standing far more persistently and clearly than did the capitalist 

class itself, The role of the emerging PMC, as they saw it, was to 
mediate the basic class conflict of capitalist sociery and create a 
“rational,” reproducible social order. (16) As Edward A, Ross, 
a prominent professor and Progressive ideologue, wrote in 1907, 

after surveying the conflict and corruption of turn-of-the-century 
capitalism : 

Social defense is coming to be a matter for the expert. 
The rearing of dikes against faithlessness and fraud calis 
for intelligent social engineering. If in this strait the pub- 
He does not speedily become far shrewder.,.there is 
nothing for it but to turn over the defense of society to 
professionals. (17} 

Many people, of all classes, subscribed to parts of this outlook 
and stood to benefit one way or another from the Progressive re- 
forms which were associated with it, For our purposes, the strik- 
ing things about Progressive ideology and reforms are (1) thelr 
direct and material contribution to the creation and expansion of 

professional and managerial occupational slots; (2) their intimate 
relation ta the emergence and articulation of the PMC’s charac- 
teristic ideologies: and (3) their association with the creation of 

characteristic PMC class institutions (such as professional or- 

ganizations), 

(1) The Growth of the PMC: Every effort to mediate class con- 
flict and “rationalize” capitalism served to create new institution- 
alized roles for reformers —i.e., to expand the PMC. Settlement 
houses, domestic-science training courses, adult- education 

classes in Hteracy, English, patriotism, etc, provided jobs for 
social workers (who formed the National Conference of Social 
Workers in 1911) and home economists (who formed the American 

Home Economics Association in 1909), etc, Child-labor laws, com- 
pulsory-school-atrendance laws, factory health and safety inspec- 

tions, etc, created jobs for truant officers, teachers and inspectors 
of various kinds. Similarly, municipal reform meant the establish- 
ment of committees of city planners, architects, engineers, statis- 

ticians, sociologists, to plan and administer the health, recreation, 

welfare, housing and other functions of the metropolis. At the fed- 

eral level, conservationist demands (pushed by the emerging en- 
gineering profession, among others) ied to the creation of Federal 
agencies employing engineers to watch over and plan resource use, 
The Pure Food and Drug Act, the establishment of the Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, the Federal Trade Commission, etc, all, in addi- 
tion to their direct impact in reguiating business, gathering infor- 
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mation, etc., offered thousands of jobs, Public policy in general 

became dependent on input from specialists, experts, professors, 
“ht is a great thing,” exulted political-economy professor Richard 
T. Ely, another major Progressive-era ideologue, on reading the 

report of the U.S. Industrial Commission established by Congress 
in 1898, “that there are in this country a body of economic experts, 
and that the state of public opinion is such as to demand their em- 
ployment.” (18) 

The rationalizing drive of the emerging PMC struck deep into 
the business enterprise itself. The early years of the century saw 
the transformation of the internal functioning of the corporation 
at the hands of a rapidly growing corps of managers — “scientific 
managers,” lawyers, financial experts, engineers, personnel ex- 
perts, etc, As early as 1886, Henry R. Townes had admonished the 
American Society of Mechanical Engineers (the source of much 
early management thought) that “The matter of shop management 
is of equal importance with that of engineering.” By the early 
1900’s, Townes, Taylor, Gantt, the Gilbreths and other engineers 
were churning out papers on how to rationalize all aspects of the 

business enterprise. College-level schools and departments of 
business administration rapidly appeared to teach the new creed, 

(The American Association of Collegiate Schoels of Business was 
founded in 1916.) The managers held conferences, formed associa- 

tions (e.g., the Society to Promote the Science of Management in 
1912, and the American Management Association, out of several 
already existing societies, in 1923), and published professional 
journals {e.g., ENGINEERING MAGAZINE in 1891, FACTORY in 

1908, the BULLETIN OF THE TAYLOR SOCIETY in 1916), 
The introduction of modern methods of management was a re- 

form which was understood by contemporary observers to be part 
of the overall Progressive cause, In fact, scientific management 
first became known to the public as a tool for the Progressive 
attack on corporate greed: In the “Eastern Rates” case of 1911, 
the Interstate Commerce Commission turned down an increase in 

railroad rates after scientific-management expert H. Emerson 

testified that proper management would cut a million dollars a day 
off the cost of rail shipments. Scientific management as taught in 

the new business schools, exulted reformer and writer Walter 
Lippmann, would produce a new professional breed of managers 
who would help lift American business out of the “cesspool of 
commercialism.” To the managers themselves, 

.. scientific management became something of a “move- 

ment.” In an age of growing achievement in the physical 
sciences, it offered the hope of resolving industrial prob- 
lems also through the use of objective principles. For 
young and imaginative engineers it pravided an ethos and 
a mission in life. The movement soon became replete with 
popularizers, traditionalists and dissidents. After the ini- 
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tial periods of resistance, it conquered the citadels of 
old-fashioned industrial management in the United States, 

and had a tremendous effect on industrial practice. It had 
a major influence on the growing reform and economy 
movements in public administration. (19) 

(2) The Development of a Class Outlook: From-the beginning the 
nascent PMC possessed a class outlook which was distinct from, 
and often antagonistic to, that of the capitalist class. It is true 

that, with hindsight, one is struck by the ultimate concordance of 
interests between the two classes, Even at that time, NEW RE- 

PUBLIC editor Herbert Croley noted that Progressivism was 
“designed to serve as a counterpoise to the threat of working- 
class revolution.” (20) And a wealthy philanthropist friend of Jane 
Addams noted appreciatively that Adams “was really an inter- 
preter between working men and the people who lived in luxury on 
the other side of the city, and she also gave the people of her 
neighborhood quite a different idea about the men and women who 
were ordinarily called ‘capitalists’,” (21) “Class harmony” was 
the stated goal of many outstanding PMC spokespeople, and to 
many in the capitalist class as well, it was clear that “profes- 
sionals” could be more effective in the long run than Pinkertones. 
But the PMC was not merely a class of lackeys: The capitalists 
fought vigorously to block or modify those PMC-supported re- 
forms which they saw as threatening their interesta. As for the 

PMC, the very ideals of “objectivity,” “rationality,” etc, which 
justified their role to the capitalists inevitably led them into con- 
flict with the capitalists. 

For one thing, the roles the PMC was entering and carving out 

for itself —- as technical innovators, social mediators, culture pro- 
ducers, etc, —- required a high degree of autonomy, If only for the 
sake of legitimization, Claims to “objectivity” cannot be made from 

an objective position of servility, The conflict over occupational 
autonomy was particularly visible in the universities. The enor- 
mous expansion of higher education in the latter part of the nine- 
teenth century and the early part of the twentieth century had been 
underwritten by men like Johns Hopkins, Leland Stanford, and above 
all John D, Rockefeller and Andrew Carnegie, Battles over aca- 
demic freedom often brought faculty into direct confrontation with 
capitalist trustees, with the professors asserting their autonomy 
as “experts.” 

But the conflict berween the PMC and the capitalist class went 
deeper than the issue of occupational autonomy. Early PMC lead- 
ers envisioned a technecratic transformation of society in which 
all aspects of life would be “rationalized” according to expert 

knowledge, For example, Frederick Winslow Taylor, the leader of 
the movement for scientific management, saw scientific manage- 

ment as much more than a set of techniques to streamline pro- 

duction : 
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The same principles can be applied with equal force to all 
sociai activities: to the management of our tradesmen, 

Jarge and small; of our churches, our philanthropic insti- 
tutions, cur universities, and our governmental depart- 

ments..., What other reforms could do as much toward 
promoting prosperity, toward the diminution of poverty 
and the alleviation of suffering? (22) 

Or, as £, D. Meier, the president of the American Society of Min- 
ing Engineers, put it in 1911, “The golden rule will be put into 
practice through the slide rule of the engineer.” (23) 

Of course, “efficiency,” “order” and rationality are not in them- 
selves capitalist goals. Even scientific management met with ini- 
tial resistance from many in the business community, who saw it 

as a potential threat to their own autonomy from outside surveil- 

Jance. (Scientific management, as already mentioned, was orlg- 
inally popularized as a tool for the public to use to judge the fair- 

ness of corporate prices.) Engineers, perhaps because of their 
workaday intimacy with capitalist concerns, often saw the recal- 

citrance of capital most clearly, To give a trivial, but telling, ex- 
ample: in 1902 and again in 1906, efforts of reform-minded engi- 
neers to get the American Society of Mechanical Engineers to sup- 
port the campaign for conversion to the metric system were de- 

feated by capitalist opposition. (Most capital equipment was al- 
ready calibrated in English units,) “The businessman is the mas- 
ter, the engineer is his good slave,” complained a writer in EN- 

GINEERING NEWS in 1904, (24) 
Out of these continual skirmishes —-aver academic freedom, 

Progressive reforms, consumer issues, etc,— many in the PMC 
were led to more systematic anti-capitalist outlooks, One widely 

publicized variety of PMC anti-capitalism was that represented 
by Thorstein Veblen’s “technocratic” critique. Veblen portrayed che 
contemporary capitalists as a parasitical class no less decadent 

than the European aristocracy. The captains of industry, he ar- 
gued, 

have always turned the technologists and their knowledge 

to account,,,only so far as would serve their own com- 

mercial profit, not to the extent of their ability; or to the 
limit set by the material circumstances; or by the needs 

of the community... To do their work as it should be done 

these men of the industrial general staff i.e,, engineers 
and managers must have a free hand, unhampered by 
commercial considerations and reservations ,..,it is an 

open secret that with a reasonably free hand the produc- 
tion experts would today readily increase the ordinary 

output of industry by several fold — variously estimated 
at some 300 per cent to [200 per cent of the current out- 
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put. And what stands in the way of so increasing the or- 
dinary output of goods and services fs business as usual, 

(25) 

Progress demanded that the capitalists be swept away to make 
room — not for the working class — but for the rising class of ex- 

perts, But Veblen’s vision of a technocracy —‘a government by the 
experts —- smacked too overtly of PMC self-interest to gain a wide 
following, even within the class. In fact Edward Ross, who in 1967 

had himself called for extensive “social engineering,” was moved 
to write, somewhat defensively, in 1920: 

There is of course no such thing as ‘government by ex- 
perts’, The malicious phrase is but a sneer flung by the 
scheming self-seekers who find in the relentless veracity 
of modestly-paid trained investigators a harrier across 
their path, (26) 

The strongest expression of PMC anti-capitalist ideology was 
to be found in explicitly socialist politics — which in the early- 
twentieth-century United States meant the Socialist Party. “In the 
United States probably more than anywhere else, socialism is re- 
cruiting heavily from the better classes of society,” boasted Party 
leader Morris Hillquit in 1907, Although the party had a large 
working-class membership and people we would identify as mem- 
bers of the PMC were clearly a minority in the party as a whole, 
mast of the top leadership and a vastly disproportionate part of 
the membership were engaged in PMC (and old middle class) occu- 

pations (or had been so engaged before assuming full-time party 
duties), (27)* 

In fact, socialism, as articulated by the pre-World War I Social- 
ist Party, was frequently not far from the PMC’s technocratic vi- 
sion, Socialism meant government ownership of the means of pro- 

duction (which would still be administered by experts) and expan- 

sion of government social services (which would still be supplied 
by professionals — or “intellectual proletarians,” as Hillquit called 
them), 

Socialism in this version formed a continuum with non-socialist 
Progressivism. Party leader William Ghent even complained that 
Teddy Roosevelt’s 1912 Progressive Party platform (a platform 
designed to attract the middle-class reform vote without funda- 
mentally upsetting capitalist priorities) “begins its program with 
the brazen theft of half the working program of the Socialist Par- 

*To give afew prominent examples, Victor Berger was a school teacher; Mor- 

ris Hillquit was a lawyer and journalist; Robert Hunter, A, M, Simons and 

William Ghent were editors and journalists; and even Eugene Victor Debs spent 

only four years as a railroad worker, the rest of his pre-socialist life being 

spent as billing clerk for the largest wholesale grocer in the Midwest, as elected 
town clerk of Terre Haute, and as editor of a labor-union paper. 
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ty.” On the right wing of the Party, even such traditional socialist 
notions as class struggle were considered too radical and were 
replaced by Progressive ideals of class conciliation, Class hatred, 
wrote writer, social worker and Party National Executive member 
John Sparge, was a “monstrous thing...to be abhorred by all 
right-thinking men and women.” (28) 

3. The Consolidation of the Professional-Managerial Class : [n 

the period up te mid-century, prefessional-managerial occupations 
expanded much more rapidly than the workforce as a whole.* The 
people filling these occupations (and their families) came more and 
more to constitute a socially coherent class. Collectively the PMC 
consolidated its cultural hegemony over the working class, as the 
army of counselors, psychologists, teachers, etc. sweiled from the 

twenties on, But the early PMC’s radical dream of a technocratic 
society was not, of course, to be realized, To the extent that the 
PMC established itself as a major class in twentieth-century 
American society, it did so on terms set by the capitalist class,** 

Individually, many PMC members scaled the highest pinnacles 
of power, either to bask there temporarily as conguitants and ad- 
visors, or to remain aS permanent members of the ruling class, 

Acceptance came gradually, Self-made capitalists like Andrew 
Carnegie initially had little use for “experta” and “college men” 
in their enterprises, But by the teens, “experts” — college pro- 
fessors, researchers, PMC civic reformers — had become indis- 

pensabie and routine members of the boards of trustees of key 
capitalist-sponsored institutions (replacing the token clergyman of 
an earlier era), In 1918, when President Wilson went off to the 
Peace Conference in Paris, he publicly acknowledged the impor- 

tance of the PMC by taking along with him a “grand conclave of 
expert advisors from several fields of knowledge which was known 
to contemporaries as The Inquiry.” (20) Within industry, as the 
size and complexity of corporations increased, PMC occupations 

such as engineering, Jaw and financial management became re- 
cruiting grounds for top management; i.e., into the ruling class 
itself. 

*A complete account of the development of the PMC would have to dwell on 

(3) the tremendous expansion of the state apparatus during World Way I, the New 

Deal, and World War Il (and the accompanying triumph of what has been called 
~-over-simplistically, we think — corporate liberal ideology); (2) the expansion 

of the corporate bureaucratic apparatus and its extension from control of pro- 

duction to control of distribution and manipulation of detnand; (3) the post- 
World War JI expansion ef the universities and the mass media; etc. 

**it is necessary to emphasize this point. The PMC (or the managerial portion 

of it} has not become a new ruling class (as Berle and Means, Burnham, Gal- 

braith and others have suggested), Top managers are part of the ruling class 

{see above, p. 12, footnote and Paul Sweezy, “The Dlusion of the Managerial Rev- 

olution® in THE PRESENT AS HISTORY, pp. 39-66; C. Wright Mills, THE 
POWER ELITE (Chapters 6 and 7, pp, 118-170), but most managers and admin- 
istrators, along with virtually ail non-managerial salaried professionals, are 
part of the PMC, a subordinate and dependent class. This does not mean, how- 

ever, that the PMC is powerless vis-a-vis the ruling class. 
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For the great majority of the members of the PMC, however, 
the only guarantee of security -— never mind autonomous power — 

lay in coliective action, The characteristic form of self-organiza- 

tion of the PMC was the profession, The defining characteristics 
of professions should be seen as representing simultaneously both 
the aspirations of the PMC and the claims which are necessary to 
justify those aspirations to the other classes of capitalist society, 
These characteristics are, in brief: (a) the existence of a special- 

ized body of knowledge, accessible only by lengthy training; (b) the 
existence of ethical] standards which include a commitment to pub- 
lic service; and (c) a measure of autonomy from outside interfer- 
ence in the practice of the profession {e.g., only members of the 

profession can judge the value of a fellow professionai’s work), 
The claims to specialized knowledge and ethical standards serve 

to justify the bid for autonomy, which is most commonly directed 
at the (capltalist) employing class. Furthermore, the possession 
for claim to possession) of specialized knowledge ensures that the 
PMC can control its own reproduction as aclass: “Lengthy” train- 
ing has barred working-class entrance to the professions and given 
a decided advantage to the children of the PMC itself, The claim 
to high ethical standards represents the PMC’s persistent reas- 

surance that its class interests are identical to the interests of 

society at large, Finally, all three characteristics of professions 
are aimed at ensuring that the relationship between the individual 
professional and his or her “client” (etudent, patient} is one of be- 
nign domination, 

Between the 1880's and 1920, medicine, law, social work, en- 

gineering and teaching emerged in their modern form, complete 
with professional organizations and journals and legally enforced 
criteria for admissions (i.e., accrediting of training institutions 

and/or licensing of individual practitioners), At the same time, 

the learned professions were sorting themselves out and taking 
organizational form : “natural philosophy” subdivided into the mod- 
ern natural sciences; psychology detached itself from philosophy: 
sociglogy, history and political science began to go their separate 
ways; €fc. 

The device of professionalism was not universally or uniformly 
successful. Some occupations, like nursing, are “professions” more 
out of courtesy than social reality, Other, more clearly PMC oc- 
cupations, such as engineering, can hardly claim to have a “pro- 
fessional” degree of autonomy. Between 1900 and 1920, many of 
the U.S, engineering societies were torn by struggles between 

“professional-minded” engineers, who saw themselves as profes- 
sionals first and employees second, and business-oriented engi- 
neers, whose first loyalty was to their employing industry, The 

business-oriented faction triumphed, for the most part, even going 
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so far as to permit untrained businessmen to join the engineers’ 
“professional” societies, (30)* 

From the perspective of the entire class, professionalism had 
an inherent disadvantage aS a strategy for class advancement. 

Specialization was the PMC member’s chief selling point, the 

quality which justified his or her claim to a unique niche in soci- 

ety, but it acted as a centrifugal force on the class as a whole, 
Consider that in 1900 a scholar such as William James could flit 
from teaching physiology to psychology and finally to philosophy 
without unduly discomfiting the Harvard administration, And in 
1919, Veblen (in ENGINEERS AND THE PRICE SYSTEM) could 
still lumptogether engineers and ail sorts of managers and admin-~ 
istrators under rhe common rubric “engineer.” But by mid-century 

the class was so minutely splintered that even terms such as “sci- 
entist” or “engineer” no longer signified groups with common 
workplace concerns or everl &@ common language, 

The deepest rift, over-riding the petty occupational subspeciali- 
zations, was the one which developed between the managers, ad- 
ministrators and engineers on one hand, and those in the liberal 
arts and service professions on the other. The material difference 

between the two groups was that those in the first category are 
directly tied to business and industry: their jobs are, not infre- 
quently, way stations on the road into the ruling class itself. Those 

in the second category are more Likely to enjoy the relative shelter 
of the university or other sorts of non-profit agencies and to be 
firmly fixed within the PMC, Along with this difference in apparent 
sources of subsidy went a difference in general political outlook : 
The managerial/technical community came to pride itself on its 
“hard-headedness” and even on its indifference to the social con- 
sequences of its labor (i.e., its helplessness), The second group, 
those in the more “liberal” pursuits, became the only repository 
of the traditional PMC antagonism to capital, Managers and en- 

* The profession of medicine, at first thought, may seem to contradict our as- 

sertion that p. ionalism {ts the istic form of self-organization of 
the PMC, since most physielans, even today, are independent entrepreneurs 

tie., classical petty bourgevisie), Professionalism does, of course, have pre- 

monopoly capitalist roots in the ancient “free professions” —- medicine, law, 

theology. But in its modern form, medical professionalism in the U.S, was 

forged by a smali handful of PMC doctors. The American Medical Association, 

dn the crucial pre - World War I years when it gained hegemony over U.S, medi- 

cine, was dominated by academic physicians, And the public's betief in the ex- 

pertise of doctors arose largely from the achi and pr da of (sal- 

aried) government public-health officials and medical-school professors, Cf. 

Rosemary Stevens, AMERICAN MEDICINE AND THE PUBLIC INTEREST (Yale 

University Press, 1971). Salaried physicians have made up an ever-growing and 

increasingly dominant fraction of the medical profession; and even the physi- 

cians still in private practice are, in real terms, completely dependent on and 

increasingly subject to the PMC-dominated hospitals, medical schools, and gov- 

ernment health agencies. Cf. Health PAC, THE AMERICAN HEALTH EMPIRE 
(Random House, 1971). 



gineers on the one side, liberal academics on the other, came to 
view each other across a gulf of distrust and contempt. 

But we should not overestimate the significance of this division. 
The PMC at mid-century still constituted a single, coherent class. 
The actual employment experience and social attitudes of mana- 
gers and engineers and those in the liberal professions are hardly 
more divergent than those of such working-class groups as, say, 

clerical workers and steel workers, The image of non-managerial 

professionals as ivory-tower-bound, somewhat impractical intel- 

lectuals has little counterpart in reality. Seventy per cent of the 
country’s scientists and engineers are employed in business and 
industry; half the rest are in government, (Even leaving out the 
engineers, only one-fifth of the physicists and two-fifths of the life 
scientists are employed by universities.) Well under half of the 
professional and scientific workers in all fields (including the so- 
cial sciences) are employed by educational and other non-profit 
institutions, In the business and governmental ofganizations which 
employ most professionals, the professional typically is employed 
in a managerial or semi-managerial role. As for the minority of 
professionals who are in academic and similar institutions, they 
are hardly aloof from what C, Wright Mills called the “managerial 
demiurge.” They greedily accept consulting positions with industry 
and government, And within their institutions, they take on a vari- 
ety of managerial and administrative functions, administering 
grants, supervising research and teaching assistants, running de- 

partments and institutes. (1) 
The image of the corporate middle manager as completely di- 

vorced from the academic world is equally overdrawn. Over eighty 
per cent of corporate managers (at all levels} in large corpora~ 
tions have college training (or graduate training) — about half in 
the liberal arts, the rest divided equally between engineering and 
business. “Professional” (graduate) training in law, engineering, 
or business schoots— which, correctly, tell their students that 

they are being trained in “applied social science” — more and 
more becomes a prerequisite for advance on the management lad- 

der. (32) 
Moreover, the various groups within the PMC are socially co- 

herent. Paul Sweezy has argued that the basic test of whether two 
farailes belong to the same class or not is the freedom with which 
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they intermarry, The children of PMC members do overwhelming- 
ly tend to marry within the class; marriage ‘down” to the working 
Class or “up” to the ruling class is comparatively infrequent, In 

line with the frequency of intermarriage, the class exhibits a sub- 
Stantial degree of intergenerational stability: children of PMC 
families are more than twice as likely as children of working- 
class families to themselves enter PMC occupations, (33) 

Moreover, the class is characterized by a common “culture” or 
lifestyle, The interior life of the class is shaped by the problem of 
class reproduction, Unlike ruling-class occupations, PMC occupa- 
tions are never directly hereditary: The son of the Chairman of 
the Board may expect to become a successful businessman (or at 
least a wealthy one) more or less by growing up; the son of a re- 
search scientist knows he can only hope to achieve a similar posi- 
tion through continuous effort, Traditionally, much of this effort 
has come from the women of the class, Since, according to psy- 
chologists, a child’s future achievement is determined by the nu- 
ances of its early upbringing, women of the class have been ex- 

pected to stay home and “specialize” in childraising, Both sexes, 
however, are expected to perform well in school and attend good 
colleges, for it is at college that young men acquire the creden- 
tials for full class membership and young women acquire, in addi- 
tion to their own degrees, credentialed husbands.* 

As a result of the anxiety about class reproduction, all of the 
ordinary experiences of life — growing up, giving birth, childrais- 
ing —-are frelghted with an external significance unknown in other 
classes, Private life thus becomes too arduous to be lived in pri- 
vate; the inner life of the PMC must be continously shaped, up- 
dated and revised by — of course — ever mounting numbers of ex- 
perts: experts in childraising, family living, sexual fulfillment, 
self-realization, etc., etc, The very insecurity of the clags, then, 
provides new ground for class expansion, By mid-century the PMC 
was successful enough ta provide a new mass market for many. of 

its own services — and unsuccessful enough to need them.** 

* Betty Friedan'’s book THE FEMININE MYSTIQUE (Norton, 1963) points out the 

inherent contradictions in this mode of class reproduction: Women of the class 

are educated along with men, then required to do the unpaid, menial labor of 

homemaking. Friedan herself feared that the degradation of PMC women was 

leading to the deterioration of the children and hence the entire class. Her book 

is a strongly class-conscious statement, concerned more with the future of her 

class than with the fate of women of all classes. he] she ly 

pinpointed one major factor in the rise of the late-twentieth-century women’s 

movement: the ‘over-education” —or under-employment —of PMC women. 

*“*Many of the characteristics of the PMC as a social class are shared, of 

course, by portions of the classical petty bourgeoisie, such as doctors in private 

practice. The PMC is integrated socially with these upper strata of the petty 

bourgeoisie (upper strata, we emphasize; not with the overwhelmingly larger 
lower strata of the petty bourgoisie — the millions of proprietors of tiny shops, 

self-employed craftspeople, etc.), But, as we have argued earlier, this is not 
sufficient grounds for calling the PMC itself “petty bourgecis” (see above, p. 20).



in the second part of this essay (to be published in RADICAL 

AMERICA, May-June 1977) we will discuss the growth of the PMC 
and its institutions (e.g., the university) in the sixties, We will use 
the theoretical framework we have developed here to analyze the 
emergence and history of a New Left, based in the PMC Gncluding 

students, the PMC-in-training), Finally, we will discuss the sub- 

jective relationships existing today between the PMC and the work- 
ing class, and we will try te draw from this some strategic impli- 
cations for the left, 
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THE NEW LEFT: 
A Case Study in Professional- 
Managerial Class Radicalism 

Barbara and John Ehrenreich 

In the first part of this essay (RADICAL AMERICA, March-April 

1977) we argued that advanced capitalist society has generated a 

new class, not found in earlier stages of capitalist development. 

We defined the Professional-Managerial Class (“PMC”) as con- 
sisting of salaried mental workers who do not own the means of 

production, and whose major function in the social division of labor 

may be described broadly as the reproduction of capitalist culture 

and capitalist class relations, The PMC thus includes such groups 

as scientists, engineers, teachers, social workers, writers, ac- 

countants, lower- and middle-level managers and administrators, 

etc, -~—-in all some twenty to twenty-five per cent of the U,S, popu- 

lation, The PMC’s consciousness, we argued, is shaped by the ap- 

parently contradictory aspects of its existence: Both the PMC and 

the working class are forced to sell their labor power to the cap- 

italist class, to which they share an antagonistic relationship. 

Members of the PMC, as the rationalizers and managers of cap- 

italist enterprises (corporations, government agencies, universi- 

ties, etc.), are thrown into direct conflict with capitalist greed, 

irrationality, and social irresponsibility, But the PMC is also in 

an objectively antagonistic relationship to the working class : His- 

torically the PMC exists as a mass grouping only by virtue of the 

expropriation of the skills and culture once indigenous to the 

working class, And in daily. life, its function is the direct or in- 

direct management and manipulation of working-class life —at 

Copyright (c) 1976 by Barbara and John Ehrenreich 
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home, at work, at school. Thus the PMC’s objective class interests 
lie in the overthrow of the capitalist class, but not in the triumph 

of the working class; and their actual attitudes often mix hostility 
toward the capitalist class with elitism toward the working class. 

THE NEW LEFT AND THE PMC 

We now attempt to use this analysis to understand some aspects 

of the development and current difficulties of the left in the U.S., 

starting with some observations on the New Left of the sixties.” 

We will not try to give a complete and definitive account of the 
emergence of the New Left, Rather we will focus on the ways in 

which the PMC origins of the New Left shaped its growth and ide- 

ology, on how the originally PMC-based New Left ultimately began 

to transcend its own class, and on how it sought to deal with the 

resulting dilemmas. 
The rebirth of PMC radicalism in the sixties came at a time 

when the material position of the class was advancing rapidly. 

Employment in PMC occupations soared, and salaries rose with 

them, The growth was so rapid that extensive recruitment from 

the working class became necessary to fill the job openings. (One 

early 1960s study indicated that no less than a quarter of the sons 

of skilled blue-collar workers and close to a fifth of the sons of 

semi-skilled workers were climbing into the PMC.) (1) It has be- 

come fashionable to argue that engineers, teachers, social workers 

and the like were becoming “proletarianized” — the fate Marx had 
predicted for the middle class, (2) But what was taken as a symp- 

tom of proletarianization, e.g., the expansion and bureaucratiza- 

tion of the university, was in many cases really a token of the 

rapid expansion of the class. The late fifties and early sixties were 

a golden age for the PMC, not a time of decreasing opportunities 

and compression into the proletarian mold. 

With Sputnik in 1957 and Kennedy’s election in 1960, the prestige 

and public visibility of the class reached new heights, Government 

and foundation funding for research, higher education and profes- 

sional services began to skyrocket, Members of the class appeared 

in prominent public positions as presidential advisors, scientists, 

foreign-policy strategists, and social planners. New institutions — 

think tanks, consulting firms — emerged to meet the new demand 

for PMC skills. 

The early student radicalism of the sixties had many sources — 

the civil-rights movement, the “Beatniks”, the college experience 
itself, etc. For our present purposes, however, we only want to 

point out that this new radicalism also reflected the rising confi- 

dence of the Professional-~Managerial Class, According to the so- 

ciologists’ studies, the first wave of student activists typically 

came from secure PMC backgrounds, and were, compared to other 

students, especially well-imbued with the traditional PMC values 
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of intellectual autonomy and public service. (3) Their initial rad- 

icalism represented an attempt to reassert the autonomy which 

the PMC had long since ceded to the capitalist class. For example, 

SDS’s seminal Port Huron Statement (1962) expresses both ele- 
ments of traditional PMC class consciousness: scorn for the cap- 

italist class and elitism toward the working class. Too many PMC 

elders, SDS argued, had capitulated to the demands of “the system” : 

Many social and physical scientists, neglecting the liber- 

ating heritage of higher learning, develop “human rela- 

tions” or “morale-producing” techniques for the corpo- 
rate economy, while others exercise their intellectual 

skills to accelerate the arms race, (4) 

But, the statement continued, the working class could not be relied 

on as the source of social renewal: 

Any new left in America must be, in large measure, a left 

with real intellectual skills, committed to deliberative- 

ness, honesty, reflection as working tools, The university 

permits the political life to be an adjunct to the academic 

one, and action to be informed by reason, (5) 

The Berkeley Free Speech Movement in 1964 articulated the 

problem of the class forcefully : “History has not ended...a better 
society is possible, and,..it is worth dying for,” proclaimed Mario 
Savio, the voice of the Free Speech Movement. Yet the university 

had sold out; it was not training future members of the class for 

their historic social and moral mission: 

Many students here at the university,.,are wandering 

aimlessly about. Strangers in their own lives, there is no 

place for them, They are people who have not learned to 

compromise, who for example have come to the university 

to learn to question, to grow, to learn ——~ all the standard 

things that sound like cliches because no one takes them 

seriously. And they find at one point or another that for 

them to become part of society, to become lawyers, min- 

isters, businessmen, people in government, that very 

often they must compromise those principles which were 

most dear to them....The futures and careers for which 

American students now prepare are for the most part in- 

tellectual and moral wastelands. (6) (emphasis ours) 

The Free Speech Movement made a direct appeal to the class con- 
sciousness of the faculty: 

We challenge the faculty to be courageous. A university 
is a community of students and scholars : be equal to the



position of dignity you should hold! How long will you 

submit to the doorkeepers who have usurped your power ? 

(7) 

PMC class consciousness, with its ambiguous mixture of elitism 

and anti-capitalist militance, continued to be a major theme of 

“the movement” throughout the sixties. Expressions of it can be 
found in the “New Left”,* the anti-war movement, the ecology 
movement, the women’s-liberation movement — all of which defied 

“the system”, but often with moralistic contempt for the working 
class, Ultimately, however, a significant part of the New Left de- 

cisively broke with this tradition and sought to transcend the im- 

peratives of its own class base, It is to this evolution that we now 

turn, 
As late as 1966, many New Left leaders held to Veblenesque 

theories of the unique importance of PMC-type occupations or of 

students themselves, Carl Davidson (then SDS Vice-President), for 

example, argued in a highly influential article that a student move- 

ment to control the university could be the base for the transfor- 

mation of all of society, (8) But then—— somewhere around 1967 or 

1968 —-there was a decisive break which made the sixties totally 

unlike the earlier (Progressive Era) period of PMC radicalism: 

Large numbers of young people pushed PMC radicalism to its 

limits and found themselves, ultimately, at odds with their own 

class, 

There are reasons why this development should have occurred 

in the sixties rather than in earlier periods of PMC radicalism. 

One has to do with the evolving role of the university, The uni- 

versity is the historical reproductive apparatus of the PMC and 

a historic center for the production of new knowledge, disciplines, 

techniques, heresies, etc.: both functions which have acquired a 

semblance of autonomy from capital. In the fifties and sixties, 

however, the university was being called on to play a much more 

direct role in the functioning of the capitalist state as well as pri- 

vate enterprise, It had become, as University of California Presi- 
dent Clark Kerr described it, “a prime instrument of national pur- 

pose”. As in the Progressive Era (and the New Deal), public-policy 
makers turned to the university for expert consultation in design- 

*By the “New Left” we mean the consciously anti-racist and anti-imperialist 

(and later, anti-capitalist) white movement, centered initially in the universities 

but ultimately extending well beyond them (e.g., it came to include underground 

newspapers; organizations of teachers, social workers, and medical workers; 

theater groups; community-organizing groups; etc.). Students for a Democratic 

Society (SDS) was its most important organizational expression from 1964 to 
1969. The New Left interacted with or was part of most of the other movements 

of the sixties, but it was not identical to them. To take two examples, the anti- 
war movement was far broader than the New Left; and the women’s-liberation 

movement emerged in part in opposition to the practices of the New Left. 
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ing anti-poverty programs, health-care programs, etc., but ona 
vastly expanded scale. Beyond that, in the sixties, the state also 
increasingly relied on the university for military assistance, not 

only from engineers and natural scientists, but from anthropolo- 

gists, sociologists, etc. 

The university's involvement with business or even with the 

defense establishment was one thing; its complicity in the war in 

Vietnam was quite another, In the bleak Eisenhower years and in 

the brief glow of Kennedy’s New Frontier, the university, despite 

its compromises, had seemed to many to be the repository of all 

that was good in the PMC-liberal tradition. For a while, it had 

been possible to ignore the conflict between the university’s actual 

functions and its liberal ideology, But the liberal facade could not 
be maintained in the face of genocide, In the blinding light of the 

bombs raining on Vietnam, the brutality of American foreign policy 

was starkly revealed — as was the university’s role in maintaining 

it. As far as the students were concerned, the self-righteous cold- 

war liberalism of the previous generation simply and abruptly col- 

lapsed, The moral legitimacy of the university, the older genera~ 

tion of the PMC, and the entire American system were thrown into 

question, 

Student fury against the war in Vietnam inevitably turned against 

the government’s accomplice, the university itself, and hence 

against one of the central institutions of the PMC. In response to 

the student attack on the university, liberal and even some Marxist 

faculty members began to dissociate themselves from the New 

Left. The older generation had a stake in the university: their 

grants, their careers, their image of themselves as being morally 

“above” the business world were tied to the university, 
Furthermore, the older generation were more cautious — they 

had matured in the Depression and the cringing forties and fifties; 

the New Left was filled with the ebullience of the New Frontier, 

The gap in generational experience was just too great to be bridged 

by abstract class interests. 

At the same time that many students of PMC origin and destiny 

were becoming disenchanted with their own class and its institu- 

tions, they began to find themselves challenged by the previously 

alien working class, For one thing, as the university struggled to 

keep pace with the booming growth in PMC jobs, the characteris- 

tics of students were changing, Unable to meet the demand for en- 

gineers, teachers, social workers, etc. with the sons and daughters 

of the existing PMC alone, the colleges were increasingly filled 

with the sons and daughters of the working class, As the student 

rebellion spread from elite PMC training grounds such as Berk- 

eley, Columbia, and Harvard to the much less elite Kent State, Penn 

State, and San Francisco State, the class background of the activ- 

ists shifted as well, Instead of student activists “well imbued with 

the traditional PMC values”, there were student activists who had 
always viewed the PMC —their teachers, social workers and the 
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like-— at the very least with some unease and hostility, 
But the wedge that finally separated a chunk of the New Left 

from its own class was the Black liberation movement, White stu- 

dent involvement in the Southern civil~rights struggle had often 

been tinged with paternalism : something like the settlement-house 

experience for so many middle-class young people in the early 

twentieth century, The Northern Black movement was more chal- 

lenging. Ghetto uprisings — especially the massive 1967 upheavals 
in Detroit and Newark — seemed to raise the possibility of an 

armed revolution, led by working-class Blacks, in which students 

would have to take sides. Black students, admitted to even the elite 

white colleges in response to the civil-rights movement, brought 

the Black rebellion to the campuses. Black students demanded that 

the white left support Black working-class demands (e.g., the de- 

mands for open admissions and for stopping university expansion 

into Black neighborhoods), 
Contacts between the white student left and Black non-student - 

groups (most notably the Black Panther Party) were characterized 

by arrogance on the latter side, near servility on the former, White 

PMC youths began to feel that their own radicalism, even their en~ 

tire life experience, was a pale abstraction compared to this mili- 

tance which came from “the streets”, There was an acute con- 

sciousness of “privilege” —a static and fragmentary prelude to 

the notion of class, 

Even more important to the student radicals’ break with the 

PMC was the content of urban Black militancy, Consider the rela- 

tionship which had developed between the PMC and the Black com- 
munity: Lower-stratum PMC occupations, teaching and social 

work, had been in a close service/social-control relation to the 

Black community since the northward migration of the fifties, In 

the sixties, the official concern about poverty, much heightened by 

the Watts rebellion in 1965, led to a massive federally-sponsored 

PMC penetration of the ghetto, Job opportunities multiplied for 

(largely white) planners, community organizers, psychologists, 

anthropologists, trainers, etc. The Black community came to play 

the same role with respect to the PMC of the sixties as the white 

immigrant community had played in the 1900s: It was a nourishing 

medium for expansion, a bottomless mine of “social pathology”. 

But it was far from a passive medium, By late 1966, Black mili- 
tants and Black community groups were raising the demand for 

“community control” of the very agencies and institutions which 
were providing opportunities for the white PMC, 

This demand did not fit into the traditional categories of the Old 

Left, (In the case of the New York City school struggle, the Pro- 

gressive Labor Party decided that the community-control demand 

was a ruling-class plot against the only “workers” in sight — the 
teachers{) But it was a clear declaration of class warfare: the 
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Black community (largely working-class) against the invading 

PMC, In many instances, it was Black members of the PMC 

who won out under the banner of community control; but the radi- 

cal, class-conscious thrust of the demand was “power to the peo- 

ple” — replace the professional and administrative elite with or- 

dinary citizens, 
Most white student radicals identified themselves with the com- 

munity-control struggle without question, For one thing, it was the 

direct descendent of the civil-rights struggle which had, in part, 

given birth to the New Left, It also seemed to be a living link be- 

tween foreign Third World struggles for self-determination (e.g., 

Vietnam) and the struggle to change U.S. society. In identifying 
with the community-control movement, the young PMC radicals 

were taking a position which ran counter to their own objective 

class interests, “Let the people decide,” said the front page slo- 
gan in SDS’s newspaper, NEW LEFT NOTES, even if they decided 
they didn’t want you.* 

By 1967 or 1968, the New Left was approaching a crisis: It had 
been born when the war in Vietnam forced thousands of PMC youths 

to confront the conflict between their class’s supposed values and 

American social reality, It had been bred in the institution where 

these contradictions appeared most sharply — in the elite univer- 

sities which both taught the old PMC values and abjectly served 

capitalist interests, But the student rebellion had spread to uni- 

versities whose students often came from working-class families, 

Originally committed to the university, the New Left was now 

locked in battle with the university. And it was increasingly com- 

mitted to supporting Black working-class-based movements which, 

for their part, rejected the traditional PMC attitudes toward the 

working class, The New Left was forced to examine its own class 

composition and class attitudes, Could it survive as a primarily 

* The conflict between ideals and self-interest felt by some in the PMC is illum- 

inated by the 1969 community and worker takeover of the Lincoln Hospital Men- 

tal Health Services in New York City. Only a few days before the administrators 

were locked out of their offices by 150 demonstrators, led by Black and Puerto 

Rican non-professional community mental-health workers. Dr. Harris Peck, the 

designer and director of the center, had written in READER’S DIGEST : “When 

there’s a foot planted in the seat of my trousers to kick me out of here, I’1l know 

we’ve succeeded. It will mean that the people want to take over the running of 

their own community. And that’s the way it should be.” But after the takeover, 

Peck commented that, while he still favored the principle of community control, 

“It’s a long-term goal. We don’t think it is possible to implement it at this 

time.” (Health-PAC, THE AMERICAN HEALTH EMPIRE (Random House, 1971), 
pp. 253-254) 
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PMC-based movement ? How could such a movement change soci~ 

ety? What relationship would it (or could it) develop with the tra~ 
ditional agent of social change, the working class (and especially 

with the militant Black movement) ? 

The problem of the New Left’s relation to the PMC as a whole 
was partially solved by the reaction of the older generation of the 
PMC, Many of the latter responded to the growing militance of the 
students with all the venom at their command, Psychiatrists the- 
orized publicly that America’s youth was searching for a father 
figure (and had found one in Mao, according to Bruno Bettelheim); 
educators blamed the rise in “anarchy” on Dr, Spock’s permis- 
siveness, and seconded Spiro Agnew’s call for a collective spank- 
ing. College administrators and sometimes faculty cooperated with 
the police and the FBI during the violent repression which began in 
1968, On their part, students radicals often turned on the Univer- 
sity, not in order to “free” it from complicity with imperialism, 
but to destroy it, In the fall of 1967, University of Wisconsin dem- 
onstrators handed out a leaflet announcing: “We pick this week to 
demonstrate against DOW (Chemical Corporation), against the uni- 
versity as a corporation and against the war because they are all 
one.” (emphasis ours) 

Criticism of the university, by a twisted kind of logic, soon led 

to criticism of students themselves. Carl Davidson, who only a 

year before had seen students as the mass base for social change, 

wrote: 

What can students do? Organizing struggles over dormi- 

tory rules seems frivolous when compared to the ghetto 

rebellions,...We organize students against the draft 
when the Army is made up of young men who are poor, 

black, Spanish-American, hillbillies or working-class. 

Everyone except students...,Students are oppressed. 

Bullshit, We are being trained to be the oppressors and 

the underlings of oppressors. (9) (emphasis ours) 

By the end of the sixties, SDS was so repulsed by its own class 

that it would have nothing to do with the emerging ecology move- 

ment and held back from mass anti-war activities such as the 

nationwide student “moratorium” and the massive student strike 
of May 1970, Mark Rudd went so far as to reject SDS itself (of 

which he was then the National Secretary) as a “weird pile of lib- 

eral shit”, 

It was a serious impasse: Where does a movement go when it 

comes to feel that the concerns which motivated it were trivial, if 

not illegitimate ? Or that the people in it are irrelevant, if not ob- 

jectively enemies? The “Weatherman” tendency in SDS took self- 
loathing to its logical extreme, resolving, in 1969, that white babies 

are “pigs” and pledging themselves to a suicidal strategy of direct 
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confrontation with the police, For many women, the emerging fem- 
inist movement became the last legitimate refuge from the guilt 
which was engulfing the New Left at this time. The newly articu- 
lated understanding that women were oppressed as a sex allowed 
many white PMC women to continue to assert the demands for 
meaningful work, self-fulfillment, etc. at a time when these de- 
mands had lost all moral legitimacy to most male leftists. 

By 1969, two overall approaches to handling the class problem 
were emerging for the New Left: one which we will call the “rad- 
icals in the professions” strategy; the other the strategy repre- 
sented by what came to be called the “new communist movement”, 
The “radicals in the professions” approach developed quite nat- 
urally out of the student life cycle: the undergraduates of 1963 
were, by 1969, teachers, social workers, journalists, lawyers, or 
students in graduate or professional schools, Stated very simply, 
the idea was to use these positions, or at least whatever skills 
went with them, to advance the radical cause — which was now 
generally understood to be the cause of poor and working-class 
people, oppressed minority groups, etc., and only indirectly of the 
professionals themselves. For example, the Student Health Organ- 
ization (medical and nursing students) worked on setting up pre- 
ventive health-care programs in Black ghettos; the New University 
Conference (college and junior-college teachers and graduate stu- 
dents) worked for open admissions to the colleges; the Social Wel- 
fare Workers Movement attached itself to the cause of the National 
Welfare Rights Organization; and so on. Other “radical profes- 
sionals” set up alternative law firms, health centers, etc. or dedi- 
cated themselves to providing technical resources and support for 
Black and Puerto Rican community organizations, 

se 
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nm Certain streams of the radical professionals’ movement could 

be interpreted as being little more than attempts to salvage PMC 

interests in the face of the Black working-class challenge, There 

was a search for more acceptable professional roles, such as “ad- 

vocacy planning”, and even some hopes that community control 
would bring an expansion of PMC opportunities: 

«Struggle by communities for control of their own de-~ 

velopment and services prepares the basis for a decen- 

tralized and democratized civil society, It is obvious that 

all such developments have profound need for the services 

of professional, intellectual, cultural and scientific work- 

ers, (10) 

But on the whole, the radicals-in-the-professions took a drama- 

tic step beyond traditional PMC class interests, The great impor- 

tance of this direction, or strategy, of New Left activism is that it 

embodied a critical self-consciousness of the PMC itself —a kind 

of negative class consciousness, The radicals-in-the-professions 

challenged the PMC not for its lack of autonomy (as the student 

movement had in the early sixties), but for its very claims to au- 

tonomy — objectivity, commitment to public service, and expertise 

itself. “Demystification” was the catchword, Radical doctors wanted 
not only to free their profession from the grip of the “medical- 

industrial complex”, but to demystify medicine, Radical lawyers 
would open up the law books and make elementary legal skills 

available to the people. Radical psychiatrists would lead the as- 

sault on psychiatric mythology and show that any sensitive com- 

munity person could easily replace them, Radical teachers would 

expose the capitalist functions of education. And so on. Creden- 

tialing barriers would tumble. The rule of the experts would be 

abolished — by the young experts.* 
It was, at best, a difficult approach to sustain, Clients, patients, 

students, etc, often turned out to resent their radical profession- 

als’ very lack of professionalism, Black aspirants to the PMC 

(briefly in demand in the late sixties and early seventies) had little 

interest in “demystifying” the positions they were for the first 
time attaining, Furthermore, conditions made it less and less pos- 

*It would be hard to overemphasize how sharp a break this was with the dom- 

inant traditions of the Second and Third Internationals. The latter, for instance, 

following the model of the USSR, believed that technology was neutral: In capi- 
talist societies it served the interests of the capitalists; in socialist societies 

it would be directed toward popular ends. The New Left, influenced by the Cul- 

tural Revolution in China, came to believe that the technology itself embodied 

bourgeois social relations. The contrast between Old and New Left attitudes 

toward professionalism and the privileges accompanying it are equally sharp. 

The New Left position, of course, was in no small measure the descendent of 

the militantly egalitarian SDS and SNCC tradition of “participatory democracy”. 
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sible to give the radicals-in-the-professions approach a fair test. 

Repression destroyed the radical elements of the Black movement 

which had held the radical professionals in some sense account- 

able, Government grants and money for community programs dried 

up. Finally, the economic downturn of the seventies placed stiff 

penalties on radical activity among professionals or anyone else: 

Teachers who defied the administration by giving out all A’s, social 

workers who attempted to organize their clients against the wel- 

fare department, etc., found themselves in case after case out of 

a job, The Student Health Organization, Social Welfare Workers 

Movement, New University Conference, Medical Committee for 

Human Rights, all collapsed in the early seventies, and radical 

caucuses in professional associations became at best centers of 

radical scholarship, at worst little more than job-placement net- 

works for the hordes of ex-student-radical professionals, 

The “New Communist Movement” arose out of the shambles of 
SDS in 1969 and picked up recruits with the collapse of the radi- 

cals~in-the-professions approach in the early seventies.* The New 

Communists explicitly dissociated themselves from the New Left 

and adopted a political outlook which was superficially not very 

different from that of the earlier generation of PMC radicals who 

had been Communists in the 1930s. They advocated the primacy 

of the working class in revolutionary struggle and the need to build 

a vanguard party to lead that struggle. But exactly who constituted 

that working class was not entirely clear. Sometimes (e.g., in de- 

scribing teachers’ strikes and the spread of union-like attitudes in 

professional organizations of engineers and nurses) the New Com- 

munists adhered to the orthodox Marxian two-class model and in- 

cluded all wage earners within the “working class”, But most of 
the time, by “working class” they meant the traditional blue-collar 
(and in some cases, lower-level white-collar) working class,* Stu- 

dents and young professionals joining New,Communist organiza- 

tions were urged to “proletarianize” themselves in outlook, life 

* By the “New Communist Movement” we mean those “Marxist-Leninist” organ- 

izations which grew out of the New Left, rather than out of prior left organiza- 

tions such as the Socialist Workers Party and the Communist Party, plus indi- 

viduals and study groups which identify with these organizations or their ide- 

ologies. National “new communist” organizations at this time include the Octo- 

ber League, the Revolutionary Communist Party, and the Communist Labor 

Party. Although not affiliated with any of these groups, the weekly GUARDIAN 

is the most widely read advocate of New Communist ideas. 

*In common New Communist Movement parlance, most of the PMC is lumped 

together with self-employed professionals, shopkeepers, small businessmen, 

etc. as the “petty bourgeoisie” — a distinctly pejorative description. As we have 

argued in the first part of this paper (see RADICAL AMERICA, March-April 

1977), this is a grossly incorrect class analysis. 
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style, and even occupation, Factories replaced universities as the 
key setting for political activity, Issues which had preoccupied the 
New Left — personal fulfillment, community, participatory democ- 
racy, etc. — were dismissed as “petty bourgeois” or even “deca- 
dent”, 

In positing the existence of a Professional/Managerial Class, we 

do not mean to suggest that society has entered some new, “post- 

capitalist” phase of development. The central dynamic in our so- 

ciety still lies in the contradiction between the socialized nature 

of the production process and the private appropriation of the 

fruits of production, The interests of the capitalist class remain 

fundamentally antagonistic to the interests of wage earners of all 

kinds, including those we have defined as members of the PMC, In 

fact, as we have argued, within the U.S., this antagonism has turned 

the PMC into an enduring reservoir of radicalism (from Progres- 

sivism and the Socialist Party to the New Left), 

IF STUDENTS STRIKE... 
THERE 1S NO SCHOOL. 

IF WORKERS STRIKE... 
THERE 15 NO WAR. 

But as we have said, not only is there an objective antagonism 

between the working class and the PMC on the one hand and the 

capitalist class on the other; there is, in addition, an objective an- 

tagonism between the working class and the PMC, This latter an- 
tagonism has severely undercut the revolutionary chances of the 

working class (or of a combination of elements of both the PMC 

and the working class). 
In the first place, as we have seen, PMC radicalism emerges 

out of PMC class interests, which include the PMC’s interest in 
extending its cultural and technological hegemony over the working 
class, Thus the possibility exists in the PMC for the emergence of 
what may at first sight seem to be a contradiction in terms: anti- 
working-class radicalism, This possibility finds its fullest expres- 
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sion in the PMC radicals’ recurring vision of technocratic social- 

ism, a society in which the bourgeoisie has been replaced by bu- 

reaucrats, planners, and experts of various sorts, Nor is this 

vision restricted to the right-wing socialists and social democrats 

who come forth from the PMC; it has been advanced with great 

militancy by many who style their views as the “proletarian line”. 
In fact, in any left ideology which fails to comprehend the PMC and 

its class interests, there is always a good possibility that the “dic- 

tatorship of the proletariat” will turn out to be the dictatorship of 
the PMC,* 

Turning now to the effects of the PMC/working-class polariza- 

tion on working-class consciousness, we should recall first that 

the very existence of the PMC is predicated on the atomization of 

working-class life and culture and the appropriation of skills once 

vested in the working class.* The activities which the PMC per- 

forms within the capitalist division of labor in themselves serve 

to undermine positive class consciousness among the working 

class, The kind of consciousness which remains, the commonly 

held attitudes of the working class, are as likely to be anti-PMC 

as they are to be anti-capitalist — if only because people are more 

likely, in a day-to-day sense, to experience humiliation, harass~ 

ment, frustration, etc. at the hands of the PMC than from members 

of the actual capitalist class, 

* At risk of considerable over-simplification, we would suggest that this is in a 

sense just what happened in the USSR: a “new class” of technocrats — govern- 

ment and party bureaucrats, industrial managers, professional ideologues, etc. 

-— has come to preside over a society in which more or less capitalist relations 

of production persist, despite the absence of a capitalist class. In this context, 
Lenin’s well-known interest in adopting the methods of Taylorism (see Harry 
Braverman, LABOR AND MONOPOLY CAPITAL, Monthly Review, 1975, p. 12) 

and, conversely, the Chinese concern with restricting the privileges of man- 

agers and reducing the gap between mental and manual workers in order to 

avoid the Soviet mistakes (see John Ehrenreich, “The Dictatorship of the Prole- 

tariat in China,” MONTHLY REVIEW, October 1975) are worth recalling. Sim- 
ilarly, “Arab socialism”, “African socialism”, and “military socialism” (e.g., 

pre-1975 Peru) can also best be understood not as “petty bourgeois socialism” 

but as *PMC socialism”, based on the rising class of civilian and military gov- 
ernment mental workers. 

*We do not mean to suggest, of course, that the PMC alone holds the working 

class in check, or that restraining the development of working-class conscious - 

ness is always, or even usually, a conscious goal of the PMC. On the former 

point, other sources of control over the working class certainly include the di- 

rect use or threat of state and private employer power; pre-capitalist authori- 

tarian mechanisms of control such as the Catholic Church; and the many forces 

leading to the segmentation of the labor market along lines of race, ethnicity, 

sex, and to the physical dispersion of the working class. 
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Now, add to the fact of working-class hostility to the PMC two 
observations we have made already: (1) the historic association, 

in the U,S., of socialist radicalism with the PMC; and (2)the PMC’s 

proclivity for a technocratic vision of socialism in which the PMC 

would be the dominant class, The result is that there emerges in 

the working class another seemingly contradictory ideology, which 

we might call class-conscious anti-communism., This working-class 

anti-communism receives continual encouragement from right- 

wing demagogues who emphasize exactly these points: the role of 

PMC members (“pinko intellectuals”, “effete snobs”, etc.) in radi- 
cal movements and social-control activities, and the supposedly 

totalitarian nature of socialism, But working-class anti-commu- 

nism is not created by right-wing demagoguery (or bad leadership, 

or ignorance, though all these help); it grows out of the objective 

antagonism between the working class and the PMC. Often enough 

it comes mixed with a wholesale rejection of any thing or thought 

associated with the PMC -—— liberalism, intellectualism, etc. 

We hardly need to emphasize the dangerous, potentially tragic, 

nature of this situation, It is reflected with painful clarity in the 

condition of the U.S. left today: isolated and fragmented, still based 

largely in the PMC, more a subculture than a “movement,” 
Is there a way out? Is there anything in the experience of either 

PMC or working class which could lead them to transcend their 

antagonism, to join together in some sort of mass radical alliance 

for social change? If so, how can such an alliance be built ? 

To answer these questions it seems to us we have to draw on the 

experience of the New Left. In a sense, the New Left represents a 

historic breakthrough: a first conscious effort to recognize and 

confront the conflict between the PMC and the working class. 

Learning in part from the Cultural Revolution in China, with its 

emphasis on the gap between mental and manual labor and its 

populist approach to technology, and in part fromtheir uneasy alli- 

ance with (mainly Third World) working-class community move- 

ments, the radicals of the sixties began to develop a critique of 

their own class, The feminist movement extended that critique, 

exposing the ideological content of even the most apparently “neu- 

tral” science and the ideological functions of even the most super- 
ficially “rational” experts. 

But the New Left was not able to complete its incipient critique 

of the PMC and its role, With the collapse of the New Left as a 

mass movement in the seventies, the very effort ceased: Guilt re- 

placed self-confidence; sterile efforts at remolding the conscious- 

ness of individual members of the PMC along “proletarian” lines 
replaced the more fruitful search for ways in which the PMC- 

based left could help stimulate and unite with a working-class 

movement, 

But the possibility of developing the emergent insights of the 

sixties and applying them to the development of a truly broad- 
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based anti-capitalist movement is perhaps more alive now than 
ever, Unlike in the early sixties, there are thousands of PMC left- 
ists who remain aware, in however unsystematic a way, of the ten- 
sions at the PMC-working class interface, And, also unlike the 
early sixties, there is a growing number of young radical working- 
class intellectuals — people who were given a brief exposure to 
higher education (and to the New Left) in the period of university 
expansion in the sixties, and were then thrown back into working- 
class occupations by the economic crisis of the seventies, Thus, 
if only in terms of personnel, the opportunity exists for developing 
a politics which can address and overcome the class stalemate of 
the contemporary left. 

What direction might such a politics go? We can only suggest a 
few beginning directions: 

(a) The way out does not lie in falling back on romantic visions 
of the historical mission of the working class, manifested in ef- 
forts to expunge “petty bourgeois” —i.e., PMC — ideology from 
the left so as to uncover the “pure proletarian line.” The relation- 
ship between the PMC and the working class is complementary; 
neither class has a “pure” ideology, uninfluenced by the other, or 
by the capitalist class, It is in the nature of this relationship that 
“culture” (in the loose sense of knowledge, ideas, history), includ- 
ing the systematic critique of capitalism itself, is dominated by 
the PMC. In a sense, Lenin’s perception in WHAT IS TO BE DONE 
remains true: the possibility of building a mass movement which 
seeks to alter society in its totality depends on the coming together 
of working-class insight and militancy with the tradition of social- 
ist thinking kept alive by “middle-class” intellectuals. 

(b) The antagonism between the PMC and the working class can- 

not be wished away in the name of anti-capitalist unity — any more, 

for example, than the antagonism between men and women, or be- 

tween black and white can be, The left, which is now predominantly 

drawn from the PMC, must address itself to the subjective and 

cultural aspects of classoppression as well as to material inequal- 

ities; it must commit itself to uprooting itsown ingrained and often 

subtle attitudes of condescension and elitism. The tensions between 

PMC leftists and the working class can only be dealt with by start- 

ing with a clear analytical perception of their origins and nature. 

Guilty self-effacement on the part of PMC radicals and/or sim- 

plistic glorification of the working class simply perpetuate the 

class roles forged in capitalist society. 

(c) Moreover, in order to forge an alliance between elements of 

the PMC and the working class, the left must address itself not 

only to “bread and butter” issues but to all the issues it has too 
readily shelved as “cultural”: the division of labor, the nature (and 
ideological content) of science and technology, art, psychology, 

sexuality, education, etc. For it is on these issues that the historic 

antagonism between the PMC and the working class rests, Both 
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classes confront the capitalist class over the issue of ownership 
and control of the means of production, They confront each other 
over the issues of knowledge, skills, culture. 
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In our last issue we left out two photo credits. Our cover, ‘Amnesty 
and Liberty’, was based on a Madrid wsall mural, photographed by 
Jose Delgado-Guitart. The picture of Cesar Chavez on page 75 was 
by Tom Uribes. 
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